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¢ƘŜ 9ŀǊƭȅ LƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ όά9LCέΣ άǿŜέ ƻǊ άǳǎέύ ŀǊŜ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ όάwŜǇƻǊǘέύ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ 
general information in relation to the matters discussed in the Report. Unless we have expressly agreed otherwise 
by separate engagement we are not 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 matters 
discussed. The Report has been prepared on the basis of information, data and materials 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 decisions made by you, or by any organisation, agency or person who has read, received or been provided with 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ wŜǇƻǊǘ όάȅƻǳέ ƻǊ άǘƘŜ wŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘέύ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ wŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ƳŀƪŜΣ 
or be deemed to make, any decisions on behalf of any Recipient. We will not be liable for the consequences of any 
such decisions.  
 
Any Recipient must take into account any other factors apart from the Report of which they and their experts and 
advisers are or should be aware. 
 
The information, data, conclusions, opinions and judgements set out in the Report may relate to certain contexts 
and may not be suitable in other contexts. It is your responsibility to ensure that you do not use the information we 
provide in the wrong context.  Any rankings or ratings have been prepared in good faith on the basis of evidence 
and information available to us. Such ratings or rankings rely on information available and are not entirely objective. 
Decisions about which information and evidence to include in such ratings or rankings or the weight to be attached 
to any such information and evidence are a matter of judgement. Other organisations or individuals may reach 
different conclusions on the basis of the same available information. 
 
Reasonable efforts will be made to ensure that the information and data contained within the Report is accurate 
and up-to-date at the time of publication but we cannot guarantee that the Report will be error-ŦǊŜŜΦ ¢ƘŜ wŜǇƻǊǘΩǎ 
data, conclusions and judgements may be superseded following publication.  
 
All intellectual 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 licensors. The Report 
produced or supplied by us shall be licensed to each Recipient for personal or internal organizational use only. 
Recipients are not permitted to publish this Report outside of their organisation without our express written 
consent.  
 
This Report may refer to and 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 may arise 
as a result of specific permissions, fair dealing or fair use exemptions or operation of law or the use may fall outside 
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 material is 
alleged by any third party or if any third party alleges defamation or any other breach arising from the Report. 
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1. Introduction and methods 

1.1 Introduction 

This report was commissioned by the Home Office to further our understanding of what works to 

prevent gang involvement and youth violence. Since ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ Ending Gang and Youth Violence 

programme began in 2011, it has 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 violence, 

and helping them to find ways out if they do become involved (HM Government, 2011).   

Our goal was to provide a brief overview of the international literature on effective and ineffective 

approaches aiming to prevent gang involvement and youth violence, and to identify specific 

preventative programmes with a good evidence base through a rapid assessment of previous 

programme evaluations conducted by other άwhat worksέ clearinghouses. From this, we sought to 

summarise some common features ς or άkey principlesέ ς associated with ǿƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǿƻǊƪΦ 

We leave to the next stage the task of assessing the specific costs and impacts of those programmes 

available in the UK, and assessing and recommending specific programmes. 

Overall, we identified 67 well-evidenced programmes, all implemented in the USA and nearly half in the 

UK, which aimed to prevent gang involvement, youth violence or associated problems such as youth 

offending, conduct disorder and delinquency. 54 of these programmes had been assessed as effective 

by the clearinghouses searched, whilst 13 were classified as ineffective. The features and activities 

associated with these programmes were largely consistent with the findings of the key systematic 

reviews and evidence assessments identified through our literature review. 

To maximise transparency, a list of the 67 programmes identified through our search is available in 

Appendix 3. At the time of publication, 18 programmes are also included ƛƴ 9LCΩǎ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ DǳƛŘŜōƻƻƪ. 

Some of these are discussed in more detail in Section 3 as case studies, illustrating how the key 

principles we have identified are implemented in practice.  

A rating and detailed description are not provided for every programme, because we have not yet done 

our own assessment of their effectiveness and input costs. Whilst the clearinghouses searched provide 

very useful information about specific programmes, each presents different types of information that 

are not always strictly comparable, and not always fully up to date. Evidence and programmes change, 

so until we have tested the evidence in more detail we cannot provide an explicit assessment of all the 

programmes in this review. In the second phase of this work, the 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 programmes in our online Guidebook.1 

 

 

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 definition of άa gangέ or a gang member. The starting point 

for this review was the ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ 9ƴŘƛƴƎ Dŀƴg and Youth Violence report, 

adaǇǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ŦƻǊ {ƻŎƛŀƭ WǳǎǘƛŎŜΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ άDying to Belongέ (2009): 

άa relatively durable, predominantly street-based group of young people who: 1. see themselves 

(and are seen by others) as a discernible group; 2. engage in criminal 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, gangsΦέ (HM Government, 2011) 

In addition, the Serious Crime Act 2015 updated the 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 for which a 

gang injunction can be issued to include illegal drug dealing: 

Section 34(5) of the Policing and Crime Act 2009 (updated by the Serious Crime Act 2015) 

defines gang-related violence as:  

ά±ƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ƻǊ ŀ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ƻŦ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦΣ or is otherwise related to, the 

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 

ŀǎ ŀ ƎǊƻǳǇΦέ 

Section 34(5) of the 2009 Act (updated by the Serious Crime Act 2015) defines gang-related 

drug dealing activity as:  

άǘƘŜ ǳƴƭŀǿŦǳƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŜȄǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘ ŘǊǳƎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ 

in the course of, or is otherwise related to, the 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 

as a group.έ 
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1.2.2 Youth violence 

There is no one single definition of άyouthέ or άyouth violenceέ. In line with other reviews, our starting 

point has been to define άyouth violenceέ as άcommunity/public space violence committed by young 

people under the age of 25έ (e.g., Cordis Bright, 2015). Youth violence can also take the form of sexual 

and intimate partner violence ς particularly within the context of girls involved with gangs (Public Health 

England, 2015) ς 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 evidence assessment of 

programmes. Both were conducted in December 2014 and January 2015. A glossary of technical terms 

can be found at the end of this report. 

