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Abstract

Introduction: the article considers the concept of prevention in several aspects (social
prevention, criminological prevention, situational prevention, evolutionary prevention).
Aim: describe the subjects implementing the prevention of offenses and consider the
issue of public participation in this process in historical and modern periods. We focus
our attention on the prevention of new crimes in the institutions of the Federal Penitentiary
Service, emphasize its importance during the period of serving a sentence (educational
techniques and methods) and after release (interaction of probation inspectorates with law
enforcement agencies for the re-socialization of released convicts). We outline possible
risks and difficulties of organizing crime prevention together with public organizations:
determining preferences for activists; politicization of preventive work (obtaining additional
electoral points); selection of activists (preventing the involvement of representatives
of the criminal environment). In the context of considering ways to improve prevention,
much attention is paid to the prevention of crime through technological innovations:
control over people’s movement using a mobile phone; analysis of web browsing history;
computer programs for crime prevention; compilation and maintenance of federal
database programs; chipping, etc. The study is based on the accumulated experience of
implementing preventive work, which is described in the sections “Prevention yesterday”
and “Prevention today”. The article analyzes examples of crime prevention in Thailand, the
U.S. etc., and reflects the results of implementation of the “Safe City” program in Moscow.
The methodological basis of this study is represented by the axiological approach.
Research problems were addressed with the use of general philosophical principles of
dialectics and special methods of cognition: systematic, formal-legal, sociological, etc.
Results: the public remains the most important element of the prevention system. It is
necessary to develop and legally consolidate the relevant activities, for example, as it is
done in Article 11 of the Federal Law “On the fundamentals of the system for prevention
of neglect and juvenile delinquency”. Legal education should be the main weapon in the
hands of the subjects of prevention. Elimination of crime should become the main direction
of prevention.
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Definition of prevention

Science contains several concepts of pre-
vention. We will focus on some of them, since
they are of interest in relation to the problem
declared in the title of this article.

conditions of not only crimes and offenses, but
also all social pathologies, various forms and
types of deviant conduct, or as it is now fash-
ionable to say, maladaptive conduct, including
alcoholism, drunkenness, vagrancy, sexual and

Social prevention includes a wide range of
measures aimed to address the causes and

social promiscuity and other antisocial conduct
that violates not only and not so much legal, but
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moral, religious and ethical rules of human be-
havior in society [1, p. 13].

Prevention of offenses is the impact on the
causes and conditions of both criminally pun-
ishable socially dangerous acts and other legal
torts that are forms of misconduct: administra-
tive offenses, disciplinary offenses, civil law of-
fenses, procedural offenses [1, p. 12].

Criminological prevention is the prevention
of crimes, plus the prevention of certain non-
criminal offenses, primarily administrative of-
fenses, which are closest in their objective
side to the composition of a particular crime [1,
p. 13].

Based on these definitions, we can identify
several key elements that make up the subject
of prevention. These are: a) identification of the
causes and conditions of social pathologies; b)
development of forms and methods for eliminat-
ing these causes and conditions; c) continuous
measurements of the degree of public health
(maybe even public ill health, i.e. diseases of
society or any part of it, for example, a specific
region in the country or a relatively large social
group); d) analysis of the emergence of new
pathologies; e) monitoring the quality of the law
enforcement system; e) inclusion of the public
in preventive work.

Situational prevention

We understand situational crime prevention
as various options for differentiating preventive
activities. Situational prevention is called refor-
matory, and it is contrasted with evolutionary
prevention, which is obviously understood as
the state system for crime prevention [8].

Despite its apparent novelty, the term “situ-
ational prevention” was introduced into sci-
entific circulation back in 1980. Its author was
the UK scientist Ronald V. Clarke. He made his
conclusions based on the Home Office data
obtained while studying the influence of an in-
definite set of factors that lead to the commis-
sion of a crime. Ronald V. Clarke concluded
that instead of endlessly considering the main
typical problems that make people commit
crimes, it is necessary to focus on identifying
the factors that allow people to commit crimes.
These factors that make it possible to com-
mit a crime are easier to identify, mitigate and
their negative impact is easier to mitigate. This
approach was called situational crime preven-
tion. The idea of Ronald V. Clarke was based on
the rational choice theory in economics, which
was described, among others, by the American
scientist Gary Becker in the late 1960s. In turn,
the rational choice theory is based on the hy-

pothesis that social behavior patterns proceed
from the fact that each person makes decisions
based on: a) their own preferences; b) the limi-
tations they face; c) available information; d)
reason, not instinct, to guide their actions.

