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general information in relation to the matters discussed in the Report. Unless we have expressly agreed othe
by separate engagement weeanot providing specific advice to any organisation, agency or person.

The Report should not be regarded as or relied upon as being a comprehensive opinion concerning the matt|
discussed. The Report has been prepared on the basis of informatioranihiaaterials which were available at
the time of writing. Accordingly any conclusions, opinions or judgements made in the Report should not be
regarded as definitive or relied upon to the exclusion of other information, opinions and judgements.

Any decsions made by you, or by any organisation, agency or person who has read, received or been provid
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or be deemed to make, any decisianms behalf of any Recipient. We will not be liable for the consequences of 3
such decisions.

Any Recipient must take into account any other factors apart from the Report of which they and their experts
advisers are or should be aware.

Theinformation, data, conclusions, opinions and judgements set out in the Report may relate to certain conte
and may not be suitable in other contexts. It is your responsibility to ensure that you do not use the informati
provide in the wrong contextAny rankings or ratings have been prepared in good faith on the basis of eviden
and information available to us. Such ratings or rankings rely on information available and are not entirely ob
Decisions about which information and evidence tauide in such ratings or rankings or the weight to be attach
to any such information and evidence are a matter of judgement. Other organisations or individuals may reaq
different conclusions on the basis of the same available information.

Reasonable &brts will be made to ensure that the information and data contained within the Report is accurat
and upto-date at the time of publication but we cannot guarantee that the Report will be eFrtk 5 S & ¢ K S
data, conclusions and judgements may bpenseded following publication.

Allintellectual property rights including copyright which are capable of existing in the Report and any other
documents, software or other materials created or supplied by us belong to us or our liceRseReport
produced or supplied by us shall be licensed to each Recipient for personal or internal organizational use onl
Recipients are not permitted to publish this Report outside of their organisation without our express written
consent.

This Report may refer tona incorporate third party material. Where we use such material we will use our
reasonable endeavours to ensure that we have a right to use such material. Our right to use such material m
as a result of specific permissions, fair dealing or faraxemptions or operation of law or the use may fall outsi
of the scope of copyright, trademark or other protection.

You agree to notify us immediately in the event that any infringement or unlawful use of any third party mater
alleged by any tind party or if any third party alleges defamation or any other breach arising from the Report.
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1.1 Introduction

Thisreport was commissioned by the Home Office to further our understandinghat works to

prevent gang involvement and youth violen@ncelil K S D 2 @ SEwding Sahd &dd Youth Violence
programmebegan in 2011, ihas had a strong emphasis on the importance of intervening at the earliest
opportunity to prevent children and young people from getting involved in gangs and youth viplence
and helping them to fid ways out if they do become involved (HM Government, 2011).

Our goal waso providea brief overview of the international literature on effective and ineffective
approachesimingto preventgang involvement and youth violence, and to idensipecific
preventative programmes with a good evidence base through a r@gsdssment of previous
programme evaluationsonducted byother dwhat workg clearinghouses. From this, we sought to

summarisesomecommon features; or ékey principleé ¢ associatd withg K i R2Sa | yR R2SayQi

We leave to the next stage the task of assessing the specific costs and impacts of those programmes
available in the Ukand assessing and recommending specific programmes

Overall, we identifie®7 wellevidencedprogrammes all implemented in the USand nearly half in the
UK,which aimed to prevent gang involvement, youth violence or associateblemssuch as youth
offending, conduct disorder and delinquenég of these programmes had been assessed as effectiv
by the clearinghousg searchegwhilst 13were classified as ineffectivéhe featuresand activities
associated with these programmesere largely consistent with the findings of the key systematic
reviews and evidence assessments identified through our literature review.

To maximise transparency, a list of théprogrammes identified through our search is available in
Appendix 3At the time of publication]18 programmesare also included y 9L CQa 2y f Ay S
Some of hese arediscussed in more detdit Section &s case studiedlustratinghow the key
principleswe have identifiecare implemented in practice.

A rating and diled descriptiorare not provided for every programme, because we have not yet done
our own assessment of theffectivenessandinput costs. Whilst the learinghousesearchedorovide

very useful information about specific programmeach presents diérent types of information that

are not always strictly comparablendnot always fully up to date. Evidence and programmes change
so until we have tested the evidence in more detail we cannot proaidexplicit assessment @il the
programmes in this reviewn the second phase of this wottke relevant programmes identified

through this report will undergo detailed scrutiny and provider consultation to enable us to confirm an
EIF rating and include information about these progragsnn our online Guidebodk.

1 http://guidebook.eif.org.uk/
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1.2 Definitions

1.2.1 Gangs and gang members

There is no single international or national definitiondafgang or a gang member. The starting point
forthisreviewwasth®@ STAYA G A2y aShG 2dzi A ygail Kdbith Didedc® Mo, Sy (1 Qa 9 YR
addJi SR FTNRY GKS / Sy i NBDyR@toREIgng @009)f Wdza G A OSQa NI L2 NI

¢a relatively durable, predominantly strebased group of young people who: 1. see themselves
(and are seen by others) as a discernible group; 2. enigagyeminal activity and violence; and
may also 3. lay claim over territory (not necessarily geographical, but can include an illegal
economy territory); 4. have some form of identifying structural feature; and/or 5. be in conflict
with other, similar, gagsb ¢(HM Government2011)

In addition, he Serious Crime A2015 updatedhe definition of a gang for the purpose of a gang
injunction to reflect changes in the way gangs operate (e.g. removing references to names and colours,
and making the links to serious and organised crime), and it expands the range of activities lfoawhic
gang injunction can be issued to include illegal drug dealing:

Section 34(5) of the Policing and Crime Act 2Q@®iated by the Serious Crime Act 2015)
defines gangelated violence as:

A2t SyO0S 2NJ I GKNBIFG 27F O otieyiiceSelated th,Ghs 2 OO dzNA A
activities of a group that:

a) consists of at least 3 people; and,

b) has one or more characteristics that enable its members to be identified by others
Fa F 3INERBdzZLIDE

Section 34(5) of the 2009 Act (updated by the SerioimdéCAct 2015) defines garnrglated
drug dealing activity as:

GOGKS dzyt I 6 Fdzf LINBPRAzZOGAZ2Y Y &dzZLILJ @3 AYLENIFGAZY 2N
in the course of, or is otherwise related to, the activities of a group that:

a) consists of at kst 3 people; and,

b) has one or more characteristics that enable its members to be identified by others
as a groug



1.2.2 Youth violence

There is no one single definition @fouthe or dyouth violencé. In line with other reviewsyur starting

point hasbeen to definedyouth violencé asécommunity/public space violence committed by young
people under the age of 2%e.g., Cordis Bright, 2015). Youth violence can also take the form of sexual
and intimate partner violence particularly within the context of girlswvolved with gangs (iblic Health
England 2015)¢ and so we have included this within the scope of the review.