1.3.1 Initial literature review 

The first stage of this process was to identify a core set of reports and evidence reviews, which had 

already summarised some of the key literature and studies, both within and outside of the UK, on 

preventing gang involvement, youth violence, and associated outcomes. 

This included, for example, previous systematic reviews and meta-analyses, the most robust methods 

for reviewing evidence, identifying patterns and gaps, and estimating the overall effect of an 

intervention on specific outcomes. The main focus of the systematic reviews, meta-analyses, and 

reports summarised is on evidence 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 would 

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 approach2 to evidence 

recognises that good randomised controlled trials (RCTs) and quasi-experimental 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 result, whilst our initial literature review drew on a limited number of well-known sources within a 

short period of time, the reports from which we drew our conclusions tended to be of a 

methodologically high standard. 

Literature reviews collate studies that are relevant to a particular topic, and appraise the 

research in order to draw general conclusions from it. They can be useful for providing 

information on a topic in a very short period of time, but are not as robust as a systematic 

review of the literature. 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.3 

Inclusion criteria: 

Previous systematic reviews, meta-analyses, and other evidence assessments were identified from a 

number of sources, including:  

 

 

2 Further details on the EIF Standards of Evidence are available at: http://guidebook.eif.org.uk/the-eif-standards-of-evidence  
3 http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/networks/gsr/resources-and-guidance/rapid-evidence-assessment/what-is  

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
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¶ Peer-reviewed journals and internationally recognised databases, such as the Campbell Library 

of Systematic Reviews. 

¶ Authoritative organisations and άwhat worksέ clearinghouses, such as the Centre for Analysis of 

Youth Transitions (CAYT), the Evidence for Policy and Practice Information and Co-ordinating 

Centre (EPPI-/ŜƴǘǊŜύΣ ǘƘŜ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ tǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΩ /ǊƛƳŜ{ƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎΦƎƻǾΣ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ hǊŀŎƭŜ 

Children and Youth Evidence Hub, the What Works Centre for Crime Reduction4, and the World 

Health Organization (WHO). 

¶ !ŎŀŘŜƳƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ 9LCΩǎ DŀƴƎ ŀƴŘ ¸ƻǳǘƘ ±ƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ 9ǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ tŀƴŜƭ ŀƴŘ {ǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇ. 

The reports selected were chosen on the basis of their relevance to this review. Our goal was to provide 

a balanced overview 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 models and programmes assessed could have been universal or 

targeted, based in or outside of the UK, and aimed 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 violence (including early risk factors).  

1.3.2 Rapid evidence assessment of programmes 

In the second stage of this review we sought to identify well-evidenced programmes that have been 

assessed as effective, ineffective, and/or potentially harmful by άwhat worksέ clearinghouses, in 

preventing gang involvement, youth violence, and associated outcomes. 

The method selected to achieve this objective, given time constraints, was a άrapid evidence 

assessmentέ. This method is particularly useful when: there has been previous research, but there is still 

some uncertainty about the effectiveness of a policy, service or intervention; when policy-makers and 

commissioners want to make decisions based on the best available evidence within a limited period of 

time; and a map of evidence in a topic area is required to direct future research needs.5 

A rapid evidence assessment (REA) can be defined as άa quick overview of existing research on a 

(constrained) topic and a synthesis of the evidence provided by these studies to answer the REA 

questionέΧΦ They aim to be rigorous and explicit in method and thus systematic, but make 

concessions to the breadth or depth of the process by limiting particular aspects of the 

systematic review process. 6 

One person conducted a search of the following six clearinghouses, over a three-week period: 

Blueprints, Coalition for Evidence-.ŀǎŜŘ tƻƭƛŎȅ ό/9.tύΣ /ǊƛƳŜ{ƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎΦƎƻǾ ό/ǊƛƳŜ{ƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎύΣ {!aI{!Ωǎ 

National Registry of Evidence-Based Programs and Practices (NREPP), Project Oracle, and the Youth 

WǳǎǘƛŎŜ .ƻŀǊŘΩǎ 9ŦŦŜŎǘƛǾe Practice Library (YJB). Whilst other clearinghouses exist, these were prioritised 

for their relevance to youth crime and violence, and the large number of programmes they contain. The 

exact search strategies used are described in Appendix 1. 

The same person read the description, rating, and evidence summary provided by each clearinghouse 

for all of the programmes retrieved. Those meeting the eligibility criteria were included, and those that 

did not and/or were obviously irrelevant were excluded. Where the eligibility of a programme was 

 

 

4 http://discovery.ucl.ac.uk/1462096/  
5 http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/networks/gsr/resources-and-guidance/rapid-evidence-assessment/what-is  
6 http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/networks/gsr/resources-and-guidance/rapid-evidence-assessment/what-is  

http://discovery.ucl.ac.uk/1462096/
http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/networks/gsr/resources-and-guidance/rapid-evidence-assessment/what-is
http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/networks/gsr/resources-and-guidance/rapid-evidence-assessment/what-is
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unclear, a second person at the EIF was consulted and a decision to include or exclude reached through 

consensus. 

Inclusion criteria 

To be included in this review: 

¶ άProgrammesέ, otherwise referred to as άinterventionsέ, had to have a well-specified package 

of activities carried out to achieve a defined purpose. 

¶ Programmes could have been implemented and/or evaluated in or outside of the UK. 

¶ Programmes had to have been previously assessed by at least one of the clearinghouses 

searched, and receive an overall implied EIF Level 3/-3 or Level 4/-4. 

o This meant that at a minimum, a programme had to have evidence from at least one 

quasi-experimental design (QED) study with a control group or a randomised 

controlled trial (RCT). These types of studies are crucial to understanding the 

effectiveness of interventions, and whether the outcomes measured can be reliably 

attributed to the presence or absence of the intervention. ¢ƘŜ 9LCΩǎ 9ǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ 

Continuum for Assessing Strength of Evidence can be found in Appendix 2 (Table 2).  

o A mapping grid, described in Appendix 2 (Table 3), was used to collate assessments 

across the clearinghouses searched, and to assign an implied EIF rating for the 

strength of evidence. Whilst clearinghouses vary in 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 conducted άlight-touchέ quality 

checks of these assessments by looking at a sample of the studies cited for each of the 

included programmes, but we cannot guarantee the accuracy of third party items or 

any related materials, which is why we do not report ratings on specific programmes. 