Situational prevention goes beyond the jus-
tice system. Criminal law is considered here
as part of anti-crisis management efforts and,
accordingly, is necessary primarily for analyz-
ing specific types of crimes and understanding
why these crimes are committed. After identi-
fying situational factors that contribute to the
commission of a crime (types of crimes), in-
tervention methods are developed in order to
eliminate them. Thus, situational prevention in
theory is aimed at reducing the opportunities
for committing crimes rather than punishment
and subsequent social rehabilitation of crimi-
nals.

There are five main methods of situational
prevention: 1) 1) increasing the difficulties (what
can be called an increase in the intensity of the
use of preventive measures); 2) increasing the
risks (an increase in the probability of negative
consequences, what Rudolph Giuliani, the May-
or of New York City from 1994 to 2001, called
“zero tolerance for crime”); 3) reducing the re-
wards (exceeding the negative consequences
for the offender compared to the benefits of
committing illegal actions); 4) reducing oppor-
tunities (elimination of conditions for commit-
ting crimes, for example, the lack of security
on the territory of the warehouse); 5) removing
excuses (the inevitability of punishment for the
committed illegal action, and it does not neces-
sarily have to be a criminal legal measure, but
punishment, for example, serious public cen-
sure, must necessarily follow).

Quite widely, situational prevention methods
are used to prevent drunk driving. For example,
Thai criminologists have proposed: a) to make
it more difficult for drunk drivers to drive a car
(increasing the difficulties of drunk driving); b)
to abolish the liberal practice of police officers
against drunk drivers (increasing the risks of
drunk driving); c) to raise fines for drunk driv-
ing (reducing the rewards of drunk driving);
d) to oblige citizens to report to the police if it
becomes known that an intoxicated person is
trying to drive a car (reducing opportunities for
drunk driving); e) to eliminate the possibility of
release for drunk driving (removing excuses)
[10].

A direct consequence of the dominance of
situational crime prevention in modern crimi-
nology is the adoption of the “Safe City” con-
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cept, in which one of the main directions is the
prevention and detection of offenses through
video surveillance systems [8].

Meanwhile, the Soviet and Russian theory of
crime prevention has never focused exclusively
on factor-based or state approaches. On the
contrary, it was distinguished by the complex-
ity and diversity of views, which in turn was pro-
vided by dialectical methods of cognition and
constantly improving ways for addressing new
problems. How far this has been solved in prac-
tice is another question.

Therefore, for us, situational crime preven-
tion is not a fresh approach to old problems.
However, it would be unreasonable to ignore
the experience of other scientists, especially
since it certainly has rational grains.

Prevention yesterday

According to the first and so far the only aca-
demic course of domestic criminology, labor
collectives, amateur non-governmental orga-
nizations and educational organizations, crime
prevention councils, squads, community courts
and public order protection stations [2, p. 19]
play an essential role in the crime prevention
system; all these institutions are now united un-
der the title “public prevention”.

Without broad public participation in the
prevention of offenses, prevention itself loses
its original meaning. In the same academic
course, it was reasonably argued that relying
only on the activities of punitive bodies in crime
prevention is based on the false idea that if the
state has strict laws, and the courts widely ap-
ply punishment, then crime will be done with [2,
p. 23].

At the same time, it is important (we will
discuss it in more detail a little later) to under-
stand that previously prevention was based on
an extremely strict organizational hierarchy of
the only official political party that existed - the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union. Formally
being a public organization, the CPSU was em-
bedded in the political system at the level of the
Constitution, so the instructions of the party
leaders at different levels were perceived (and
were such in essence) as unconditional for ex-
ecution. Consequently, prevention had strict
centralization and strict disciplinary responsi-
bility (public punishments had serious conse-
quences for people in terms of their further ca-
reer and employment).

Thus, the prevention of offenses had not only
a strict structural organization, but was based
on the broad participation of the public in this
process.

Prevention today

Today, prevention is decentralized. Of
course, in no case can we say that preventive
work is not being carried out, but: a) this work is
not systematized; b) itis not put at the forefront;
c) it is not mandatory.