1.3 Methods

This work had two main components: an initial literature review, and a rapid evidesessasenbdf
programmesBoth were conducted in December 2014 and January 281dlossary of technical terms
can be found at the end of this report.

1.3.1Initial literature review

The first stage of this process wasidentify a core set of reports anevidence reviews, which had
already summarised some of the Kiggrature and studiesboth within and outside of the Ukn
preventing gang involvement, youth violenead associated outcomes.

This included, for examplerevioussystematic reviews angheta-analy®s,the most robust methods

for reviewing evidence, identifying patterns and gaps, and estimating the overall effect of an
intervention on specific outcome3he main focus of the systematic reviews, matalyses, and

reports summarised is orvidence from careful evaluation that can accurately discern causal impacts.
Such evaluation designs are commonly understood as requiring standardised pre and post
measurements of outcomes, an appropriate comparison group to provide an estimate of what woul
have happened in the absence of the intervention, and a broad sampling design that takes account of
those who drop out of the programme. As with many other frameworks, the EIF apprmeaetidence
recognises that good randomised controlled trials (R@Ad)quasiexperimental designs (QEDs) with
control groups are the best means of establishing causal impacts. Properly conducted, they provide a
reliable indicator as to whether the outcomes measured can be attributed to the intervention delivered.

As a esult, whilst our initial literature review drew on a limited number of walbwn sources within a
short period of timethe reports from which we drew our conclusions tended to be of a
methodologically high standard.

Literature reviews collate studiesahare relevant to a particular topic, and appraise the
research in order to drageeneralconclusions from it. They can be useful for providing
information on a topic in a very short period of time, but are not as robussgstamatic

review of the liteature. This is because they tend to focus on evidence that is readily available
and well known, and do not have an explicit set of inclusion criteria.

Previous systematic reviews, megaalyses, and other evidence assessmerdee idertified from a
numberof sourcesincluding:

2 Further details on the EIF Standards of Evidence are availabigpat/guidebook.eif.org.uk/theeif-standardsof-evidence
3 http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/networks/gsr/resourceand-quidance/rapidevidenceassessment/whats



http://guidebook.eif.org.uk/the-eif-standards-of-evidence
http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/networks/gsr/resources-and-guidance/rapid-evidence-assessment/what-is

1 Peerreviewed journals and internationally recognised databasash as the Campbell Library
of Systematic Reviews

1 Authoritative organisationgnd dwhat workg clearinghousessuch as the Centre for Analysis
Youth Transitions (CAYT), the Evidence for PatidyPractice Information and @udinating
Centre(EPRI SY (iNB0 X GKS hFFAOS 2F WdzadiAOS t NPINFYEAQ /|
Children and Youth Evidence Hub, the What Works Centre for Crime Reduand the World
Health Organization (WHO)
9 ' OFLRSYAO4 IyR SELISNI& FNRY 9LCQa DFy3a FyR | 2dziK
The reports selected were chosen on the basis of their relevance to this review. Our goal was to provide
a balanced wverview of the existing evidence, but because literature reviews tend not to have set
eligibility criteria, the analysis presented may be a partial one.

As a starting point, the intervention modedsd programmes assessed colidve been universal or
targeted, based in or outside of the YEndaimed at children, young people, and/or their families,
parents,or carers Additionally, the outcomes assessed needed to be relevant to preventing gang
involvement, youth crime and/or violend@écluding early riskactors)

1.32 Rapid evidence assessment of programmes

In the second stage dlfiis reviewwe soughtto identify wellevidenced programmes thditavebeen
assessed as effective, ineffective, amdpotentially harmful byawhat workg clearinghouses, in
preventing gang involvement, youth violence, and associated outcomes

The method selected to achieweis objective given time constraintsyas adrapid evidence

assessmerdt This method is particularly useful when: there has been previous researchdretis still
some uncertainty about the effectiveness of a policy, service or intervention; when jadikgrs and
commissioners want to make decisions based on the best available evidence within a limited period of
time; anda map of evidence in a toparea is requiredo direct future research needs.

A rapidevidence assessmefREAEran be defined ag& quick overview of existing research on a
(constrained) topic and a synthesis of the evidemreeided by these studies answer theREA
guestiorX ®hey aim to be rigorous arekplicit inmethodand thus systematic, but make
concessions to the breadtr depth of the process by limiting particular aspects of the
systematic review process.

One person conducted a search of the following six clearingé® over a thregveek period:

Blueprints, Coalition for Evidencel 8 SR t 2f A0& 6/ 9.t 00X / NAYS{2fdziAz2zyad3d:
National Registry of Eviden@ased Programs and Practices (NREPP), Project Oracle, and the Youth

Wdza G A OS . 2IPidic@ GibradyR VIB)Ist atli@rclearinghouses exist, these were prioritised

for their relevance to youth crime and violen@nd the large number of programmes they contdihe

exact search strategiassedare described imppendix 1.

The sameperson read the description, rating, and evidence summary provided by eaningleouse
for all of the progranmes retrieved. Those meeting tledigibility criteriawere included, and those that
did not and/or were obviously irrelevant were excluded. Where eligibility of a programme was

4 http://discovery.ucl.ac.uk/1462096/
5 http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/networks/gsr/resourcegnd-guidance/rapidevidenceassessment/whats
6 http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/networks/gsr/resourceand-quidance/rapidevidenceassessment/whats
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unclear, a second persat the EIRvas consulted and a decision to include or exclude reached through
consensus.

To beincludedin this review:

1 d&Programmes, otherwise referred to agéinterventions, had to have a welbpecified package
of activities carried out to achieve a defined purpose.

Programmes could have been implemented amcevaluated in or outside of the UK.
1 Programmes had thavebeen previously assessed by at least one of the clearinghsu
searched, and receive an overall implied EIF Levald@/Level 4/4.

0 This meant that at a minimum, a programme had to have evidence from at least one
quasiexperimental design (QED) study with a control group or a randomised
controlled trial (RCTY hesetypes of studies are crucial to understanding the
effectiveness of intervemons, and whether the outcomes measured can be reliably

attributed to the presence or absence of the interventidnK S 9L CQ& 9 @JFARSyOS

Continuum for Assessing Strength of Evice can be found iAppendix {Table 2).

