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Preface

This volume grew out of a symposium organized in Jerusalem and funded primar-
ily by the Academic Study Group (ASG) of the UK. The ASG brings together UK
scholars and Israeli scholars to advance scientific endeavors in a variety of fields.
David Farrington was originally approached by the ASG, and he then contacted
David Weisburd about the possibility of organizing a meeting focused around what
we know about what works in preventing crime. After a series of discussions with
John Levy of the ASG, the topic of “what we have learned from systematic reviews”
was finalized. Because we wanted to bring together a broader range of scholars,
we also solicited and received support from the Center for Evidence-Based Crime
Policy at George Mason University, the Jerry Lee Centre of Experimental Crimi-
nology at Cambridge University, and the Faculty of Law at the Hebrew University.
The Hebrew University also supported the symposium itself, which was held at its
Faculty of Law in April 2012. We are very grateful to John Levy for his support of
our meeting and his patience in our development of this volume.

The main aim of the symposium was to review what has been learned about
the effectiveness of criminological interventions from systematic reviews. Such re-
views, pioneered in medicine by the Cochrane Collaboration and in social sciences
by the Campbell Collaboration, are relatively recent. Unlike the more traditional
narrative reviews, they have explicit objectives, give full details about all sources
searched and all searches conducted, try to obtain all potentially relevant evaluation
reports (whether published or not), have explicit criteria for including or exclud-
ing studies, and focus on studies with the highest methodological quality. There
has been no previous effort to summarize what has been learned from systematic
reviews in criminology. We were pleased at the outset that Katherine Chabalko,
the criminology editor at Springer, was as excited as we were about the possible
products of our meeting and offered us early on a contract to publish this work with
Springer. Katie was supportive throughout, and we very much appreciate her work
on this volume as well as that of Hana Nagdimov, Springer’s editorial assistant.

The symposium was extremely useful in allowing all participants to hear and
comment on all papers. This was valuable in encouraging uniformity in the style
of each paper and in avoiding repetition. It was decided that all chapters should
include a systematic search and should include a forest graph of odds ratios from all
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included systematic reviews. It was also decided that chapters should conclude by
addressing the following questions: What works? What is promising? What seems
to have no effect? What is harmful? What is uncertain? What is missing?

The conference participants included seven from the UK, five from the USA,
and twelve from Israel (supplemented by others from Hebrew University who sat
in on sessions). We think that the symposium and subsequently this volume have
led to an important contribution to advancing the knowledge base about what works
in crime prevention and rehabilitation. Indeed, as readers will see, it provides a
remarkable contrast to the negative assumptions regarding these interventions that
were prevalent just three decades ago. We also think that this effort has helped to
advance cooperation between UK and Israeli scientists, which is a major goal of the
ASG, which was the primary funder of our efforts.

Finally, we are extremely grateful to Alese Wooditch, graduate research assistant
in the Center for Evidence-Based Crime Policy at George Mason University, who
provided substantial analytic and editorial assistance during the preparation of this
volume.

George Mason University, Virginia, USA David Weisburd
Hebrew University, Jerusalem, Israel

Cambridge University, UK David P. Farrington

George Mason University, Virginia, USA Charlotte Gill
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Chapter 1
Introduction: What Works in Crime
Prevention?

David Weisburd, David P. Farrington and Charlotte Gill

In 1974 Robert Martinson published an article in The Public Interest that was to
shatter the assumptions of correctional rehabilitation scholars (Martinson 1974).
Martinson, who had just completed a review of evidence of the effectiveness of
correctional intervention programs with his colleagues Douglas Lipton and Judith
Wilks, laid out in simple terms what he viewed as the overall conclusions of this
work. The title of the article was composed of a question: “What works? Questions
and answers about prison reform.” But his answer was clear from the narrative he
presented. Although he never actually stated that “nothing works,” there could not
be much doubt that this was the overarching conclusion of the review.

“Nothing works” was to become the predominant narrative in crime con-
trol in corrections, as well as in other areas of criminal justice, such as policing
and community supervision (e.g., Bayley, 1994; Cullen & Gendreau, 2001; Se-
chrest, White, & Brown, 1979; Weisburd & Braga, 2006). Indeed, by the 1990s
most criminologists had all but abandoned the idea that programmatic interven-
tions could influence recidivism. The idea that crime prevention or crime control
could be effective had literally become a radical idea. Instead most criminologists
turned their attentions to broader social and structural impacts on crime (Cullen &

Portions of this chapter are based on Farrington, Weisburd, and Gill (2011).
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2 D. Weisburd et al.