Currently, Federal Law “On the fundamentals
of the prevention system in the Russian Federa-
tion” [6] (hereinafter — Federal Law on Preven-
tion) is in force, Article 5 of this law defines the
following subjects of the prevention system: 1)
federal executive authorities; 2) prosecutor’s
office; 3) investigative committee; 4) authori-
ties of constituent entities; 5) local government
bodies.

We note that the list of subjects is exhaustive.
At the same time, it is very unusual that there
are no police among the subjects. There are no
members of the public either. At the same time,
the public is assigned a supporting role as a
secondary participant in this work. Article 13 of
the Federal Law on Prevention states that pub-
lic associations exercise their rights in this area
through participation in the forms provided for
in this law, including participation in relevant
state and municipal programs, for example, in
the protection of public order and other socially
significant events in accordance with the legis-
lation of the Russian Federation.

A significant part of the formulations con-
tained in the legislation on prevention are of a
recommendatory nature. For example, Para-
graph 30 of the Procedure for keeping records
of persons sentenced to correctional labor
states that representatives of the public can be
(hereinafter — emphasis added. /.M.) involved in
educational work and work on the prevention of
offenses [4]. Article 158 of the RF Criminal Pro-
cedure Code states that an inquirer, the head
of an investigative body, an investigator, having
established the circumstances that contributed
to the commission of a crime, has the right to
submit to the relevant organization or the rel-
evant official a presentation about taking mea-
sures to eliminate these circumstances or other
violations of the law.

Among other things, Article 22 of the Federal
Law on Prevention states that a subject autho-
rized in accordance with the legislation of the
Russian Federation makes a mandatory sub-
mission to the relevant body or organization,
regardless of the form of ownership, or a public
association, on eliminating the causes and con-
ditions that contribute to the commission of an
offense. The subject “does” it rather than “has
the right” to do so.
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As it was noted above, public participation in
the prevention of offenses is allowed residually,
and the major role belongs to state structures.
For example, in the case of social adaptation,
which is a set of measures aimed at providing
people in difficult life situations with the neces-
sary assistance (Article 24 of the Federal Law
on Prevention), the public is referred to in the
sense that its representatives are involved to
provide the necessary assistance.

The fundamental Federal Law “On charitable
activities and volunteerism” [3], which is aimed
at active participation of the public in the life of
society and the state, alas, does not say any-
thing at all about the prevention of offenses.

Meanwhile, people who need help in con-
nection with offenses will turn to the help of
state structures last of all. This will happen be-
cause: a) offense is an act directed against the
state and state structures; b) these persons of-
ten consider these structures to be the perpe-
trators of their own deviations from the law; c)
assistance is often provided formally (or rather
it is not provided at all); d) even if assistance is
provided, it is accompanied by serious restric-
tions; e) finally, Russian citizens, and this is
confirmed by numerous surveys for at least 20
years, to put it mildly, do not fully trust the law
enforcement system, i.e., the very subjects of
prevention.

At the same time, re-socialization of offend-
ers (Article 25 of the Federal Law on Prevention),
i.e. a set of socio-economic and pedagogical
measures, cannot be carried out without the
participation of the public. Just like social reha-
bilitation (Article 26 of the Federal Law on Pre-
vention), i.e. a set of measures to restore social
ties and functions lost by persons in a difficult
life situation, is impossible without the public.
This is evident from the content of the mea-
sures for re-socialization and rehabilitation, as
itis given in the law, and as it really should hap-
pen. But not a word has been said about how
the public is involved in these processes.

The scope of preventive activities is evi-
denced by Article 24 of the Federal Law on Pre-
vention, which lists the categories of people in
respect of whom such work should be carried
out primarily: a) neglected and homeless mi-
nors; b) persons serving a non-custodial crimi-
nal sentence; c) persons engaged in vagrancy
and begging; d) minors subjected to compul-
sory measures of educational influence; e) per-
sons of no fixed abode; f) other categories of
persons, including persons who have under-
gone treatment for drug addiction, alcoholism

and substance abuse, as well as those who are
unable to ensure their safety in their own (with
their consent).

It is curious that the provision of preventive
work in relation to the above-mentioned people
should be carried out through: a) stimulating
the activities of organizations providing jobs; b)
providing social services to persons in need; c)
providing state social assistance; d) involving
the public.

The public and prevention

Obviously, the above provisions give rise to
more questions than answers in terms of the
possibility of their real implementation. In this
case, we pay special attention to the fact that
the public is of no major importance.