0 A mapping grid, described Appendix ITable 3), was used to collate assessments
across the clearinghouses searchadd to assign amplied EIF rating for the
strength of evidence. Whilst clearinghousesyin the way they assess programmes
and their strength of evidence, this provided a quick way of identifying eligible
programmes with the required type of evidence. We condudiéght-touche quality
checks of these assessments by looking at a sample atticées cited for each of the
included programmes, but we cannot guarantee the accuradliaf party items or
any related materialsvhich is why we do not report ratings on specific programmes

1 The studies clearinghouses used to assess programmes dithne to appear in peer
reviewed journals, and thereas no restrictioron the yeas evaluations were conducted.

1 Programmes could be aimed at children and young people under the age of 25 and/or their
parents, carersor families.

1 Programnes could bauniversal for children and young people generatlygeted towards at
risk subgroups, and/or targeted towards higkk subgroups or those already involved in gangs,
youth violence or crime.

1 Clearinghouses had to report at least one relevant outcome fdrila or young person who
was under the age of 25 when the programme was first implemented, meaning both ahdrt
longterm follow-ups (e.g. into adulthood) could be includétle were interested in
programmes that had impacts on:

o Direct measures of gapand youth violence, such as gang membership (belonging to a
gang), gang involvement (including gene¢ated crime, violence, and artbcial
behaviour), gang association, youth violence (including sexual violence), weapon
carrying and use

0 OAssociateproblems: outcomesthat might coincide with gang involvement and
youth violenceas well as factors that might predict involvement or act as a buffer
against involvement, such as youth offending, delinquent behavimmduct disorder,
aggression, associati with delinquent, deviant, and/or ganmvolvedpeers,
prosocial relationships, and empathy

1 These outcomes are consistent with a recent review of the risk and protective factors

associated with gang involvement and youth violeYiéaéventing Gang and Youth Violence: A
review of risk and protective factar¢Cordis Bright, 2015).



1 Programmes that did not have an overall implied EIF Lev@ldd/Level 4/ rating were
excluded. Although there was a risk that fgangspecific programmes with a robust evidence
base would be identified, this evidence standard was deemed necessary to reliably establish
causal pathwaybetween interventions and outcomes.

1 Programmes for the prevention of domestic violence that wereexplicitly related to gang
involvement or youth violence were excluded.

1 Policy and highelevel agency reforms or strategies, and general strategies without a specified
or identifiable package of activities were excluded. For exandplet Spots Policirig where
patterns of crime are analysed and police target responses in areas that need it the most.

1 Programmes where clearinghouses did ngport a relevant outcome for a child or young
person who was under the age of 25 when the intervention was firptemented were
excluded.

1 Regrettably, norEnglishlanguage evaluations were excluded due to a lack of time and
resources to translate materials.

1.3.3 Analysis

One person analysed theformation identified in the literature review angpid evidence assement

of programmes. From thisye sought tadentify important common and/or distinguishing features

(key principles$) to provide an initiakesponse tahe question:éwhat are some of the key principles

Faa20AF SR 6AGK gKI i rR&Besandagtidtiesanigop@ientgaddN] Ay LINE 3
involvement, youth violence, and associated outcories?

hdzNJ FAYRAY3a 6SNB GKSy LISSNI NBGASsSRmadeupsfLCQa DI y3 |
experts on programme evaluation, youth crime, gamgplvement, and youth violence.

To increase accessibility non-research audienceshis report also includea seriesof infographics,
which providehigh-level overviews of our main findings.

Because of the required pace of the wpitkhasnot been possible in this review to:

I Assess the scale mhpact of programmes;

Assess the cost of the programmes;

Assess the underpinning strength of evidence to provide an EIF assessment;

Undertake a broad review of academic or grey literaturédientify additional interventions;
Undertake a call for evidence toddtify additional interventions

Moderate and resolve disagreements between clearinghouses or between clearinghouses and
providers

1 Consider subgroup effegtmediators or moderators.

= =4 —a —a -

Thenext stage of this work will look in detail at the evidence behind some of the prograitiraes
appear to be effective, and consult programme providers to enable us to confirm an EIF evidence rating
and include information about these individual prognam®s in our Guidebook.
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Ourbrief literature reviewclarifiesthe types of practices and approaches that are weidenced,
compared toapproacheghat only have initial evidence from lowejuality studies othose thatappear
to belacking any evidencat all. We alschighlightthe mainapproacheghat have typicallybeen
associated wittpositive or hamful effects for young peoplén this wayit providesa broader context
for what is found about the effectiveness gfexific programmes.

2.1 Summarynfographic

On the next page ian infographidhat provides a highevel overview othe key findinggrom our
literature review. This is followed by a more detailed discussion of some of the evidence behind
different types of approaches to preventing gang involvement and youth violence.

Early Intervention Foundation
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EVIDENCE

SKILLS-BASED programmes involve demonstrations, practice and activities that aim to develop
young people’s abilities to control their behaviour and/or participate in prosocial activities.

+ Some reviews suggest mentoring for at-risk and high-risk youth can reduce
reoffending rates, delinquency and aggression. However, some of these findings
are based on low-quality studies, and did not persist after the mentoring ended. A

small number of studies have also found negative effects.

* For youth generally, community-based mentoring can improve
behavioural, socio-emotional and academic outcomes, but relationships
ending within three months may have adverse effects on at-risk
youth. A review of school-based mentoring found minuscule effects.

Programmes for children and young adolescents focus on problem solving, self-control,
anger management, conflict resolution, and socio-emotional skills. Evidence suggests
they are particularly effective with at-risk children, who are experiencing early
onset behavioural problems or come from low-income backgrounds.

*  Some programmes for adolescents and young adults focus on

healthy life choices and preventing relationship violence. Evidence
suggests they can increase knowledge and change attitudes, but
impacts on behaviour and incidents of violence are unclear.

FAMILY-FOCUSED programmes include home visiting, parent
training and family therapy. They recognise that creating changes in
young people is difficult when they have complex home lives, and
therefore take into account family level risk and protective factors.

*  Sports programmes inthe community aim to engage youth in
prosocial activities and increase self-esteem. Preliminary evidence
from weaker studies indicates they may have the potential to
reduce crime and violence, but more robust research is needed.

Family-focused approaches for infants and young children focus on
developing positive parenting skills and strengthening parent/child
relationships. Evidence suggests this can reduce early risk factors, such
as child conduct problems, and improve parenting practices.

+ ltis difficult to track the long-term effects of early parent/family interventions
through adolescence and adulthood, but initial research suggests they can
be effective in reducing delinguency and anti-social behaviour.

* The evidence behind these approaches seems limited or non-
existent. Some limited USA-based studies of multi-faceted
interventions found very small insignificant impacts on crime
outcomes, whist other studies have focused on attitudinal rather
than behavioural changes.