Gendreau, 2001). To argue that specific crime prevention programs could reduce
recidivism or deter crime no longer fit within the lexicon of what was known about
crime and its control.

Over the past three decades, much has changed. Many pioneering criminologists
were unwilling to accept the then accepted wisdom that rehabilitation programs
in prison did not affect recidivism, or as David Bayley argued simply in the early
1990s that “(t)he police do not prevent crime” (Bayley, 1994, p. 3). The 1990s was
to be a decade of tremendous vitality and innovation in crime prevention and reha-
bilitation. And it was to produce a host of studies that showed that many strategies
do work. Many scholars in this period argued that it was time for criminologists and
crime prevention scholars to abandon the “nothing works” idea. After reporting on
the positive crime prevention outcomes of the Minneapolis Hot Spots Experiment,
Sherman and Weisburd (1995, p. 647) argued that “it is time for criminologists to
stop saying that ‘there is no evidence’ that police patrol can affect crime.” Frank
Cullen (2005), reviewing research in rehabilitation in his 2004 Presidential Address
to the American Society of Criminology, noted that “in the space of three decades

. scholars have contributed mightily to transforming the discourse on rehabilita-
tion from the ‘nothing works doctrine’ to inquiries about ‘what works’ and ‘best
practices.’”

Although it is no longer an innovation to argue that many interventions and
programs in the criminal justice system work, we know of no collection of essays
that review broadly what has been learned about crime prevention and rehabilita-
tion over the past few decades. That is our purpose in this volume, which grew
out of a meeting in Jerusalem sponsored by the Academic Study Group, the Jerry
Lee Centre of Experimental Criminology at Cambridge University, the Hebrew
University, and the Center for Evidence-Based Crime Policy at George Mason
University. The meeting was developed to bring together evidence about “what
works” in developmental and social prevention, communities, situational crime
prevention, policing, corrections, sentencing, and drug prevention. Importantly,
it began with a specific approach to answering this question that draws from the
methodology used in Martinson’s original efforts. Martinson’s original work was
based on one of the first “systematic reviews” of research evidence in criminol-
ogy. A systematic review differs from a traditional narrative review in that it has
clear and established rules and procedures for identifying the studies that are sum-
marized (e.g., Cooper, 1998; Cooper & Hedges, 2009; Petrosino, Boruch, Soydan,
Duggan, & Sanchez-Meca, 2001). Since Martinson’s work, methods of systematic
review have become more rigorous and have been enhanced by statistical methods
that summarize the effect sizes of studies (i.e., meta-analysis). We decided at the
outset to capitalize on systematic reviews of research in each of the seven domains
listed above, which in turn draw on the results of scores of research studies.

This approach allows us to provide a highly rigorous assessment of what is
known about crime prevention and rehabilitation. This is the first comprehensive
review of systematic reviews across areas in crime prevention and rehabilitation of
which we are aware. As we argue in our conclusions, our findings reinforce strongly
the idea that criminal justice programs and interventions can rehabilitate offenders
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and prevent crime. Not everything works, but overall the portrait of crime preven-
tion and rehabilitation that our work provides is extraordinarily optimistic.

In this introductory chapter, we begin by asking why Martinson’s paper had
such strong influence on crime prevention and the criminological community. We
then turn to a discussion of systematic reviews and how they improve our ability
to summarize what works in preventing crime and rehabilitating offenders. After
describing systematic reviews, we introduce the work of the Campbell Crime and
Justice Group, whose efforts have played a key role in advancing systematic review
in the crime and justice arena. Campbell reviews, as we note, are the predominant
source for systematic reviews of evidence in our volume. Finally, we briefly de-
scribe the focus of each of the chapters in our book.

Martinson and Nothing Works

One question that seems reasonable four decades after Martinson wrote his influ-
ential 1974 article is why did it have so much impact on criminologists? It seems
unlikely that one article summarizing a specific area of rehabilitation should have
such influence on the “tone” of crime prevention and rehabilitation scholarship
more generally. One reason for the influence of Martinson’s work was that it “de-
bunked” what criminologists and crime prevention specialists seemed to assume
at the time—that rehabilitation programs were effective. Debunking conventional
knowledge is a very attractive position for scholars. And Martinson developed his
paper using a method of presentation focused directly on challenging common
assumptions.

Martinson crafted his paper using a rhetorical style that first stated what we had
assumed about correctional rehabilitation programs. For example,

“Isn’t it true that a correctional facility running a truly rehabilitative program—one that pre-
pares inmates for a life on the outside through education and vocational training—will turn
out more successful individuals than will a prison which merely leaves its inmates to rot?”’
“But when we speak of a rehabilitative prison, aren’t we referring to more than education
and skill development alone? Isn’t what’s needed some way of counseling inmates, or help-
ing them with deeper problems that have caused their maladjustment?”