¶ The studies clearinghouses used to assess programmes did not have to appear in peer-

reviewed journals, and there was no restriction on the years evaluations were conducted. 

¶ Programmes could be aimed at children and young people under the age of 25 and/or their 

parents, carers, or families. 

¶ Programmes could be universal for children and young people generally, targeted towards at-

risk subgroups, and/or targeted towards high-risk subgroups or those already involved in gangs, 

youth violence or crime. 

¶ Clearinghouses had to report at least one relevant outcome for a child or young person who 

was under the age of 25 when the programme was first implemented, meaning both short- and 

long-term follow-ups (e.g. into adulthood) could be included. We were interested in 

programmes that had impacts on:  

o Direct measures of gang and youth violence, such as gang membership (belonging to a 

gang), gang involvement (including gang-related crime, violence, and anti-social 

behaviour), gang association, youth violence (including sexual violence), weapon 

carrying and use. 

o άAssociated problemsέ: outcomes that might coincide with gang involvement and 

youth violence, as well as factors that might predict involvement or act as a buffer 

against involvement, such as youth offending, delinquent behaviour, conduct disorder, 

aggression, association with delinquent, deviant, and/or gang-involved peers, 

prosocial relationships, and empathy. 

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

associated with gang involvement and youth violenceΥ άPreventing Gang and Youth Violence: A 

review of risk and protective factorsέ (Cordis Bright, 2015). 
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Exclusion criteria: 

¶ Programmes that did not have an overall implied EIF Level 3/-3 or Level 4/-4 rating were 

excluded. Although there was a risk that few gang-specific programmes with a robust evidence 

base would be identified, this evidence standard was deemed necessary to reliably establish 

causal pathways between interventions and outcomes.  

¶ Programmes for the prevention of domestic violence that were not explicitly related to gang 

involvement or youth violence were excluded. 

¶ Policy and higher-level agency reforms or strategies, and general strategies without a specified 

or identifiable package of activities were excluded. For example, άHot Spots Policingέ, where 

patterns of crime are analysed and police target responses in areas that need it the most. 

¶ Programmes where clearinghouses did not report a relevant outcome for a child or young 

person who was under the age of 25 when the intervention was first implemented were 

excluded. 

¶ Regrettably, non-English-language evaluations were excluded due to a lack of time and 

resources to translate materials. 

1.3.3 Analysis 

One person analysed the information identified in the literature review and rapid evidence assessment 

of programmes. From this, we sought to identify important common and/or distinguishing features 

(άkey principlesέ) to provide an initial response to the question: άwhat are some of the key principles 

ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ǇǊƻƎrammes and activities aiming to prevent gang 

involvement, youth violence, and associated outcomes?έ  

hǳǊ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƴ ǇŜŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ōȅ 9LCΩǎ DŀƴƎ ŀƴŘ ¸ƻǳǘƘ ±ƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ 9ǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ tŀƴŜƭ, made up of 

experts on programme evaluation, youth crime, gang involvement, and youth violence. 

To increase accessibility to non-research audiences, this report also includes a series of infographics, 

which provide high-level overviews of our main findings.  

Limitations 

Because of the required pace of the work, it has not been possible in this review to: 

¶ Assess the scale of impact 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 literature to identify additional interventions; 

¶ Undertake a call for evidence to identify additional interventions; 

¶ Moderate and resolve disagreements between clearinghouses or between clearinghouses and 

providers; 

¶ Consider subgroup effects, mediators, or moderators. 

The next stage of this work will look in detail at the evidence behind some of the programmes that 

appear to be effective, and consult programme providers to enable us to confirm an EIF evidence rating 

and include information about these individual programmes in our Guidebook. 
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2. Findings from previous reviews 

Our brief literature review clarifies the types of practices and approaches that are well evidenced, 

compared to approaches that only have initial evidence from lower-quality studies or those that appear 

to be lacking any evidence at all. We also highlight the main approaches that have typically been 

associated with positive or harmful effects for young people. In this way, it provides a broader context 

for what is found about the effectiveness of specific programmes.  

 

2.1 Summary infographic 

On the next page is an infographic that provides a high-level overview of the key findings from 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. 



 



2.2 Gang-specific approaches 

Whilst there are a range of strategies and interventions being used to try and prevent young people 

from becoming involved in gangs and to help them find ways out if they do become involved, there is a 

lack of robust, high-quality evidence on whether these approaches work. 

This gap, which exists both in the UK and internationally, has been consistently highlighted by recent 

reports and evidence reviews. For example, a report commissioned by the Department of Health found 

that whilst a few multi-agency strategies targeting police enforcement activity at high-risk gang 

members and providing access to education, employment, and health services have been shown to 

reduce violence in the USA, overall the research on what works to prevent gang involvement is very 

limited (Bellis et al., 2012). Similarly, a number of systematic reviews have found no randomised or 

quasi-randomised controlled trials that evaluate the effectiveness of cognitive behavioural interventions 

and opportunities provision to prevent gang involvement for children and young people aged 7-16 

(Fisher, Montgomery, & Gardner, 2008a, 2008b). Without these types of studies, we cannot reliably 

establish what would have happened had the intervention not been provided, and whether the 

intervention actually caused the outcomes measured. 