* Family therapy is an internationally recognised approach to preventing youth
offending and violence, especially with at-risk adolescents and young

offenders. It recognises that young people’s behaviours are often influenced
by their family situation and peer groups, and seeks to equip the family unit DETERRENCE & DISCIPLINE -based approaches aim to deter youth from criminal behaviour via
with the skills to tackle problems. scare factics (e g. prison visits) or militaristic programmes (e.g. boot camps).

+ Like other approaches, evidence suggests that adherence to the original * Robust reviews and studies consistently indicate that these types of approaches are ineffective, and
programme design can be crucial to maximising effectiveness and avoiding may even make things worse (e.g. increase the likelihood of offending)- particularly for at-risk or
harm, and that the added value of family-therapy based approaches should delinquent youth. More broadly, evidence suggests that, grouped together during implementation,
be weighed against the quality of existing services. deviant peers may encourage deviant behaviour, and undermine interventions effects.

O’Connor,R. M., & Waddell, S. [2015-]. What works to prevent gang involvement, youth violence and crime? A rapid review of interventions delivered in the UK and abroad. Early Intervention Foundation:
London, UK.




2.2 Gangspecificapproaches

Whilstthere are a range of strategies and interventions being used to try and prevent young people
from becoming involved in gangs atadhelp them find ways out if they do become involved, thera is
lack ofrobust, high-quality evidenceon whether these approaches work.

This gapwhich existdoth in the UK andnternationally,has beerconsistentlyhighlightedby recent
reportsandeviderce reviews.For examplea report commissioned by the Department of Hedltland
that whilst afew multi-agency strategies targeting podi enforcement activity at highisk gang
members and providing access to education, employmand health services lva been shown to
reduce violencén the USAoverall theresearch orwhat works to prevengang involvement igery
limited (Bellis et a).2012. Similarly a number of systematic reviewsmve found no randomised or
quasirandomised controlled trialthat evaluatethe effectiveness of cognitive behavioural interventions
and opportunities provisioto preventgang involvementor children andyoung people aged-I6
(Fisher, Montgomery, & Gardner, 2008a, 2008Mjthout these types of studies, we cannot eddly
establish what would have happened htie intervention not been providedandwhether the
interventionactuallycaused the outcomes measured.

Of the fewreviewsthat have identifiedstudies withhigherquality designsthere tend to be too few
studies to draw reliable conclusions, a lack of significant impactd/or a focus on attitudinal rather
than behavioural changeBor example, aystematic review publishelly the Evidence for Policy and
Practice Information and Gardinating CentreEPRICentre analysed the effectiveness of
comprehensive interventionsthat is, multifaceted approaches encompassing more than one distinct
type of interventiong in reducing gangelated crime and antsocial behaviour (Hodgkinson et al.,
2009) At a minimum, studies had to have an intervention group and a comparable control group that
did not receive the interventionAll of the interventions identified in th&7 studieghat met the
inclusioncriteria for the review took place in the USRive of thee studies were judged to provide a
high/medium weight of evidence in answering the review question, and overall they sugdkated
these types of interventions only had a vemall statistically insignificarptositive effect on reducing
crime outcomesd=0.09, 95% CiJ.01 © 0.20])” Additionally, Project Oraclgynthesised 2

programme evaluationaimed at reducing gang and youth violence in Lon@MoMahon, 2013)The
strength of evidence wasargelyweak only two evaluationsncludeda controlgroup, and most
measuredhe attitudesof young people before and after the intervention, rather theamy changesin

the behavious of young people who wergang membersr at risk of gangelated and violent activity.
As withthe reportby the EPPCentre the bulk of the evidence related to comprehensive, magency
interventions, suggesting the evidence on specific ®elfitained programmemay be even more

limited.

2.3 Wellevidenced approaches to preventing youth violencerime

The majorityof what wedo know about what works to preventouth crime,violence and associated
factors such as aggression and delinquecoynes fromoutside the UKin particularthe USA (Bellis et
al., 2012; Ross et al., 201Overall, here is a strong argumeithat the most effective and well
evidenced approachesnd to havedtherapeuti& principles meaning they aim toreate positive

) 2KSKEEA Y SEFYLES 2F Iy aSFFSOG aAaiSéod ! /L A& | /2YFARSyOS
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changes in the lives of young people and/or their famjlaeswell as prevemegative outcomesThis
includes for exampleskill-based, parent/familyfocused, and therappased programmes.

Lipsey (2009) conducted a medaalytical overview of 548 independent study samples, more than 90%
of which werefrom the USA, to identifghe characteristics associated with the most effiwe

interventions for young offenders aged 12 to Zluantitative results were based on studies that
reported a comparison between antervention condition and a control condition for at least one
delinquency outcome measure; random assignment was fized2% of the study samples, 28% used
groups matched on offese histories and/or key demographic characteristics, and @@pmot

randomise or match the groups, breported pretreatment differences that were coded and used as
control variablesOverall,interventionswith étherapeutic principlesg skillbuilding,counselling,

multiple coordinated services, and restoratipeopgrammes; were associated with a 103% reduction

in recidivism.

oSkiltbuildingg programmes were defined as involving instruction, practice, incentives, and other
activities aimed at developing skills that enable young people to control their behaviour and/or enhance
their ability to participate in prosocial activitieShe most sucasful skilbuilding programmes involved
behavioural (22% reduction) or cognitibehavioural techniques (26% reduction), or social skills training
(13% reduction). The least effective, associated with a 6% reduction in recidivasjob-related skilt

building programmes thatended to include vocationagjuidanceand job placements.

oCounsellingwas used as an umbrella term for programntlest aretypically characterised by a
personal relationship between the young person and a responsible adult, wempts to influence
their feelings, thoughtsand behaviours. The most successful included gitoaged counselling led by a
therapist(22% reductionand family counsellin¢l 3% reduction)the least effectivavere peer
programmes in which the peer groupdb the lead role in the relationship (4% reduction).

Importantly, there was a strong relationship between the quality of implementation and impacts on
recidivism; meaning that welmplemented programmes ensuring high fidelity to the original
specification were generally associated with larger effects.

2.3.1 Skils-based prgrammes for children and young people

Skils-based programmebave been found tdelp prevent problem behaviours, aggression, @uitial
behaviour and violencethrough developingoungLJS 2 L{iroBl€nisolving, selontrol, anger

management, conflict resolution, social and emotional, and other life skills (Bellis et al., 2012; Ross et al.,
2011).In some caseshtshas beerparticularly true when targete towards more atrisk childrerwho,

for exampleare already experiencing early onset behavioural problems or come from neighbourhoods
with high levels of poverty

Piguero and colleagues (2010) conductesystematic review of setontrol interventions for cldren

under the age of 1QAll 34 of the included studies were randomised controlled trials. The majoetg

from the USA, and more than half included participants from Higk/low-income backgroundsvany

of the selfcontrol interventions were delived in schools (79%) amdere group-based (68%); the types

identified includedsocial skills development programmes, cognitive coping strategiesvidadtape

training/role playingOverall theseinterventionswere effectiveA y A Y LINE @A y BontoK A f RNB Yy Qa
with small =0.28) to medium@=0.61) statistically significamffects across teacher, direcbserver,

clinical, and selfeports. These interventions also had a statistically significant effect in reducing

OKAf RNBYy Qa RSt A Y hadbiyivdah adsesded bydte®ldeds §30,p<d08&1)¢ though

parent and direciobserver reports failed to find a statistically significant impact.