“All of this seems to suggest that there’s not much we know how to do to rehabilitate an
offender when he’s in an institution. Doesn’t this lead to the clear possibility that the way to
rehabilitate offenders is to deal with them outside an institutional setting?”’

His answer to each of these questions was that we have little evidence that supports
such programs, which led him to ask rhetorically:

Do all of these studies lead us irrevocably to the conclusion that nothing works, that we
haven’t the faintest clue about how to rehabilitate offenders and reduce recidivism?

While Martinson never actually asserted that “nothing works,” his paper led inevi-
tably to that conclusion and set off a storm of controversy and criticism regarding
rehabilitation and prevention programs.
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A further reason for the paper’s influence was the systematic nature of the report
by Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks (1975) on which it is based. That report was one
of the first truly systematic reviews of evidence in criminology, examining not only
the study results but also the nature of the methods used and the specific compo-
nents of the interventions examined. The report is persuasive, even reading it four
decades later. But the influence of Martinson’s work was not simply a function of
the quality of the report on which it is based. It was also fueled by the reaction of
the agency that sponsored it, the New York State Governor’s Special Committee on
Criminal Offenders. Upon receiving the final report in 1972, they refused to publish
it, which led to the report gaining a powerful underground reputation. When it was
finally published in 1974 after a court case on prison conditions led to its release, it
quickly became one of the most cited publications on crime.

Moreover, Martinson’s conclusions were to be reinforced by a National Academy
of Sciences panel on correctional interventions in 1979 (Sechrest, White, & Brown,
1979). Importantly, similar conclusions were being developed in other fields, though
sometimes the basis of the evidence was cumulative across studies rather than drawn
from a single review (Weisburd & Braga, 2006). Evaluations of key police preven-
tion approaches such as generalized preventive patrol and rapid response to citizen
calls for service suggested that these programs did little to reduce crime (Kelling,
Pate, Dieckman, & Brown, 1974; Spelman & Brown, 1984). Indeed, by the 1990s,
David Bayley (1994, p. 3) could argue with confidence (as noted earlier) that:

The police do not prevent crime. This is one of the best-kept secrets of modern life. Experts
know it, the police know it, but the public does not know it. Yet the police pretend that they
are society’s best defense against crime ... This is a myth.

Although the assumption that nothing works was to gain wide acceptance among
criminologists, scholars began almost from the outset to question the broad
scope of conclusions that Martinson and others had reached. Palmer (1975),
for example, argued that Martinson had overlooked many positive findings in
his review in order to come to a strong general statement about the ineffective-
ness of crime correctional programs (see Lipton, Martinson, & Wilks, 1975).
Sherman and Weisburd (1995) take a similar view of the “nothing works philos-
ophy” in policing, noting that despite studies such as the Kansas City Preventive
Patrol Experiment, the 1970s produced examples, albeit isolated, of successful
policing initiatives.

It was clear that many crime prevention and rehabilitation efforts did not work.
But the conclusion that nothing worked was in some ways as naive as the assump-
tions prevalent before the 1970s, a period in which an unjustified exuberance in
crime prevention efforts was common (Visher & Weisburd, 1998). Lipsey (1992)
suggests that the debate over the effectiveness of treatment programs was fueled in
part by the nature of the distribution of research results. Using the example of juve-
nile interventions, he illustrates a wide diversity of program effects. Added together,
they result in a finding of no difference. But taken study by study, they show that
there are programs that have large and significant impacts and others that do not.
Similarly, Farrington, Ohlin, and Wilson (1986), while acknowledging the many
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negative research findings, conclude from a review of randomized experiments that
they “do not show that ‘nothing works’” (p. 9).

Martinson (1976) himself seemed to have drawn a different conclusion regard-
ing the ability of society to do something about crime in a response to a critique of
his 1974 article. He did not conclude that criminologists and policymakers should
throw up their hands and close shop. Rather, he argued that we had to pull up our
shirtsleeves and get to work to develop smarter crime prevention policies. Martin-
son wrote:

The aim of future research will be to create the knowledge needed to reduce crime. It must
combine the analytical skills of the economist, the jurisprudence of the lawyer, the sociol-
ogy of the life span, and the analysis of systems. Traditional evaluation will play a modest
but declining role. (1976, p. 181)

Martinson certainly was correct in his expectation that economists would begin to
play a more important role in criminology and crime policy (e.g. Bushway, 1998,
2004; Cook, 1980, 1986; Levitt, 1996, 2004). It is also the case that criminologists
have taken advantage of basic theory and systems research to understand crime
across the life course (Piquero, Farrington, & Blumstein, 2003; Sampson & Laub,
1992). However, Martinson (1976) did not recognize that traditional evaluation, as
he defined it, could become a key part of this new knowledge base that would in-
form crime policy. Martinson (1976) essentially dismissed the potential of focused
evaluation research to provide important knowledge about crime control. Our book
provides the most comprehensive review of what evaluation evidence tells us about
the prevention of crime and rehabilitation of offenders. To do that, we focus on
systematic reviews of research evidence.