Of the few reviews that have identified studies with higher-quality designs, there tend to be too few 

studies to draw reliable conclusions, a lack of significant impacts, and/or a focus on attitudinal rather 

than behavioural changes. For example, a systematic review published by the Evidence for Policy and 

Practice Information and Co-ordinating Centre (EPPI-Centre) analysed the effectiveness of 

comprehensive interventions ς that is, multi-faceted approaches encompassing more than one distinct 

type of intervention ς in reducing gang-related crime and anti-social 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 intervention. All of the interventions identified in the 17 studies that met the 

inclusion criteria for the review took place in the USA. Five of these studies were judged to provide a 

high/medium weight of evidence in answering the review question, and overall they suggested that 

these types of interventions only had a very small, statistically insignificant positive effect on reducing 

crime outcomes (d=0.09, 95% CI [-0.01 to 0.20]).7 Additionally, Project Oracle synthesised 12 

programme evaluations aimed at reducing gang and youth violence in London (McMahon, 2013). The 

strength of evidence was largely weak: only two evaluations included a control group, and most 

measured the attitudes of young people before and after the intervention, rather than any changes in 

the behaviours of young people who were gang members or at risk of gang-related and violent activity. 

As with the report by the EPPI-Centre, the bulk of the evidence related to comprehensive, multi-agency 

interventions, suggesting the evidence on specific self-contained programmes may be even more 

limited. 

2.3 Well-evidenced approaches to preventing youth violence or crime 

The majority of what we do know about what works to prevent youth crime, violence, and associated 

factors such as aggression and delinquency, comes from outside the UK, in particular the USA (Bellis et 

al., 2012; Ross et al., 2011). Overall, there is a strong argument that the most effective and well-

evidenced approaches tend to have άtherapeuticέ principles, meaning they aim to create positive 

 

 

7 /ƻƘŜƴΩǎ d ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ άŜŦŦŜŎǘ ǎƛȊŜέΦ ! /L ƛǎ ŀ /ƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ LƴǘŜǊǾŀƭΦ {ŜŜ ƎƭƻǎǎŀǊȅ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
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changes in the lives of young people and/or their families, as well as prevent negative outcomes. This 

includes, for example, skills-based, parent/family-focused, and therapy-based programmes. 

Lipsey (2009) conducted a meta-analytical overview of 548 independent study samples, more than 90% 

of which were from the USA, to identify the characteristics associated with the most effective 

interventions for young offenders aged 12 to 21. Quantitative results were based on studies that 

reported a comparison between an intervention condition and a control condition for at least one 

delinquency outcome measure; random assignment was used for 42% of the study samples, 28% used 

groups matched on offence histories and/or key demographic characteristics, and 30% did not 

randomise or match the groups, but reported pre-treatment differences that were coded and used as 

control variables. Overall, interventions with άtherapeuticέ principles ς skill building, counselling, 

multiple coordinated services, and restorative programmes ς were associated with a 10-13% reduction 

in recidivism. 

άSkill-buildingέ 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 activities. The most successful skill-building programmes involved 

behavioural (22% reduction) or cognitive-behavioural techniques (26% reduction), or social skills training 

(13% reduction). The least effective, associated with a 6% reduction in recidivism, was job-related skill-

building programmes that tended to include vocational guidance and job placements. 

άCounsellingέ was used as an umbrella term for programmes that are typically characterised by a 

personal relationship between the young person and a responsible adult, who attempts to influence 

their feelings, thoughts, and behaviours. The most successful included group-based counselling led by a 

therapist (22% reduction) and family counselling (13% reduction); the least effective were peer 

programmes in which the peer group took 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 well-implemented programmes ensuring high fidelity to the original 

specification were generally associated with larger effects. 

2.3.1 Skills-based programmes for children and young people 

Skills-based programmes have been found to help prevent problem behaviours, aggression, anti-social 

behaviour, and violence, through developing young ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ problem solving, self-control, anger 

management, conflict resolution, social and emotional, and other life skills (Bellis et al., 2012; Ross et al., 

2011). In some cases, this has been particularly true when targeted towards more at-risk children who, 

for example, are already experiencing early onset behavioural problems or come from neighbourhoods 

with high levels of poverty. 

Piquero and colleagues (2010) conducted a systematic review of self-control interventions for children 

under the age of 10. All 34 of the included studies were randomised controlled trials. The majority were 

from the USA, and more than half included participants from high-risk/low-income backgrounds. Many 

of the self-control interventions were delivered in schools (79%) and were group-based (68%); the types 

identified included social skills development programmes, cognitive coping strategies, and videotape 

training/role playing. Overall, these interventions were effective ƛƴ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎŜƭŦ-control, 

with small (d=0.28) to medium (d=0.61) statistically significant effects across teacher, direct-observer, 

clinical, and self-reports. These interventions also had a statistically significant effect in reducing 

ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŘŜƭƛƴǉǳŜƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ōŜhaviour when assessed by teachers (d=0.30, p<.001) ς though 

parent and direct-observer reports failed to find a statistically significant impact. 
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In another review, Wilson and Lipsey (2005) analysed the effectiveness of school-based violence 

prevention programmes on aggressive and disruptive behaviour. In total, 372 eligible school-based 

studies were identified. Studies had to use an experimental or quasi-experimental design that compared 

students exposed to one or more interventions with students in one or more control or comparison 

conditions. Collectively, these types of programmes were generally effective, having statistically 

significant effects on aggression, problem behaviour, anger hostility and rebelliousness, social skills, 

social relations, school performance, and internalising problems. They failed to have significant effects 

overall on substance use, anti-social peers, and family relations, but these outcomes were often not the 

primary target of the programmes included. By type, selected/indicated programmes for more at-risk 

students had the largest statistically significant effects overall (0.29), followed by universal programmes 

(0.18), which tend not to distinguish individual levels of risk or need. Comprehensive programmes (with 

multiple treatment components and formats that generally ran over a longer period of time) also had 

statistically significant, but very small effects (0.06). Approaches involving social skills training, cognitive 

or behavioural techniques, and counselling, all appeared to be effective in reducing aggressive 

behaviour. Additionally, programmes with no or few implementation difficulties or a greater frequency 

of sessions tended to produce larger reductions. Very few studies measured school violence ς meaning 

impacts on this outcome were not clear.  