In another reviewWilson andLipsey (2005analysedhe effectiveness of schodlased violence
prevention prggrammes on aggressive and disruptive behavibutotal, 372 eligible schodlased

studies were identified.t8dies had to use an experimental or quagperimental design that compared
students exposed to one or more interventions with students in onmore control or comparison
conditions.Collectively, these types pfogrammes were generally effectiMeaving statistically
significant effects on aggression, problem behaviour, anger hostility and rebelliousness, social skills,
social relations, school performance, and internalising problérhey failed to have significant effects
overall on substance usantisocial peersand family relations, but these outcomes were often not the
primary target of the programmes included. By typelested/indicated programmes for more-aisk
students had the largest statistically significant effemtgrall(0.29), bllowed by universal programmes
(0.18), which tend not to distinguish individual levels of risk or need. Comprehensive progrdwithes
multiple treatment components and formats that generally ran over a longer period of tise)had
statistically signitant, but very small effects (0.08Ypproaches involving social skills training, cognitive
or behavioural techniques, and counselliafj appeared to be effective in reducing aggressive
behaviour.Additionally programmes with no or few implementatiorfficulties ora greater frequency

of sessions tended to produce larger reductions. Very fiemdies measured school violengeneaning
impacts on this outcomeverenot clear.

Furthermore, Garrard antipsey (2007) conducted a meaaalysis of the effecteness of schoddased

conflict resolution educatiofCRE()N the USAEvidence from 36 studies comparing students who

receiveda CREprogrammeto a control groupwvas includedProgramme activities primarily involved

direct instruction,modelling and guided cognitivbehavioural practice of skills and strategi€serall,

tkSe F2dzyR adldAadAOrtte aArayairTFAa GboalbzhavioyfK0f26), A YLINE @S Y
with larger effects for older adolescents aged 14 to 17 (0.53), folldwyegbung adolescents aged 10 to

13 (0.22), and children aged 5 to 9 (0.06).

Many of the skitbased programmef older childrerand young adultslsofocus on healthy life
choices and healthy relationships, with the aim of preventing youth violencenntitie context of
dating or between intimate partners (Bellis et al., 2012).

Fellmethand colleague§013)conducted asystematic review of educational and skiiased
interventions designed to prevent relationship and dating violence among adolesaahigang adults
aged 12 to 25. Studies had to have a randomised, clrargtomised, or quasiandomised controlled
design; a total of 38 eligible studies were identified. Overall, there was eviderstgygest thathese
programmeswere associated witla smaltto-medium sizedstatistically significant increase in
knowledge relatd to relationship violence (0.44). There wasevidence of effectiveness on actual
episodes of relationship violence (Risk Ratio=0.77, 95%CI [0.53, 1.13]), attitudes towarolsstala
violence, or behaviour and skills related to relationship violehtmvever, more of the studies were
conducted in university rather than high school settings in the USA, and there was a lot of heterogeneity
among studieg meaning that takerseparately, some programmes did have statistically significant
positive effects, whilst others were less effective.

Similarly, De La Rue and colleagues (2014) conducted a systematic sésidvootbased interventions
aiming toreduceteen dating and sexal violence predominantly in the USA. 23 eligible studies were
identified that compared students who received an intervention to agefined control group,

including randomised and nerandomised or quaséxperimental designs. Overall, they found

statisi A OF £ £ @ &A Iy AT A Oknguileddge ¥ind htiiudes Gbbut daying and e&idnghipa Q
violence both at the conclusion of the intervention arad subsequent followup. There was also a post
programme statistically significant reduction in datiiglence victimisation and a statistically significant
increase in awareness of appropriate apaches to conflict resolutionverall however these effects
were not sustained at followap. Additionally, the review found a clost-zero statisticallynsgnificant



effect on dating violence perpetration at pettst anda small statistically significant decrease at folow
up. As a result, whilst these interventions appear effective in improving attitudes and knowledge, the
evidence on behavioural outcomeésless clearThis is explained in part by the fact thagry few studies
actually measured dating violence perpetration, making it difficult to draw definitive conclusions.

Notably, skils-based programmes are just one type of intervention that camged in schools with the
aim of preventing gangvolvement youth violenceand associated outcomes. Other weadl/idenced
approaches include classroom management and whole school programmes aimed at changing the
school environmentas opposed to only chgmng the behaviours of individualRoss et al., 2011).

2.3.2Homeuvisiting parent training and family therapy

Family and parentocused interventions recognise that creating and sustaining positive changes in
children and young people when they have Idvaging, complexand sometimes chaotic home lives is
very difficult (Ross et al., 201These approaches seek not onlyréspond to causal factomt the
individual level, but at th@arent and family level also.

Two commonly usednd widely recognisedpproaches, particularly in relation to younger children, are
homevisitingprogrammes (such as Family Nurse Partnergniyl) parent training programmesuch as

Incredible Years and Triple Bgllis et al., 2012Dverall, here is good evidence to sugsg} that

interventionsthat developparenting skillsthat supportfamilies, aw that strengthenrelationships

between chidren and their parents/carers can hawremedate impacts on child behaviour and

parenting practicesHowever, research on losigrm outcomes, suchas 2 dzy 3 LJS2 LJ SQa NRai| 27
involvement infuture anti-social behaviour, delinquencgnd crime is more limitedBellis et al., 2012).

Furlong and colleagues (2012) conducted a systematic review to assexftetttereness of behavioural
and cognitivebehavioural grougased parenting programmes on the conduct problems of children
aged 3 to 12The review included 13 trials (10 randomised controlled trials and 3 -gqaadomised
trials). Collectivelythese prgrammeshad statistically significarieneficial effects on child conduct
problems according to parenttgdhdardisedMean Difference [SMD}-0.53) and independent reports
(SMDB=0.44), as well as significant impacts on positive parenting skills and redsiatioregative and
harsh parenting practicednother systematic revievanalysed the effects adarlyfamily/parent

training programmeshat were primarily implemented witfiamilieswho hada child aged 5 or younger
(including during pregnancyiquero etal., 2008)55 studies were included, all of whicised
randomised controlled trial design®verall these types of interventions had &asistically significant,
smalkto-medium sized effectd=0.35) in reducing child behavioural problems. This wasftruboth
homevisitingandparent training programmesvhich had similar effectsn child behavioufd=0.30and
d=0.36respectively) These effects were significantly larger for studies conducted in the(d®M2)
compared tothose conducted in other countried£0.20), such as the UK, Australia, and Canada.