Summarizing Research Evidence

In 1978, Carol Weiss, one of the early leaders in program evaluation, wrote that
evidence should be synthesized to make it more useful to policymakers, rather than
expecting them to rely on individual (and potentially conflicting) studies (Weiss
1978). But synthesizing evidence is not only important for policymakers, it is also
key to scholars who must reach conclusions regarding what research tells us about
prevention and rehabilitation. Deciding what works to reduce crime and delinquen-
cy requires us to examine the results of previous evaluation studies whenever they
are available. This is better than drawing conclusions about what works from our
personal experience, anecdotal evidence, widespread beliefs, or a single study that
was well funded or heavily publicized.

Beginning in the 1970s, the traditional methods used in reviews of research evi-
dence began to be seriously criticized (see Petrosino et al., 2001 for a review). One
criticism focused on the general lack of explicitness of reviews: Most suffered from
a lack of detail about how the reviewer conducted the research. Information was
often missing about why certain studies were included while others were excluded
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from the review. Sometimes this lack of detail was caused by space limitations
imposed on reviewers by journal or book editors; however, reports of reviews often
did not describe what literature searches were carried out in order to locate relevant
evaluation studies. It was often difficult for the serious reader to determine how
the reviewers came to their conclusions about what works. Too often, the reader
was forced to accept and trust the reviewer’s expertise and was not given sufficient
information to permit replication of the reviewer’s methods. A second criticism
focused on the methods used. Most of the reviewers did not attempt to control for
problems that could potentially bias their review toward one conclusion rather than
another. At its worst, a reviewer advocating a particular conclusion could selec-
tively include only studies favoring that viewpoint in the review. For example, a
reviewer in favor of strict gun control laws could ignore evaluations that found little
effect of such laws. Such intentional distortion was fortunately rare in academic
reviews.

More common than intentional distortion was the failure to deal with potential
biases that could compromise the results of a review. For example, some reviewers
examining what works relied on easy-to-obtain journal articles as the only source
of reports of evaluations. An advantage of journal articles over other documents
is that they have usually passed a rigorous peer review process. Unfortunately, re-
search in other fields suggests that relying on journal articles can bias the results
toward concluding that interventions are more effective than they really are. This is
because researchers in many fields are more likely to submit their papers to journals
when they find a positive effect of an intervention and are more likely to bury the
manuscript in their file drawer when they do not. Both authors and journal editors
are biased against papers reporting no effect, sometimes falsely assuming that such
papers do not contribute to knowledge. This is called publication bias (see Rothstein
& Hopewell, 2009; Rothstein, Sutton, & Borenstein, 2005).

A third criticism is that inexplicit and unsystematic review methods cannot
cope with the incredible increase in research worldwide. For example, the number
of journals that now publish materials relevant to crime and justice is enormous
compared to that just a few years ago. Relying on journals available in a library
or on papers collected in office files will no longer ensure coverage of all avail-
able studies. The Internet now makes hundreds—if not thousands—of evaluation
reports readily accessible to prospective reviewers. In the same way that it would
be difficult to make sense of a large, growing, and scattered collection of police
reports or prison files without orderly methods, it is also difficult to make sense of
the burgeoning and scattered number of relevant evaluation studies without some
systematic method for doing so.

Systematic Reviews

What are systematic reviews? These are reviews that use rigorous methods for
locating, appraising, and synthesizing evidence from previous evaluation studies
(see Farrington & Petrosino, 2000; Farrington, Weisburd, & Gill, 2011; Littell,
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Corcoran, & Pillai, 2008). They contain methods and results sections, and are
reported with the same level of detail that characterizes high-quality reports of
original research. Other features of systematic reviews include:

1.
2.

Explicit objectives. The rationale for conducting the review is made clear.
Explicit eligibility criteria. The reviewers specify in detail why they included
certain studies and rejected others. What was the minimum level of method-
ological quality for inclusion in the review? Did they consider only a particular
type of evaluation design such as randomized experiments? Did the studies have
to include a certain type of participant, such as children or adults? What types of
interventions were included? What kinds of outcome data had to be reported in
the studies? All criteria or rules used in selecting eligible studies are explicitly
stated in the final report.