Furthermore, Garrard and Lipsey (2007) conducted a meta-analysis of the effectiveness of school-based 

conflict resolution education (CRE) in the USA. Evidence from 36 studies comparing students who 

received a CRE programme to a control group was included. Programme activities primarily involved 

direct instruction, modelling, and guided cognitive-behavioural practice of skills and strategies. Overall, 

tƘŜȅ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘΣ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŀƴǘƛ-social behaviour (0.26), 

with larger effects for older adolescents aged 14 to 17 (0.53), followed by young adolescents aged 10 to 

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

Many of the skill-based programmes for older children and young adults also focus on healthy life 

choices and healthy relationships, with the aim of preventing youth violence within the context of 

dating or between intimate partners (Bellis et al., 2012). 

Fellmeth and colleagues (2013) conducted a systematic review of educational and skills-based 

interventions designed to prevent relationship and dating violence among adolescents and young adults 

aged 12 to 25. Studies had to have a randomised, cluster-randomised, or quasi-randomised controlled 

design; a total of 38 eligible studies were identified. Overall, there was evidence to suggest that these 

programmes were associated with a small-to-medium sized, statistically significant increase in 

knowledge related to relationship violence (0.44). There was no evidence of effectiveness on actual 

episodes of relationship violence (Risk Ratio=0.77, 95%CI [0.53, 1.13]), attitudes towards relationship 

violence, or behaviour and skills related to relationship violence. However, more of the studies were 

conducted in university rather than high school settings in the USA, and there was a lot of heterogeneity 

among studies ς meaning that taken separately, some programmes did have statistically significant 

positive effects, whilst others were less effective. 

Similarly, De La Rue and colleagues (2014) conducted a systematic review of school-based interventions 

aiming to reduce teen dating and sexual violence predominantly in the USA. 23 eligible studies were 

identified that compared students who received an intervention to a well-defined control group, 

including randomised and non-randomised or quasi-experimental designs. Overall, they found 

statisǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ knowledge and attitudes about dating and relationship 

violence, both at the conclusion of the intervention and at subsequent follow-up. There was also a post-

programme statistically significant reduction in dating violence victimisation and a statistically significant 

increase in awareness of appropriate approaches to conflict resolution overall; however, these effects 

were not sustained at follow-up. Additionally, the review found a close-to-zero statistically insignificant 
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effect on dating violence perpetration at post-test and a small statistically significant decrease at follow-

up. As a result, whilst these interventions appear effective in improving attitudes and knowledge, the 

evidence on behavioural outcomes is less clear. This is explained in part by the fact that very few studies 

actually measured dating violence perpetration, making it difficult to draw definitive conclusions. 

Notably, skills-based programmes are just one type of intervention that can be used in schools with the 

aim of preventing gang involvement, youth violence, and associated outcomes. Other well-evidenced 

approaches include classroom management and whole school programmes aimed at changing the 

school environment, as opposed to only changing the behaviours of individuals (Ross et al., 2011). 

2.3.2 Home visiting, parent training, and family therapy 

Family and parent-focused interventions recognise that creating and sustaining positive changes in 

children and young people when they have challenging, complex, and sometimes chaotic home lives is 

very difficult (Ross et al., 2011). These approaches seek not only to respond to causal factors at the 

individual level, but at the parent and family level also. 

Two commonly used and widely recognised approaches, particularly in relation to younger children, are 

home visiting programmes (such as Family Nurse Partnership) and parent training programmes (such as 

Incredible Years and Triple P) (Bellis et al., 2012). Overall, there is good evidence to suggest that 

interventions that develop parenting skills, that support families, and that strengthen relationships 

between children and their parents/carers can have immediate impacts on child behaviour and 

parenting practices. However, research on long-term outcomes, such as ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ 

involvement in future anti-social behaviour, delinquency, and crime, is more limited (Bellis et al., 2012). 

Furlong and colleagues (2012) conducted a systematic review to assess the effectiveness of behavioural 

and cognitive-behavioural group-based parenting programmes on the conduct problems of children 

aged 3 to 12. The review included 13 trials (10 randomised controlled trials and 3 quasi-randomised 

trials). Collectively, these programmes had statistically significant beneficial effects on child conduct 

problems according to parent (Standardised Mean Difference [SMD]=-0.53) and independent reports 

(SMD=-0.44), as well as significant impacts on positive parenting skills and reductions in negative and 

harsh parenting practices. Another systematic review analysed the effects of early family/parent 

training programmes that were primarily implemented with families who had a child aged 5 or younger 

(including during pregnancy) (Piquero et al., 2008). 55 studies were included, all of which used 

randomised controlled trial designs. Overall, these types of interventions had a statistically significant, 

small-to-medium sized effect (d=0.35) in reducing child behavioural problems. This was true for both 

home visiting and parent training programmes, which had similar effects on child behaviour (d=0.30 and 

d=0.36 respectively). These effects were significantly larger for studies conducted in the USA (d=0.42) 

compared to those conducted in other countries (d=0.20), such as the UK, Australia, and Canada. 

Whilst there are difficulties in tracking the long-term effects of these early parent/family interventions, 

there is initial evidence from some studies that these kinds of programmes can be effective in reducing 

delinquency and crime in adolescence and adulthood (Piquero et al., 2008). Furthermore, Farrington 

and Welsh (2003) conducted a meta-analysis of the effectiveness of family-based crime prevention 

approaches. Of the 40 eligible study evaluations identified, the majority used a randomised controlled 

trial design, whilst a few used a matched control group design (evaluations using non-matched control 

groups were excluded). Overall, the evidence suggested that these approaches are effective in reducing 

ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŘŜƭƛƴǉǳŜƴŎȅ όƳŜŀƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ǎƛȊŜҐ0.32) and anti-social behaviour (mean effect 

size=0.196). In longer-term follow-ups, their overall effect on anti-social behaviour was still significant 

though reduced, whilst their effects on delinquency persisted and increased. Most of the studies were 

from the USA, though a few were UK-based. Overall, the most effective programmes were 
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Multisystemic Therapy (MST) (mean effect size=0.414) and parent training (mean effect size=0.395), 

followed by home visiting, day care/preschool, and home/community programmes. The least effective 

were school-based, which failed to have a statistically significant impact.  