Whilst there are difficulties in tracking therigterm effects of these early parent/familpterventions,
there is initial evidence from some studies that these kindsrogrammes can be effective in reducing
delinquency and crime in adolescence and adulthood (Piquero et al., Zo@®8)ermore, Farrington

and Welsh (2003jonducted a metanalysis of the effectiveness of fambigsed crime prevention
approaches. Of thd0 eligible study evaluations identified, the majority used a randomised controlled
trial designwhilst a fewused a matched control group design (evaluations usingmatched control
groups were excluded). Overall, the evidence suggested that theseagipesare effectivein reducing
OKAf RNBY I|yR @2dzy3 LIS2 LI 992 ank shésdcivl petes/igud @nead &ffsdt y STFF SO
size$.196) In longerterm follow-ups,their overalleffect on antisocial behaviouwasstill significant
thoughreduced, whilst ther effects on delinquency persisted aittreasedMost of the studies were
from the USA, though a few were Widsed. Overall, the most effective programmes were



Multisystemic TherapyMST)Ymean effect size&414) and parent training (mearffect size®$.395),
followed by homevisiting day care/preschool, and home/community programmes. The least effective
were schoobased, which failed to have a statistically significant impact

Family therapy isninternationally recognised approach in youth crime and violence prevention efforts,
particularly in relation to atisk adolescents and adolescents already involved in offen8amgily

therapy recognises thahe attitudes and behaviours goung peopleare often a product of the wider
osystems within which they operatesuch as their familgr peer groupBroadly speakinghese types

of programmesim to address family problems, incregsasitivecommunication and interaction, and

in turn reduce delingancy and offending in young people (Bellis et al., 208@) exampletwo of the

most weltknown and widely implemented programmes are Functional Family Therapy (FFT) and MST.

As with many other approaches, there is evidence to suggest that strong adtesternthe original
programme desigi in this contextby therapists; may benecessaryor obtaining and maximising
effectiveness, as well as potentially avoiding harm (e.g., Sexton & Turner, 30h0arly, like many of

the other interventiongdiscussed, it is important to look at what these approaches are being compared
to, e.g, young peoplewho receive no services oyoung peoplevho receive dservices as usual

Whilst some programmes may be more effective in reducing crime and delinqeengyared todoing
nothing at all, in some cases the usual services that are being offered may be more or equally as
beneficial (e.g., Littell et al., 2005).

2.4 Promising approaches to preventing youth violence and crime

Other approaches to tackling youthime and violence that appear promisjdmut have a more limited
evidence basdnclude mentoringcommunity, and hospitatbasedprogrammes

2.4.1 Mentoring?

In 2008 an estimated 3,500 mentoring schemes were running in théNier, 2008) Today,
mentoringprogrammes aréncreasinglyviewedas a way of potentially steering young people away
from involvement in gangs and youth violenead helpingthemto realisetheir potential Home Affairs
SelectCommittee, 201% Whilst initial evidence suggesmentoring can have beneficial effects,
programmescanvary substantiallyand, on the whole our knowledgeabout cwhat works is limited and
predominantly USAased(Bellis et al., 201)2

Looking at highisk youth,[ A LJXZD@nata-analytic overview of studiesith control groupsound

that mentoring interventions for young offenders were associated with a 21% reduction in recidirism
a rapid evidence assessment of the effects of mentoring for individuals at risk of offesrding
apprehended by the police, mentoring was associated withld% reduction in subsequent offending
(Jolliffe & Farrington, 2007yVhilst this analysis was based on 18 comparisons of mentored and
control/comparison groups, the significant positive efeetere primarily driven by studies of lower
methodological quality; théetter-designedstudies with less measurement bias did not suggest that
mentoring caused a statistically significant reduction iofiending. Additionally, only studies in which
mentoring was still being given during the follayp period led to a statistically significant reduction,
suggesting the benefits of mentoring did not persist after the mentoring ended. Fimafysystematic

8¢ KS @ilice rithose commissioning mentoring programmies Q/ 2y y2NJ g 2 I RRSt S Hnawmpdn Aa
on the things to be confident about and look out for when choosing, commissioning, and evaluating a mentoring service.
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http://www.eif.org.uk/publications/preventing-gang-involvement-and-youth-violence-advice-for-commissioning-mentoring-programmes/

review of mentoring for young peoplgho were atrisk of future delinquency awere alreadydisplaying
delinquent behaviour, mentoring was associated with srt@dinedium statistically significant effects
on future delinquency (SMD=0.23) and aggression (SMD=av4@ll (Tolan et al., 2008). However, a
small proportion of individual studies showed zero or negative effdtis.review included
experimental and higlyuality quasiexperimental designs that compared mentoring to a control
condition.

For children and young people more generadiye systemat review and metanalysisof randomised
and quasiexperimental designs with control/comparison grodpsind mentoring to have small positive
effects across behavioural, social, emotional, and acadewmimains (DuBois et al., 201Hpwever,
someevaluationshave found insignificant or harmful effeci/ood and MayéNilson (2012) conducted
a metaanalysis of 6 randomised or quasiperimental controlled studies to assess the effectiveness of
schootbased mentorindor adolescents. Overalthe magtitude of effects across all outcomes was
clinically unimportant, with the largest effect close to zege: 0.09 for selesteem (Wood & Mayo
Wilson, 2012)Additionally, a reanalysis of data fronfeagerandomised controlled trial of a
communitybased matoring programme in the USA found that shéited mentoring relationships,
ending inlessthan 3 months, may have detrimental effects tre selfworth and perceived academic
competenceof particularly atrisk youth(Grossman & Rhodes, 2002).

2.4.2 Communitybased programmes

Broadly speakinghere is a strong, valid argument that communéiygagement, data sharing, and
partnershipbuildingbetween young people, families, schools, communities, and public services, can be
important in identifying lochkrisk and protective factors, identifying thogéth the greatest need, and
supportinggang andsiolence preventiorefforts (Bellis et al., 2012However, it was difficult to identify

any robust evaluations of specific commuHritsised programmes to provide an indication of their
effectiveness. This evidence gap has been noted in other reewgsRoss et al., 2011).