. The search for studies is designed to reduce potential bias. There are many

potential ways in which bias can compromise the results of a review. The review-
ers must explicitly state how they conducted their search of potential studies to
reduce such bias. How did they try to locate studies reported outside scientific
journals? How did they try to locate studies in foreign languages? All biblio-
graphic databases that were searched should be made explicit so that potential
gaps in coverage can be identified (and reviews can be replicated).

. Each study is screened according to the eligibility criteria, with exclusions

Justified. The searches always locate many citations and abstracts to potentially
relevant studies. Each of the reports of these potentially relevant studies must be
screened to determine whether it meets the eligibility criteria for the review. A
full listing of all excluded studies and the justifications for exclusion should be
made available to readers.

. Assembly of the most complete data possible. The systematic reviewer will

generally try to obtain all relevant evaluations meeting the eligibility criteria.
In addition, all data relevant to the objectives of the review should be carefully
extracted from each eligible report and coded and computerized. Sometimes,
original study documents lack important information. When possible, the sys-
tematic reviewer will attempt to obtain this from the authors of the original report.

. Quantitative techniques are used, when appropriate and possible, for analyzing

results. Although there is still some confusion about the meaning of these terms,
it is useful to distinguish between a systematic review and a meta-analysis. A
meta-analysis involves the statistical or quantitative analysis of the results of
previous research studies (see Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2009;
Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). Because it involves the statistical summary of effect
sizes and their correlates, it requires a reasonable number of intervention studies
that are sufficiently similar to be grouped together. For example, there may be
little point in reporting a weighted mean effect size based on a very small number
of studies. Nevertheless, quantitative methods can be very important in helping
the reviewer determine the average effect size of a particular intervention and
under what circumstances it works best.

A systematic review may or may not include a meta-analysis. For example, a
reviewer may only find a few studies meeting the eligibility criteria. Although
a meta-analysis can in theory be conducted with just two studies, in practice
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those studies may, for example, differ just enough in the operational definition
of the intervention or in the way they were conducted to make formal meta-
analysis inappropriate and potentially misleading. It is important not to combine
apples and oranges for calculating a weighted mean effect size. Chapters 4 and
5 of this volume include examples of systematic reviews in which meta-analysis
was not performed due to a small number of studies and heterogeneity across
evaluations.

Qualitative reviews are relatively new in the arena of systematic review, but can
provide important information on factors that are ordinarily not easily examined
in quantitative systematic reviews. For example, the mechanisms underlying
what works have become a key focus of many crime prevention researchers (Lay-
cock & Tilley, 1995). Qualitative studies are particularly well placed to examine
such concerns. In Chap. 9 of this volume, Mimi Ajzenstadt discusses the use of
qualitative systematic reviews in criminology and also provides examples.

7. Structured and detailed report. The final report of a systematic review is struc-
tured and detailed so that the reader can understand each phase of the research,
the decisions that were made, and the conclusions that were reached. In princi-
ple, it should be possible for an independent scholar to replicate both the review
and the results.

Campbell Systematic Reviews in Crime and Justice

An important model for the development of systematic reviews has come from the
Cochrane Collaboration, which seeks to prepare, maintain, and make accessible sys-
tematic reviews of research on the effects of health-care interventions (see http://
www.cochrane.org). The Cochrane Library, with more than 1200 completed and
maintained reviews on a variety of treatments, is now widely recognized as the single
best source of evidence on the effectiveness of health-care and medical treatments,
and it has played an important role in the advancement of evidence-based medicine.

In 1999, the founder of the Cochrane Collaboration, Sir Iain Chalmers, made an
effort with University of Pennsylvania Professor Robert Boruch to create a similar
infrastructure for reviews on what works in areas such as education, social welfare,
and criminology (see Petrosino, Boruch, Farrington, Sherman, & Weisburd,
2003a). This resulted in the establishment of the Campbell Collaboration, named
after the influential methodologist, psychologist, and evaluation theorist Donald
T. Campbell (1917-1996). At a meeting in Philadelphia attended by over 80 per-
sons from 12 different countries, the Campbell Collaboration was inaugurated in
February 2000 to prepare, maintain, and make accessible systematic reviews of
research on the effects of social, educational, and criminological interventions.
At that February 2000 meeting, the Campbell Collaboration established a Crime
and Justice Group (C2CJG) and Steering Committee to coordinate the work of
this Group (see Farrington & Petrosino, 2001; Petrosino, Farrington, & Sherman,
2003b).
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The mission of the C2CJG is to prepare and disseminate systematic reviews of
high-quality research on methods to reduce crime and delinquency and improve the
quality of justice. Campbell systematic reviews undergo a rigorous editorial process
at three stages—the title proposal, protocol (plan for conducting the review), and
the final review itself to ensure that the search is comprehensive, the methods are
accurate, and the inclusion/exclusion criteria and conclusions are free from bias.
Where possible, Campbell reviews also strive to be international in scope (see Far-
rington et al., 2011; The Campbell Collaboration, 2015).