By the way, it is no less surprising that ac-
cording to the RF Penal Enforcement Code, the
public can take part in the reformation of con-
victs only in one case — when they are serving
a sentence in the form of restriction of free-
dom (Article 47" of the RF Penal Enforcement
Code). It would seem that in a legal social state,
the role and importance of the public should be
decisive in helping people who have commit-
ted deviations from the norms of the law return
to normal life, but the legislator is in no hurry to
rely on the help of people united by this goal in
this matter.

We cannot say that preventive work is not be-
ing carried out, on the contrary, this work is be-
ing carried out quite actively in a number of re-
gions. For example, the “Safe City” program has
been in action in Moscow for more than 10 years.
Moreover, in 2014, an order of the Government
of the Russian Federation, approved the Con-
cept for building and developing the hardware
and software complex “Safe City” [4], which
includes a subsection on law enforcement and
crime prevention. But there is still a feeling that
this preventive work is far from the existing re-
alities. So, in the abovementioned section of the
“Safe City” concept, the emphasis is placed on
video surveillance and video recording. Do the
developers of the concept seriously believe that
they will be able to prevent offenses and crimes
only by installing video cameras? Is it not obvious
that video cameras are a means and not an end?
Prevention is done by hands, not by video cam-
eras. Granted, the possibility of video recording
provides significant advantages in the investiga-
tion of crimes; but anyway, the crime has already
been committed.

Prevention and investigation

However, prevention does not mean expo-
sure. Moreover, such targeted prevention is
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hard daily work, barely noticeable and, frankly
speaking, not very effective. It is difficult to re-
ward a law enforcement officer for prevention,
it is much easier to reward them for solving a
crime (which also matters). Moreover, preven-
tion is very expensive. To prove this, it is enough
to look at the expenses planned to make in
Moscow under the program mentioned above.
At the same time, we believe that the amount of
the allocated funds is unlikely to really meet the
needs of prevention (in our opinion, they look
quite modest in the program).

The thesis that it is much more efficient to
prevent a crime than to investigate it is far from
being so unambiguous, despite all its attrac-
tiveness. Unfortunately, any (we emphasize -
any) law enforcement system does not like to
engage in prevention: the tasks are unclear,
the effectiveness is not obvious, the benefit is
questionable, the goal is difficult to achieve.

Is it not the reason why the prevention of of-
fenses and crimes is no longer in high esteem?
And does this not relate to the postulate (which
has recently been considered almost the ulti-
mate truth) that crime cannot be put an end to,
and we can only talk about socially acceptable
control over it. In our opinion, this is a very dan-
gerous approach that determines a consum-
er’s attitude toward the very formulation of the
problem (is it worth making too much effort if
there is nothing to be done anyway, and crime
will remain forever?).

Prevention and the Federal Penitentiary Ser-
vice of Russia

Prevention of new crimes among persons
serving a court-imposed sentence is deter-
mined by the very content of the work of insti-
tutions executing punishments. As a matter
of fact, the activity of these institutions con-
sists in the prevention of new crimes that can
be committed by convicted persons. But here
we mean preventing persons from commit-
ting new crimes primarily outside correctional
institutions, since their isolation from society
is ensured. As for the prevention of crimes by
convicts in correctional institutions, then in this
case, as we know, everything is not so clear.

In fact, preventive activity in FSIN institutions
is determined by the very fact of its existence
and is not directed toward convicts (not quite
so, of course, but we shall speak more about it
below). And this is confirmed in Article 1 of the
RF Penal Enforcement Code, which states that
the goals of penal enforcement legislation in-
clude preventing the commission of new crimes
by other persons, i.e. not only and not even so

much by convicts, but by those who are outside
the scope of FSIN. And there is no contradiction
in this, because prevention on the part of the
Federal Penitentiary Service consists in intimi-
dating unstable citizens who are prone to illegal
conduct. FSIN tacitly warns such people: “If you
behave badly, you will end up with us”.

As for the prevention of the commission of
new crimes by convicts who are in correctional
institutions, this is achieved by establishing se-
vere, mainly punitive restrictions; it is contained
in the RF Penal Enforcement Code and therefore
it is legal; besides, it is determined by the specif-
ics of the persons serving sentences, a signifi-
cant part of whom are socially neglected citizens
and are not ready to accept educational mea-
sures akin to those used at the kindergarten.