Forinstance whilstafter-sctool recreational activities may reduce the time youth spend with
delinquent peersmuchresearchhassuggestd thatit may not be enough to just providedapace to
meet, but that structured and appropriately segvised activities are neede&¢cle. Goaman, 2002;
Ross et al., 2011).

Sportsbasedprogrammesare anothercommonly usedpproachin the community. They aim to provide
opportunities for youth to engage in supervised prosocial activities, learn new skills, build their self
esteem, and develop @ist between youth, schools, police, and communitdhilst there is initial
evidence to suggest these programmes meguceyouth crime and violencehis largely comes from
studies using weagvaluationdesigns For example, aynthesis study by Project Oracle included 18
studies that assessed 11 speltased programmes in London aiming to prevent youth crime and
violence (McMahon & Belur, 2013). All of the evaluations reported some positive impacts, whereas less
than half alsanentioned negative impact§he evidence is interesting as a broad and preliminary
indication of possible effectivenedsut becausemost of the studies had small sample sizes and lacked
control groupsit is difficult to determine whether these sportbased programmegenuinelycaused

the outcomesmeasuredand so the findings should not be overstated.

Other potential challenges in implementing these types of programmes are that housing estates may
have a lack of spacterritorial tensions between gangsay spill overrito violence during activitiegnd

it can be difficult to manage steady partnership work between different agencies (McMahon & Belur,
2013)



2.4.3 Hospitatbased programmes

Hospital settings can provide opportunities for accessing andvaténg with highrisk youth injured
through violence, angrogrammesmayinclude mentoring, brief interventions, counselling services, and
individual or family assessment and referral to services (Bellis et al., 20§&#h, whilst there is initial
evidencethat some of these interventionmay have positive results, there is a lack of evidence from
robust evaluations (Bellis et al., 2012).

For example, Cheng and colleagues (2008) conducted a randomised controllefidrlogramme
delivered with youth aged @5, who presented with assault injuries in emergency departments in the
USAYoung peoplevere assigned to receive a brief mentoring plus hors#tingprogramme éach

young persomeceived a mentor who implemeatl a 6session problersolving curriculum, and parents
received 3 home visits with a health educator to discuss family needs and facilitate service use and
parental monitoring) or to the control catition (which received a list of community resources and 2
follow-up phone calls to facilitate service Js&8ix months later, the researchers found significant
positive effectoverallfor a young persomvho had received the intervention on misdemeanours
(damaging property and stealing from a store) and-s#itacy, as well as significant positive effects on
aggression where there was high adherence to the programme. There were reductions 80 kst

fights, fight injuries, and carrying a knife compared to the control participants, but the differences were
not statistically significant. There was also no statistically significant difference between the groups on
the likelihood of the youtthanging out withdeviant peers.

However, as this is one trial afsingle programme, we cannot generalise the directidthese results

to other hospitalbased interventions. Additionallyhe importance of health professionals more broadly
in identifying risks and preventing youth crime and violence has been w@lindented; for example, in
the case of specially trainddmily nurses in homeisitingprogrammes, and therapis in family therapy
programmegBellis et al., 2012)

2.5 Potentially ineffective or harmful approaches

Robust reviews and studies have shown that approaches to preventing youth crime and violerate base
on deterrence and/or disciplinare ineffective and may even mak@ngsworse, particularly for young
people who are atisk or already involved in delinquency and offending.

In[ A LIAZD@nata-analytic overview of the characteristics associatethwifective interventions
for young offendersthose focusing on deterrence or discipline were associated wit8%2ncrease in
@2dzy3 LIS2LI SQ& Nlimplesithaghese higproakHeshagiie doyonly inefestisie but
potentially harmful.

2.5.1 Deterrence

Deterrencebasedapproaches generally attempt to deter youttoi criminal behaviour throughcare
tactics or confrontationalechniques which are intended to make them realise the negative
consequences and harsh realities of that behavifLipsey, 20090ne wellknown and commonly used
deterrencebased programme is Scared Straightvenile delinquents or young people at risk of
becoming delinquent attend organised visits to adult prison facilities theory being that confronting
them with the realities of prison life and testimonials from offenders will scare them into leading a
ostraight life without crime.

Several reviews of these typesjofenile awarenesprogrammesusinghigh-quality studieshave
consistentlyfound that theyincreaseyouthsQ 2 ¥ T Sy, Rok ¢t dl., 200 dP8tdsino et al., 2004;



Petrosino ¢al., 2013). More specifically, Aos and colleagues (2001) found a small negative effect
(d=0.13), indicating that recidivism rates were on average hiftreparticipants in Scared Straigtype
programmes than young people who went through regular case processing. Another systematic review
and metaanalysis of randomiseand quasrandomisedcontrolled trialscomparingyouthin juvenile

awareness prgranmes to youth in ano-treatment control condition, found that these programmes
AYONBIaSR GKS 2RRa 2F 2FFSYRAYIAT Ay 20GKSNJ 62NRaA
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colleagues (2013) reconfirmed these findings. Their ragtalysis of 7 studies found juvenile awareness
programmes statistically significantly increased the odds of young people offendidgRatio (ORsee

3t 2aal NB )BL88FI59%6APIR0, 2.36fix8d effects, OR=1.795%C[1.13, 2.62 random

effects. Whilst these studies are predominantly based on male participants and programmes in the USA,
so their applicability to girls and a Wdkintext is not conclusivehere isarguablysufficient evidence to
warrantcaution against using them.

2.5.2 Discipline

Approaches based on discipline and congreherally take the view that young people need to learn
discipline to succeed in life and avoid reoffending, and to do so they need to experience a structured
environment hat imposes discipline on thefhipsey, 2009)mportantly, these types of intervéions

often take bootcampstyle formats, rather than the moréordinary€ disciplinary technigues used in
classrooms for example. Thaye often characterised by a militaristic environment and/or structured
strenuous physical activity other than woskith youth grouped into squads and platoons (Wilson et al.,
2005).

On the one hand, there is evidence to sugghst these approaches are ineffective. In a systematic
review of the effects of adult and juvenile boot campsmpared to probation or incarceriai in an
alternate facility such as prison, Wilson and colleagues (2005) found the likelihood of boot camp
participants recidivating overall was roughly equal to the likelihood of comparison participants
recidivating: OR=1.02, 95%CI [0.90, 1.TA]s wagrue for both juvenile boot camps (OR=0.94, 95%ClI
[0.76, 1.15]) and adult boot camps (OR=1.05, 95%CI [0.91, 1rR@lher wordsboot camps wereo
better than a selection of alternate approaches.

On the other hand, a lonterm follow-up of éHighIntensity Trainingin England withyoungmale
offendersaged 1821 suggestthat a programmewith an intensive military regime plus a significant
rehabilitative componente.g., cognitivebehavioural skills trainingirug education, community work
placement) may havesomedesirable effects otater offending (olliffe et al., 2013)The evaluation was
based on a quasixperimental design in which participants were individually matched, on their risk of
reconviction, to a comparison group who went to othpisons.