Family therapy is an internationally recognised approach in youth crime and violence prevention efforts, 

particularly in relation to at-risk adolescents and adolescents already involved in offending. Family 

therapy recognises that the attitudes and behaviours of young people are often a product of the wider 

άsystemsέ within which they operate, such as their family or peer group. Broadly speaking, these types 

of programmes aim to address family problems, increase positive communication and interaction, and 

in turn reduce delinquency and offending in young people (Bellis et al., 2012). For example, two of the 

most well-known and widely implemented programmes are Functional Family Therapy (FFT) and MST. 

As with many other approaches, there is evidence to suggest that strong adherence to the original 

programme design ς in this context by therapists ς may be necessary for obtaining and maximising 

effectiveness, as well as potentially avoiding harm (e.g., Sexton & Turner, 2010). Similarly, like many of 

the other interventions discussed, it is important to look at what these approaches are being compared 

to, e.g., young people who received no services or young people who received άservices as usualέ. 

Whilst some programmes may be more effective in reducing crime and delinquency compared to doing 

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 youth crime and violence that appear promising, but have a more limited 

evidence base, include mentoring, community, and hospital-based programmes. 

2.4.1 Mentoring8 

In 2008, an estimated 3,500 mentoring schemes were running in the UK (Meier, 2008). Today, 

mentoring programmes are increasingly viewed as a way of potentially steering young people away 

from involvement in gangs and youth violence, and helping them to realise their potential (Home Affairs 

Select Committee, 2015). Whilst initial evidence suggests mentoring can have beneficial effects, 

programmes can vary substantially and, on the whole, our knowledge about άwhat worksέ is limited and 

predominantly USA-based (Bellis et al., 2012). 

Looking at high-risk youth, [ƛǇǎŜȅΩǎ (2009) meta-analytic overview of studies with control groups found 

that mentoring interventions for young offenders were associated with a 21% reduction in recidivism. In 

a rapid evidence assessment of the effects of mentoring for individuals at risk of offending or 

apprehended by the police, mentoring was associated with a 4-11% reduction in subsequent offending 

(Jolliffe & Farrington, 2007). Whilst this analysis was based on 18 comparisons of mentored and 

control/comparison groups, the significant positive effects were primarily driven by studies of lower 

methodological quality; the better-designed studies with less measurement bias did not suggest that 

mentoring caused a statistically significant reduction in re-offending. Additionally, only studies in which 

mentoring was still being given during the follow-up period led to a statistically significant reduction, 

suggesting the benefits of mentoring did not persist after the mentoring ended. Finally, in a systematic 

 

 

8 ¢ƘŜ 9LCΩǎ advice for those commissioning mentoring programmes όhΩ/ƻƴƴƻǊ ϧ ²ŀŘŘŜƭƭΣ нлмрύ ƛǎ ŀ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛon 

on the things to be confident about and look out for when choosing, commissioning, and evaluating a mentoring service.  

http://www.eif.org.uk/publications/preventing-gang-involvement-and-youth-violence-advice-for-commissioning-mentoring-programmes/
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review of mentoring for young people who were at risk of future delinquency or were already displaying 

delinquent behaviour, mentoring was associated with small-to-medium, statistically significant effects 

on future delinquency (SMD=0.23) and aggression (SMD=0.40) overall (Tolan et al., 2008). However, a 

small proportion of individual studies showed zero or negative effects. The review included 

experimental and high-quality quasi-experimental designs that compared mentoring to a control 

condition. 

For children and young people more generally, one systematic review and meta-analysis of randomised 

and quasi-experimental designs with control/comparison groups found mentoring to have small positive 

effects across behavioural, social, emotional, and academic domains (DuBois et al., 2011). However, 

some evaluations have found insignificant or harmful effects. Wood and Mayo-Wilson (2012) conducted 

a meta-analysis of 6 randomised or quasi-experimental controlled studies to assess the effectiveness of 

school-based mentoring for adolescents. Overall, the magnitude of effects across all outcomes was 

clinically unimportant, with the largest effect close to zero: g = 0.09 for self-esteem (Wood & Mayo-

Wilson, 2012). Additionally, a reanalysis of data from a large randomised controlled trial of a 

community-based mentoring programme in the USA found that short-lived mentoring relationships, 

ending in less than 3 months, may have detrimental effects on the self-worth and perceived academic 

competence of particularly at-risk youth (Grossman & Rhodes, 2002).  

2.4.2 Community-based programmes 

Broadly speaking, there is a strong, valid argument that community engagement, data sharing, and 

partnership-building between young people, families, schools, communities, and public services, can be 

important in identifying local risk and protective factors, identifying those with the greatest need, and 

supporting gang and violence prevention efforts (Bellis et al., 2012). However, it was difficult to identify 

any robust evaluations of specific community-based programmes to provide an indication of their 

effectiveness. This evidence gap has been noted in other reviews (e.g., Ross et al., 2011). 

For instance, whilst after-school recreational activities may reduce the time youth spend with 

delinquent peers, much research has suggested that it may not be enough to just provide a άspaceέ to 

meet, but that structured and appropriately supervised activities are needed (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; 

Ross et al., 2011). 