Nevertheless, the work on the reformation
of convicted persons is being carried out, in-
cluding, among other things, with the use of
specific educational techniques and which, it
seems, are not to be discussed in detail in the
open press.

Prevention on the part of the penal system is
of the greatest importance for those who leave
its scope and, first of all, for those convicts who
have served a sentence of imprisonment, and
among them, first of all, for those who have
served sentences for grave crimes. It is worth
noting that the problem of social adaptation
(not to mention social rehabilitation) of these
persons to life outside correctional institutions
is of great concern to law-abiding citizens, es-
pecially after the mass murders committed by
such persons shortly after their release (for ex-
ample, the murder of the entire family, including
children, in Khakassia on August 5, 2021).

In this regard, the work of probation in-
spectorates is of great importance, since their
employees, by virtue of their duties, know ev-
erything about the released person. Unfortu-
nately, untilrecently, there has been no effective
mechanism for interaction between probation
inspectorates and those bodies, organizations
and police officers in charge of which the for-
mer convict is. Under such circumstances,
there exist considerable difficulties regarding
preventive work with people whose views on
normal life are far from normal.

As for the public, its role in the work of the
Federal Penitentiary Service is minimal. This di-
rectly follows from the norms of the current leg-
islation, which refers to clergymen and leaves
representatives of the public behind (except for
the execution of punishment in the form of re-
striction of freedom).
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Of course, there emerge many questions
here.

First, today the implementation of prevention
tasks is fraught with many difficulties, some of
which seem, at least, intractable. It has always
been difficult to attract even the most eager
social activists with slogans without providing
them with any tangible preferences, and it has
become almost impossible in the conditions of
capitalist economic management, where con-
sumer interests are a priori in the first place.

Second, there is certainly an interest in
this preventive work, especially on the eve of
various election campaigns. In this regard,
certain unexpected organizational difficul-
ties arise when representatives of various
political parties and organizations can begin
to use preventive work as a means to obtain
additional electoral points. There is a contra-
diction that will be aggravated - by its nature,
prevention is an everyday and not very grate-
ful work, which will turn into an efficient dem-
onstration farce.

Third, along with the increase in the scope
of prevention in the organizational structure of
the law enforcement system, there will be an
ever growing danger that representatives of the
criminal environment, and more specifically,
organized crime, will begin to penetrate into it
under the guise of those most eager social ac-
tivists.

Improving prevention

D.XNu. Yakovlev suggests the following mea-
sures to prevent crime.

1. Legislative consolidation of the crime pre-
vention system: a) at preschool, school and
other educational levels (by introducing the in-
stitute of curatorship, classroom guidance or
mentoring); b) at the medical level (identifica-
tion of any deviations in persons prone to de-
viant behavior); c) at the law enforcement level
(prevention of misconduct among both youth
and adults by participating in school meet-
ings, meetings of residents of apartment build-
ings, meetings at district police stations, yard
rounds).

2. Combating the sources of crime, drunk-
enness and drug addiction by eliminating the
centers of production and distribution of illegal
alcohol, drugs and psychotropic substances,
identifying places where anti-social characters
gather.

3. Conducting planned and unscheduled
inspections of criminogenic residential zones
(dormitories, communal apartments, barracks),
where citizens lead an antisocial lifestyle.

4. Formation, development (restoration) of
the system of freelance assistants to district
police commissioners.

5. Joint formation of law enforcement-orient-
ed public associations by internal affairs bodies
and local governments [9].

Prevention and new technologies

E.Yu. Chuklina believes that modern crime
prevention should be based on technological
innovation. Modern technologies help to track
all the movements of a person using a mobile
phone or to establish the range of their interests
by analyzing their web browsing history. At the
same time, there are two main types of tech-
nological innovations: a) information technolo-
gies (so-called soft technologies); b) material
technologies (hard technologies). According
to E.Yu. Chuklina, situational crime prevention,
on which her approach is based, includes tech-
nologies (hardware or materials) and software
technologies (computer software, information
systems). Accordingly, hard technologies de-
signed to prevent the commission of a crime
include: a) video surveillance cameras; b) metal
detectors in schools, universities and crowded
places; c) baggage inspection and personal in-
spection at airports and train stations; d) bul-
letproof cash windows in banks; e) security sys-
tems in homes and at enterprises.