More broadly there has been a longtanding evidencédased argument that grouping deviant peers
duringimplementationmay undermine or reducthe beneficial effect®f interventionsor even cause
harm (e.g., Dishion et al., 1999; Dishion & Do@§8€9). This is partly explained through the concept of
Opeer contagio# ¢ put simply,deviant peers encouraging deviant behaviour.

a52.
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3. Programmaeaesults

3.1 Summarynfographic

On the next page is an infographic that provides an overview ofyihes ofprogrammes identified
through our rapid evidence assessmesda selection ofkey principles. A more detailed description

follows this.

Early Intervention Foundation



Our rapid review identified...

EARLY
INTERVENTION
FOUNDATION

EVIDENCE

By effectiveness...

All were Two-thirds were Nearly half were
implemented implemented implementedin
in the USA INTERNATIONALLY the UK

... programmes with a robust evidence base,
aiming to prevent youth violence and/or
associated problems such as offending,

delinquency, conduct disorder and aggression.

0JoIo

Most programmes, assessed by the
six ‘what works’ clearinghouses we
searched, were classified as
‘effective overall'.

%4

...had
POSITIVE
effects

... had no or

HARMFUL
effects

By target population and type of programme...

2 7 programmes were
‘I

including:

2 5 programmes targeted youth
AT-RISK of vioclence or offending,

School curriculum &
skills-based
programmes

UNIVERSAL for children & young
people generally, including:
Parent / family
training programmes

Parent/ family
training & Home
Visiting

School-wide climate Classroom School curriculum
change programmes management & skills-based
programmes programmes

\

1 5 programmes targeted

HIGH-RISK youth & those
involved in crime & violence,

Combined school &
family programmes

programmes

including: A
Family-focused & ‘Other’
therapy-based programmes

‘Other’ programmes

Trauma-focused &
therapy-based
programmes

Over 20 key features were associated with the effective programmes
included. They are a good indication of the activities and intervention
models that are typically associated with programmes that work.

However, they are not ‘magic ingredients’ that guarantee
effectiveness, and because programmes were generally evaluated
as entire packages of activity, we cannot attribute the positive youth
outcomes measured directly to these specific features.

Seek to create positive changes inthe

as prevent negative outcomes.

lives of youth and/or their families, as well

Use trained facilitators, experienced in
working with children and families, acting
in their professional capacity (e.g. as a
teacher or mental health professional).

Work with youth in their “natural
environments’, e.g. at school/ home, and
include skills practice, parent training
and/or therapy- depending on risk level.

Stick to the programme specification and
ensure good implementation quality .

O'Connor, R. M., & Waddell, S. (2015). What works to prevent gang involvement, youth viclence and crime? A rapid review of interventions delivered in the UK and abroad. Early Intervention Foundation: London, UK




Oursearchidentified 790cleainghouseprogramme evaluationsxduding duplicatesAs shown in our
summaryinfographic, aotal of 67 programmes met the eligibility criteria and were included in this
review.54 of these were classified by clearinglsms as effective overall, and W&re classifieds
ineffective, including some with potentially harmful effectg alphabetic list of all 67 programmes,
with links to their clearinghouse assessmeatsl a statement as to whether theye alreadyavailable
AY 9LCQa 2yt AeyirBe oDpdblidatBriis?peoided ithppendixa.

All of the programmesdwve been implemented in theSAtwo-thirds have been implemented
internationally(67% n=45), including inCanada, the Netherlands, Germany, Spaid Australia; and
nearly halthave been implemented in the UK¥9% n=33). These figures arestimatesbased orthe
information provided by clearinghousesdinformationon commissioned programmegsovided by
some of the placethat work withEIF

Thelargest set of programmedentified wereuniversal programmes for children and young people (n=
27), followed bytargeted programmes for children and young peopleisk of gang involvement, youth
crime, or violence (= 25. The smallest groupvere programmedargetinghigh-risk children and young
people or those already involveih youthcrime orviolence(n= 15) However, these categories are not
discrete; for example, a programme may have been designed for universal implementation, but shown
to be particularly effective withtarisk children.

In terms ofthe order in which the results will be discussgaogrammes have beggrouped undetthree
sections according to their target populatiamiversal programmes for children and young people;
targeted programmes for aisk children and young people; atargeted programmes for highsk
children and young people.

Within each of theseections programmes have beerategorisedaccordng to their type A full list of
the types of programmes in el section iset out inBox1. The majority of the universal programmes
identified were schootbased; programmes targeting-aisk children tended to be schebhsed and/or
family-focused; and programmes targeting highk children tended to be famifpcused and/or
therapy-based.

Box1. Programmes according to their target population and type

Target population Types of programmeg

Universal: for children & young people
generally

School Curriculum & SkilBased programmes
SchoolWide Climate Changarogrammes
Classroom Management programmes
Parent/Family Training programmes

1

1

1

1
Targeted: for atrisk children & young 1 School Curriculum & SkilBased programmes
people I Combined School & Family programmes

1 Parent/Family Training & Homésitingprogrammes

1  Other CommunityBased programmes
Targeted: for higkrisk children& young i
people, or those already involved in gangs, q
youth crime, & violence q

FamilyFocused TherapBased programmes
TraumaFocused TherapBased programmes
Other programmes

We then draw ousome of the key features associated with the programmes included. This provides a
good indication of the types of activities and intervention modkkt were typically associated with
programmes thatid or did notwork. It is important to bear in mind that the types of studies used to
evaluate these programmes give us confidence that the outcomes measured can be attributed to, or
strongly associated with, thentire packagef activities delivered. Therefore we cannot sifinitively

that anyspecificfeature or principle directly caused positive or harmful youth effects.



Following eaclikey principles section is a list of the programmes identified through this revileat
arecurrentlyincluded in the EIF Guideboditp://quidebook.eif.org.uk/ Thesearethen used as case
studies, to illustrate how the key principles are implemented in practice.

The Guidebook is an online resoa for those who wish to find out more about how to commission and
deliver effective early intervention. A key feature of the Guidebook is the Programmes Library that
contains the details of programmes that have been successfully implemented in the é8¢. détails

were obtained from other clearinghouses that have rigorously reviewed thousands of interventions and
assessed the strengthf their evidence against a set of internationally recognised standards.

The current version of the EIF Guidebook inekiB0 programmes with broad evidence of effectiveness
based on ratings by clearinghouses. In subsequent work on this review and,atlednave established
that these clearinghouse ratingan beout of date and contested by providersho have often
respo