Sports-based programmes are another commonly used approach in the community. They aim to provide 

opportunities for youth to engage in supervised prosocial activities, learn new skills, build their self-

esteem, and develop trust between youth, schools, police, and communities. Whilst there is initial 

evidence to suggest these programmes may reduce youth crime and violence, this largely comes from 

studies using weak evaluation designs. For example, a synthesis study by Project Oracle included 18 

studies that assessed 11 sports-based 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 also mentioned negative impacts. The evidence is interesting as a broad and preliminary 

indication of possible effectiveness, but because most of the studies had small sample sizes and lacked 

control groups, it is difficult to determine whether these sports-based programmes genuinely caused 

the outcomes measured and 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 space, territorial tensions between gangs may spill over into violence during activities, and 

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

2013). 
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2.4.3 Hospital-based programmes 

Hospital settings can provide opportunities for accessing and intervening with high-risk youth injured 

through violence, and programmes may include mentoring, brief interventions, counselling services, and 

individual or family assessment and referral to services (Bellis et al., 2012). Again, whilst there is initial 

evidence that some of these interventions may 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 controlled trial of a programme 

delivered with youth aged 10-15, who presented with assault injuries in emergency departments in the 

USA. Young people were assigned to receive a brief mentoring plus home visiting programme (each 

young person received a mentor who implemented a 6-session problem-solving 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 condition (which received a list of community resources and 2 

follow-up phone calls to facilitate service use). Six months later, the researchers found significant 

positive effects overall for a young person who had received the intervention on misdemeanours 

(damaging property and stealing from a store) and self-efficacy, as well as significant positive effects on 

aggression where there was high adherence to the programme. There were reductions in past 30 day 

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 youth hanging out with deviant peers. 

However, as this is one trial of a single programme, we cannot generalise the direction of these results 

to other hospital-based interventions. Additionally, the importance of health professionals more broadly 

in identifying risks and preventing youth crime and violence has been well documented; for example, in 

the case of specially trained family nurses in home visiting programmes, and therapists in family therapy 

programmes (Bellis et al., 2012). 

2.5 Potentially ineffective or harmful approaches 

Robust reviews and studies have shown that approaches to preventing youth crime and violence based 

on deterrence and/or discipline are ineffective and may even make things worse, particularly for young 

people who are at-risk or already involved in delinquency and offending. 

In [ƛǇǎŜȅΩǎ (2009) meta-analytic overview of the characteristics associated with effective interventions 

for young offenders, those focusing on deterrence or discipline were associated with a 2-8% increase in 

ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƛŘƛǾƛǎƳΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ implies that these approaches may be not only ineffective, but 

potentially harmful. 

2.5.1 Deterrence 

Deterrence-based approaches generally attempt to deter youth from criminal behaviour through scare 

tactics or confrontational techniques, which are intended to make them realise the negative 

consequences and harsh realities of that behaviour (Lipsey, 2009). One well-known and commonly used 

deterrence-based programme is Scared Straight. Juvenile delinquents or young people at risk of 

becoming delinquent attend organised visits to adult prison facilities, the theory being that confronting 

them with the realities of prison life and testimonials from offenders will scare them into leading a 

άstraightέ life without crime. 

Several reviews of these types of juvenile awareness programmes, using high-quality studies, have 

consistently found that they increase youthsΩ ƻŦŦŜƴŘƛƴƎ όŜΦƎΦ, Aos et al., 2001; Petrosino et al., 2004; 
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Petrosino et al., 2013). More specifically, Aos and colleagues (2001) found a small negative effect 

(d=0.13), indicating that recidivism rates were on average higher for participants in Scared Straight-type 

programmes than young people who went through regular case processing. Another systematic review 

and meta-analysis of randomised and quasi-randomised controlled trials comparing youth in juvenile 

awareness programmes to youth in a no-treatment control condition, found that these programmes 

ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƻŘŘǎ ƻŦ ƻŦŦŜƴŘƛƴƎΤ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎ ά5ƻƛƴƎ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŜȄǇƻǎƛƴƎ 

ƧǳǾŜƴƛƭŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳέ όtŜǘǊƻǎƛƴƻ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллпΣ ǇΦорύΦ !ƴ ǳǇŘŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜview by Petrosino and 

colleagues (2013) reconfirmed these findings. Their meta-analysis of 7 studies found juvenile awareness 

programmes statistically significantly increased the odds of young people offending: Odds Ratio (OR; see 

ƎƭƻǎǎŀǊȅ ά9ŦŦŜŎǘ ǎƛȊŜέ)=1.68, 95%CI [1.20, 2.36] fixed effects, OR=1.72, 95%CI [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 UK context is not conclusive, there is arguably sufficient evidence to 

warrant caution against using them. 

2.5.2 Discipline 

Approaches based on discipline and control generally 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 that imposes discipline on them (Lipsey, 2009). Importantly, these types of interventions 

often take boot-camp-style formats, rather than the more άordinaryέ disciplinary techniques used in 

classrooms for example. They are often characterised by a militaristic environment and/or structured 

strenuous physical activity other than work, with youth grouped into squads and platoons (Wilson et al., 

2005).  

On the one hand, there is evidence to suggest that these approaches are ineffective. In a systematic 

review of the effects of adult and juvenile boot camps, compared to probation or incarceration 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, 1.14]. This was true for both juvenile boot camps (OR=0.94, 95%CI 

[0.76, 1.15]) and adult boot camps (OR=1.05, 95%CI [0.91, 1.22]). In other words, boot camps were no 

better than a selection of alternate approaches. 

On the other hand, a long-term follow-up of άHigh Intensity Trainingέ in England with young male 

offenders aged 18-21 suggests that a programme with an intensive military regime plus a significant 

rehabilitative component (e.g., cognitive-behavioural skills training, drug education, community work 

placement) may have some desirable effects on later offending (Jolliffe et al., 2013). The evaluation was 

based on a quasi-experimental design in which participants were individually matched, on their risk of 

reconviction, to a comparison group who went to other prisons. 

More broadly, there has been a long-standing evidence-based argument that grouping deviant peers 

during implementation may undermine or reduce the beneficial effects of interventions or even cause 

harm (e.g., Dishion et al., 1999; Dishion & Dodge, 2009). This is partly explained through the concept of 

άpeer contagionέ ς put simply, deviant peers encouraging deviant behaviour.  
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3. Programme results 

3.1 Summary infographic 

On the next page is an infographic that provides an overview of the types of programmes identified 

through our rapid evidence assessment, and a selection of άkey principlesέ. A more detailed description 

follows this. 