In the past 15 years since it was founded, the C2CJG has made considerable
progress in completing and disseminating systematic reviews. As of June 2015,
38 reviews have been published (some of which have been updated to account for
emerging new evidence) and a further 36 reviews are in progress. The topics of
the completed reviews range from policing tactics to mentoring at-risk juveniles
to corporate crime prevention. Campbell reviews have been downloaded tens of
thousands of times, featured at researcher and practitioner conferences around the
world, and used in government debates and policymaking (e.g. Woodhouse, 2010).

Reviewing Systematic Reviews

In developing this volume, we did not restrict the authors only to Campbell sys-
tematic reviews—we simply asked our authors to analyze systematic reviews in
a particular area. However, the Campbell Collaboration remains the most impor-
tant resource for systematic reviews of what works in crime and justice. Moreover,
Campbell reviews provided a baseline for quality that could be used in assessing
whether systematic reviews should be included in a comprehensive examination of
the research evidence in a field. In the chapters that follow, we review the evidence
base from systematic reviews in key areas of crime prevention and rehabilitation
across the life course and at each stage of the criminal justice process. We ask:
What has been studied? Which programs are most effective? Which programs or
interventions appear not to work? How rigorous are research designs in that area?
What areas still need to be studied, and how can methods of systematic review be
advanced to extend existing knowledge?

In Chap. 2, David Farrington, Maria Ttofi, and Friedrich Losel examine the
evidence base for developmental and social prevention programs on offending out-
comes. Developmental and social programs are interventions that are provided in
the community to children and adolescents up to age 18. They are designed to alter
individual, family, and school risk factors in order to prevent antisocial behavior.
Chapter 2 assesses the research on general prevention programs and those aimed at
individual children, families, and school students, including early-childhood home
visitation, bullying prevention, and interventions for youth with certain conduct
disorders.

Chapter 3 focuses on community interventions, broadly defined as civic
engagement in crime prevention, supportive interventions for at-risk youth such
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as mentoring, and community correctional and reentry programs for adjudicated
offenders. In this chapter, Charlotte Gill discusses the limited evidence base for
community interventions and the challenge of defining “community” and its role
in crime prevention, and describes the mechanisms of community prevention most
likely to impact crime.

In Chap. 4, Kate Bowers and Shane Johnson discuss what works in situational
crime prevention—interventions that seek to prevent crime by reducing opportuni-
ties and/or increasing the effort and risk to offenders. In addition to identifying
effective situational approaches, Bowers and Johnson assess the contextual factors,
such as the time and place of implementation or the type of crime targeted, that
explain the variability in effectiveness of these types of approaches.

Cody Telep and David Weisburd examine the effectiveness of policing strategies
in Chap. 5. They highlight a substantial growth in the number of systematic reviews
in policing over the past decade and assess whether the findings of these reviews
counter the “nothing works” claims made about policing as recently as the early
1990s. The review of the evidence concludes with a discussion of the methodologi-
cal shortcomings the authors identify in many of the primary studies and recom-
mendations for improving future policing research.

In Chap. 6, Amanda Perry reviews the research on deterrence-based sentencing
strategies. In the context of increasing prison and jail populations in a number of
countries, it has become increasingly important to assess the relative effectiveness
of different sentencing practices, the impact of deterrence-based strategies versus
individualized treatment, and the choice of custodial versus non-custodial sentenc-
es. However, despite a number of systematic reviews and primary studies in this
area, there are questions about whether the findings are generalizable to non-US
contexts.

In Chap. 7, David B. Wilson assesses what works in correctional programs
designed to rehabilitate offenders. In addition to highlighting the most effective
rehabilitation programs, this chapter discusses the types of risk factors and focuses
on areas that are generally addressed by correctional programming, and the need
for further research on which of these factors are most important for successful
rehabilitation.

Katy Holloway and Trevor Bennett review what works in drug treatment and
prevention interventions in Chap. 8. The impact of drug treatment programs on
criminal behavior has not been studied to the same extent as the effect of these
programs on more immediate behaviors such as drug use, but there is a growing
body of evidence involving crime outcomes. The authors offer directions for fu-
ture research, including whether drug interventions play a role in crime reduction
beyond individual behavior change.