The police use the following hard technolo-
gies: a) new weapons; b) new patrol vehicles
with improved technologies; ¢) new means of
protecting police officers.

Soft technologies comprise computer pro-
grams for the prevention of crimes, including: a)
tools for assessing criminal threats; b) stream-
ing information in police vehicles; c¢) notifying
the police when there is an excessive crowd in
one place; d) face recognition to identify want-
ed persons.

The United States uses federal programs
with databases that systematize the places of
crimes committed and at the same time assess
personal characteristics of criminals.

There is a well-known idea about creating
a system of remote control over crime using
population chipping programs. Many coun-
tries have been following this path for quite a
long time. For example, one cannot enter any
EU member state without first submitting one’s
fingerprints.

It is difficult to say how far such programs
will go. There are obvious moral and religious
costs. There are great doubts about the possi-
bilities of legal support for this path. (It would
be necessary to either cancel or ignore the fun-
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damental international legal acts concerning
the inviolability of the individual). At the same
time, the increased dependence of situational
crime prevention on soft and hard technologies
will inevitably lead to increased dependence on
forced surveillance and to the so-called forced
control strategy [8].

We cannot say for sure what we will get in re-
turn. In any case, the opinions of science fiction
writers on this issue do not look optimistic. The
more control there is, the more opportunities
for abuse for those who have access to control.

Prevention and the public

Prevention of offenses and crimes is impos-
sible without public participation.

In Soviet times, the role of the public in this
work was as great as it was underestimated.
The decision to bring a young man to criminal
responsibility was often preceded by a man-
datory hearing on his conduct at a Komsomol
meeting, a meeting of the labor collective, or a
meeting of residents. If it was a question of a
possible crime of a member of the CPSU, then
the decision of this public association actually
predetermined the future decision of the pros-
ecutor and the judge. The same thing, only in
an even more strictly regulated manner, con-
cerned officers — the prosecutor could not
even initiate a criminal case against the officer
without the appropriate permission of the com-
mander of the military unit. In turn, the decision
of the commander of the unit was based on the
decision of the officers’ meeting. It is clear that
such public meetings were feared no less than
the prosecutor’s office. But at the same time,
the possibility of not bringing a person to crimi-
nal responsibility and, instead, transferring
them to a public organization for re-education
was widely used (the mechanisms of commu-
nity courts and courts of honor were used).

Obviously, in modern Russian society, the
majority of these non-governmental institu-
tions cannot function. But this does not mean
that the role of the public in the prevention of of-
fenses and crimes has become less significant
because of this. On the contrary, only thanks to
the public, real prevention is possible. The pub-
lic should be embedded into prevention.

. REFERENCES

The first and very good step in this direction
was the adoption in 2014 of the Federal Law “On
the participation of citizens in the protection of
public order” [7]. It is important that this good
step does not remain the only one.

Conclusions

1. It is blasphemy to engage in prevention
while relying on punitive means of influence.

2. The public remains the most important el-
ement in the prevention system.

3. Public participation should be embedded
into prevention (for example, as it is done in Ar-
ticle 11 of the Federal Law “On the fundamen-
tals of the system for prevention of neglect and
juvenile delinquency” [5], although in our opin-
ion, there is a lot of formalism and little result in
the work of commissions on juvenile affairs).

4. The main weapon in the hands of the sub-
jects of prevention is legal education (it is hardly
ever used nowadays).

5. Neither control, nor an acceptable level of
crime, but the elimination of crime is the prime
direction of prevention (at least in its modern
sense).

Thus, the theory and practice of crime pre-
vention are currently at variance with each other.
On the one hand, the theoretical constructions
of crime prevention are becoming more and
more disconnected from reality. On the other
hand, the legislation on prevention is not sup-
ported by scientific research and is developing
according to its own rules, mostly political and
populist (obviously, none of the legal norms in
this area is supported by material resources,
and therefore looks dead already at the stage
of its adoption).

Practitioners of law enforcement agencies,
including employees of the Federal Penitentiary
Service, are not focused on crime prevention.

It turns out that there is a completely under-
standable, but no less paradoxical situation —
crime prevention seems to exist, but in fact it
does not.

By the way, the Federal Law on Prevention
was adopted in 2016. Five years have passed,
and not a single amendment has been made to
it. Is it because the law is so good? Or because
no one is interested in it (no one needs it).
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