 

 



 



Our search identified 790 clearinghouse programme evaluations including duplicates. As shown in our 

summary infographic, a total of 67 programmes met the eligibility criteria and were included in this 

review. 54 of these were classified by clearinghouses as effective overall, and 13 were classified as 

ineffective, including some with potentially harmful effects. An alphabetic list of all 67 programmes, 

with links to their clearinghouse assessments and a statement as to whether they are already available 

ƛƴ 9LCΩǎ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ DǳƛŘŜōƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘe time of publication, is provided in Appendix 3.  

All of the programmes have been implemented in the USA; two-thirds have been implemented 

internationally (67%, n=45), including in Canada, the Netherlands, Germany, Spain, and Australia; and 

nearly half have been implemented in the UK (49%, n=33). These figures are estimates based on the 

information provided by clearinghouses and information on commissioned programmes provided by 

some of the places that work with EIF. 

The largest set of programmes identified were universal programmes for children and young people (n= 

27), followed by targeted programmes for children and young people at-risk of gang involvement, youth 

crime, or violence (n= 25). The smallest group were programmes targeting high-risk children and young 

people, or those already involved in youth crime or violence (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 with at-risk children. 

In terms of the order in which the results will be discussed, programmes have been grouped under three 

sections according to their target population: universal programmes for children and young people; 

targeted programmes for at-risk children and young people; and targeted programmes for high-risk 

children and young people. 

Within each of these sections, programmes have been categorised according to their type. A full list of 

the types of programmes in each section is set out in Box 1. The majority of the universal programmes 

identified were school-based; programmes targeting at-risk children tended to be school-based and/or 

family-focused; and programmes targeting high-risk children tended to be family-focused and/or 

therapy-based. 

Box 1. Programmes according to their target population and type 

Target population Types of programmes 

Universal: for children & young people 

generally 

¶ School Curriculum & Skills-Based programmes  

¶ School-Wide Climate Change programmes  

¶ Classroom Management programmes  

¶ Parent/Family Training programmes  

Targeted: for at-risk children & young 

people 

¶ School Curriculum & Skills-Based programmes  

¶ Combined School & Family programmes  

¶ Parent/Family Training & Home Visiting programmes  

¶ Other Community-Based programmes  

Targeted: for high-risk children & young 

people, or those already involved in gangs, 

youth crime, & violence 

¶ Family-Focused Therapy-Based programmes  

¶ Trauma-Focused Therapy-Based programmes  

¶ Other programmes  

 
We then draw out some of the key features associated with the programmes included. This provides a 

good indication of the types of activities and intervention models that were typically associated with 

programmes that did or did not work. 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, the entire package of activities delivered. Therefore we cannot say definitively 

that any specific feature or principle directly caused positive or harmful youth effects. 
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Following each άkey principlesέ section is a list of the programmes identified through this review that 

are currently included in the EIF Guidebook: http://guidebook.eif.org.uk/. These are then used as case 

studies, to illustrate how the key principles are implemented in practice. 

The Guidebook is an online resource 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 UK. These details 

were obtained from other clearinghouses that have rigorously reviewed thousands of interventions and 

assessed the strength of their evidence against a set of internationally recognised standards.  

The current version of the EIF Guidebook includes 50 programmes with broad evidence of effectiveness 

based on ratings by clearinghouses. In subsequent work on this review and others, we have established 

that these clearinghouse ratings can be out of date and contested by providers, who have often 

responded to the assessments with adjustments, improvements, and new evidence that are sometimes 

not recognised by clearinghouses because they do not update their ratings in real time. Additionally, the 

content of programmes can change over time, and some trade under similar names in different 

countries but with quite different models of delivery.  

Therefore the EIF is in the process of updating its Guidebook to include new ratings made by the EIF, for 

which we have assessed the evidence based on literature reviews and data gathering from providers, to 

ensure that changes to programmes and new evidence are recognised in any rating. In the meantime, 

this report is useful as a guide to what is currently known about the general principles of what has been 

found to work or not work, but it does not provide ratings about specific programmes and should not be 

used as a basis for commissioning specific programmes named.  

We must be clear from the outset that our search did not identify any gang-specific programmes that 

were implemented in the UK and had robust evidence with respect to their impacts on gang 

involvement. Similarly, very few gang-specific programmes with a robust evidence base implemented in 

the USA and/or internationally were identified. In terms of content therefore, the following sections 

focus on the άkey principlesέ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ youth violence and 

crime, ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǿƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ 

problems associated with gang involvement and youth violence.  

  

http://guidebook.eif.org.uk/
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3.2 Universal programmes 

This review identified 27 programmes that are universal or have universal components. Universal 

programmes are designed to reach a large audience, without distinguishing individual levels of need, or 

risk for negative outcomes. However, a few programmes were άtieredέ (with a universal curriculum plus 

targeted support for at-risk students for example), and some universally implemented programmes 

were shown to be particularly effective with at-risk children (such as those with aggression or anti-social 

behaviour). 

Programmes were available for delivery with a range of age groups. There was a mix of School 

Curriculum & Skills-Based programmes for young children through to older adolescents; the School-

Wide Climate Change programmes were more focused on primary school children and young 

adolescents; the Classroom Management programmes focused on primary school children; and the 

Parent/Family Training programmes focused on older children and young adolescents. 

Based on clearinghouse assessments, 21 programmes had evidence to suggest they work overall, and 6 

programmes received an implied άoverall ineffectiveέ rating.  

Collectively, programmes that worked had positive effects on outcomes such as: violent, criminal, and 

anti-social behaviour, dating violence and abuse, delinquency, conduct problems, fighting, aggression, 

substance initiation and use, sexual behaviours, problem-solving, and empathy. 

3.2.1 Universal programmes by type of programme 

As illustrated by Figure 1, the majority of universal programmes were school-based, in the form of: 

School Curriculum & Skills-Based programmes (n=15), School-Wide Climate Change programmes (n=5), 

and Classroom Management programmes (n= 3). The other interventions were Parent/Family Training 

programmes (n=4). Box 2 describes the typical features of programmes in each sub-category. 

Figure 1. UNIVERSAL PROGRAMMES 
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