Chapters 9—-11 provide insights into how the current use of systematic reviews
can be extended to better answer questions about what works. Qualitative research
is usually excluded from systematic reviews, which tend to focus highly on assess-
ments of internal validity and quantitative synthesis of findings. In Chap. 9, Mimi
Ajzenstadt attempts to bridge the gap between quantitative and qualitative reviews
by highlighting the important roles qualitative research can play in understanding the
mechanisms of effective programs and generating knowledge for future evaluations.
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In Chap. 10, Michael Caudy, Faye Taxman, Lienshang Tang, and Carolyn Watson
provide an overview of the Evidence Mapping to Advance Justice Practice project,
which focuses on assessing the quality of systematic reviews and meta-analysis.
The authors highlight a number of challenges in primary evaluation research and
systematic reviews alike, and make recommendations for improving the quality of
future research synthesis.

Jacqueline Mallender and Rory Tierney discuss the importance of including
economic analyses in systematic reviews in Chap. 11. While an important goal of
systematic review is to distill a large amount of information into a manageable
summary for policymakers and practitioners, very few reviews or primary studies
include the cost-benefit data crucial to policy decision-making. Chapter 11 pro-
vides examples of the use of economic analysis in systematic reviews and offers a
methodology for combining high-quality research evidence with jurisdiction-spe-
cific economic models.

In Chap. 12, we conclude with an overview of what has been learned about the
effectiveness of crime prevention and criminal justice interventions based on our
review of systematic reviews. As we noted at the outset, we find much evidence
for optimism. The “nothing works” conclusion is certainly not consistent with the
vast array of studies that show that intervention and prevention programs are ef-
fective. Not all programs work, but many do and this provides a basis for guiding
crime policies. This concluding chapter also summarizes the additional lessons
and areas for improvement highlighted by this exercise, including improving the
utility of systematic reviews to policymakers, extending the scope and quality
of both primary evaluation research and meta-analytic models, and the need for
continuous innovation and improvement in both research and practice.
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Chapter 2
Developmental and Social Prevention

David P. Farrington, Maria M. Ttofi and Friedrich A. Losel

The main aim of this chapter is to assess systematic reviews of the effects of de-
velopmental and social prevention programs (hereafter shortened to developmen-
tal prevention programs) on offending outcomes. These programs are defined as
community-based programs designed to prevent antisocial behavior, targeted on
children and adolescents up to age 18, and aiming to change individual, family, or
school risk factors. These programs can be distinguished from situational or physi-
cal prevention programs and from criminal justice prevention based on deterrence,
rehabilitation, or incapacitation.

Over the past few decades, numerous developmental prevention programs have
been implemented in families, kindergartens, schools, family education centers,
child guidance clinics, and other contexts to reduce risk factors and strengthen
protective factors in child development. Universal prevention programs target the
whole population, or an age cohort, a neighborhood or a school, irrespective of who
is at risk or not. Selective prevention includes programs that address specific risk
groups such as single parent, lower-class families, or minority families in deprived
neighborhoods. Indicated prevention programs address families whose children al-
ready reveal behavior problems. As with primary, secondary, and tertiary preven-
tion, the categories partially overlap. For example, some “prevention” programs
contain treatment for high-risk children and—as in public health care—univer-
sal prevention also serves some children or families who are at risk. In principle,
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universal prevention approaches are more easily implemented because they do not
require risk assessment and selection and avoid potential problems of stigmatiza-
tion. However, for financial reasons, universal programs must be less intensive and
thus may not sufficiently meet the needs of high-risk groups.

Many programs focus on individual children or youth by providing training in
social competencies, interpersonal problem solving, and other behavioral or cogni-
tive skills. Other programs concentrate on the family by providing training in par-
enting skills, counseling on child rearing, or coping with family stress. School-ori-
ented programs address issues of school and class climate, the origins of bullying,
and authoritative teacher behavior. However, an increasing number of programs are
multimodal and contain program components for children, parents, schools, and
other social contexts such as peers or neighborhood (e.g. Hawkins, Brown, Oester-
le, Arthur, Abbott, & Catalano, 2008; Henggeler, Schoenwald, Borduin, Rowland,
& Cunningham, 2009). Developmental prevention programs also vary in numerous
other characteristics (see, e.g. Farrington & Welsh, 2007; Losel & Bender, 2012):

» Breadth of targets, e.g. general promotion of child development, focus on social
behavior, or prevention of specific behavior problems such as violence;

» Children’s age at intervention, e.g. pregnancy/postnatal, early or late childhood,
and adolescence;

» Degree of program structure, e.g. unstructured counseling, semi-structured guid-
ance, or detailed manuals for training in skills;

» Recruitment of participants, e.g. proactive contact with at-risk families, general
offers to schools and families, and mandatory intervention for juveniles or fami-
lies at risk;

» Formatofdelivery, e.g. individual counseling, group teaching, mixed approaches;

» Intensity and dosage, e.g. a handful of sessions, regular contact over a few
months, long-lasting implementation over several years;

» Theoretical foundation, e.g. based on social learning, attachment theory, psycho-
dynamic concepts, or an eclectic integration of different approaches; and

» Evaluation, e.g. no systematic evaluation at all, some methodologically weak
process and/or outcome data, controlled evaluation studies, randomized con-
trolled trials, and multiple replications.

Because of these and other issues the field of developmental prevention is extreme-
ly varied, and it is difficult to draw consistent conclusions across all areas. There-
fore, we had to restrict our inclusion criteria and we excluded reports that may have
some criminological relevance (e.g. on child externalizing behavior), but were not
directly addressing a criminological topic.

The inclusion criteria for our review were as follows:

1. The report describes a systematic review and/or a meta-analysis. A systematic
review has explicit inclusion/exclusion criteria and explicit information about
searches that were carried out. A meta-analysis specifies effect sizes and reports
a summary effect size. Systematic reviews that yielded no includable studies—
so-called “empty” reviews (e.g. the Campbell Collaboration reviews by Fisher,
Montgomery, & Gardner, 2008a, b)—were excluded.
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2. The report summarizes individual, family, or school programs targeted on chil-
dren and adolescents up to age 18 and implemented in the community. We clas-
sified programs that targeted individual risk factors in schools as school-based
programs. In the interests of including more reviews, this criterion was relaxed
to include high-quality reviews targeting adolescents aged between 10 and 21
(Wilson & Lipsey, 2000; Wilson, Lipsey, & Soydan, 2003a). Clinic and insti-
tutional programs are excluded, but again the criterion was relaxed to include
high-quality reviews including a minority of clinic or institutional programs
(Sukhodolsky, Kassinove, & Gorman, 2004; Wilson et al., 2003a). Mentoring
programs are excluded because they are included in Chap. 3.

3. The report summarizes effects on outcomes of delinquency, offending, violence,
aggression, or bullying. Originally we included antisocial behavior, conduct dis-
order (CD), and conduct problems, but the number of reviews on these topics
was too many to include. (Many reviews on these topics are listed in Table 2.1
as excluded reports.) In the interests of including more reviews, we included
high-quality reviews that primarily focused on one or more of our outcomes but
also included studies of other (disruptive or antisocial behavior) outcomes (Myt-
ton, DiGuiseppi, Gough, Taylor, & Logan, 2002; Park-Higgerson, Perumean-
Chaney, Bartolucci, Grimley, & Singh, 2008; Wilson & Lipsey, 2000, 2007).
We excluded reports focusing on substance abuse because these are included in
Chap. 8.

4. We excluded earlier reviews that were superseded by later reviews (by the same
authors), reviews not published in English, and reviews that did not report out-
comes separately (e.g. for juveniles vs. adults, or for offending vs. antisocial
behavior). We also excluded reviews of juvenile correctional treatment (see e.g.
Garrett, 1985; Lipsey, 2009; Walker, McGovern, Poey, & Otis, 2008); reviews of
adult correctional treatment are included in Chap. 7.

We searched Google Scholar and PsycINFO up to the end of 2012 using the
following keywords: systematic review/meta-analysis, prevention, and delinquen®/
offend*/violen*/aggress*/bully*.

Table 2.2 summarizes key features of included reviews, while Table 2.3 sum-
marizes key results of included reviews. Table 2.1 summarizes some reviews that
were screened and obtained but excluded, together with reasons for their exclusion.
The most common reason was that they did not provide specific information about
one of our outcomes of interest. Table 2.4 summarizes weighted mean effect sizes in
each review, and their associated confidence intervals (CI). The aim was to convert
each effect size into an odds ratio (OR), with OR values greater than 1, indicating
an effective program. Where there were two or more effect sizes, a summary effect
size was calculated by inversely weighting each effect size by its variance. This is
based on the assumption of independence of effect sizes, which may not be true. To
the extent that effect sizes are not independent, CI would be wider.

Since 2012, there have been additional systematic reviews of developmental
prevention programs. For example, Evans, Fraser, & Cotter (2014) published a re-
view of antibullying programs, and Leen, Sorbring, Mawer, Holdsworth, Helsing,
& Bowen (2013) published a review of interventions for adolescent dating violence.
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