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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overview

The evaluationof crime prevention interventionfnvolves the systematic collection and analysis of
information about the changgthat occur in the different components of a ciimal problem produced

by the activitiesof the intervention The principal objective of analging such information igo
determine at what level the goals were achieved, and at what cost. Different ghmneft from the
results of the evaluations, including those who design and implement the intervention, managers,
stakeholders, sponsors, policy advisors, target groups, etc. The information produced by the evaluation
is usefulfor guidng decisions abouhow to redesign the interventionhow to orient the future
allocation of resources, arlibw to advise on policy directions. Whether or ntd usethe results of

the evaluation is ultimately a management decision, but professionals and evaluators areaeinfo
when they see that the effort they put ito evaluating the interventions is useful to introducing
improvements.

Evaluation entails important methodological aspeasad evaluation musbe planned at the same
time that the intervention is planneih orderto ensureli K S A y (i SMalidbiyityi(ile2 tife@adpacity

to be evaluated in a reliable and credibteannel). Misalignments between the crime problem, the
objectives, and the activities that the intervention comprigesult inlow evaluabilityand might
seriouslycompromise the quality of the evaluation. In this sense, evaluation is a tool that contributes
to the design of the intervention.

Research questions

Previous research about the assessment of the effectiveness of crime preventiweiritens done
or commissioned by the EUCPN haslitionally followed a topdown approach. The present study
intended to shift to a bottoraup approachin orderto obtain an overview othe real evaluation
practices that EU Member Statasdertake The ultimate goal was to identify possible shortcomings
and gaps ando make recommendations accordinglihe objective®f the study, as determinedyy
the EUCPNwvere togain insight into existing practices when it comes to the evaluationtefventions
aimed d crime prevention ando make recommendations on the evaluationioferventionsbased
on the experiences in the &mberSates.

Methodology

The study hac one-yeartimeframe and was performed between Mar@019 and Februar2020. A
mixed quantitative and qualitative methodology was employed. In addition, a scoping review of the
literature on best practices in evaluation supported the final recommendations. According to the
objectives, the study focused on the EU 2@rivber Sates and had the participationofr almost all
countries

The quantitative study aimed to accomplish the first objective. A-nafed questionnaire, including
both closed and openended questions, was developed for data collection. The content of the
guestonnaire was based on the principles and guidelines for the evaluation of crime prevention
initiatives that the EUCPN hdsseminated througkhematic paper No5 and the toolbox Na@3. More
specifically, the questionnaiiaquired about procesgvaluatian and outcomeevaluationprocedures.
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It included questions about the planning of the evaluation, data collection, data analysis, and
communication of the results. Topics such as needs assesstednition of the evaluation objectives,
involvement of stakeholders, budget, and advisory teams, among others, were also explored.
Furthermore, Itemsaskingthe opinion of participants regarding evaluation were introducearder

to study their motivation for performing evaluationsA total of 182respondentsreplied to the
guestionnaire. The majority of the interventions were implementedhat local level, and the police
were most commonlyreported as being responsible fahe implementation A large number of
interventions had a period of implementatidongerthan 12 months, and most of them had received

a budget allocation or had been funded.

The qualitative study focused on bothe first and second objective. A interview guide was
developedfor data collection. The goal was to know in more detail the evaluation procedures, the
opinion of the participants about shortcomings, how these shortcomings could be remedied, and the
state of the evaluation culture. The interview focused on three topi¢l) process evaluation, (2)
outcome evaluation, and (3) support that is needed in order to be able to improve the evaluation of
interventions in the future. Nineteen participantsncluding practitioners and crime prevention
managerswere interviewed

Key findings

The results shoedthat there is still a considerab&mount ofwork to do in order to achieve full crime
prevention practice based on evidence. In many cases the evaluability mighibéen compromised
because théNeeds Assessmewns ingeneral unstructured andrasdone by professionals working in

the area, but lacking the methodological support of experts in crime prevention. More concerning was
that a portion of the participantseportedthat Needs Assessmedid not occurat all, and he decision

to implement the interventionfollowed managerial and political pressure®n the bass of these
findings, weaskedthe questions To what extent arghe crime problems that the interventions are
supposed to preverknown by those responsible for designing and implemerttigginterventior?

What objectives are proposed to prevent a crime problem that has not been properly studied?

A second finding of this study indicates that the great majority of interventions wémrded to the
specific crime problem and circumstanceshat theyused available interventions but proceeded with
major adaptations. This indicates that crime prevention practice in the EU might not be taking
advantage of validated and scientifically demstrated work. Furthermore, more than 50% of the
participantsreported that the interventions they implemented were not grounded on theoretical or
empirical knowledge, and more than 40% reported that the crime prevention mechanisms underlying
the intervertion had not been identifiec priori. Under these circumstances, thegic Moded might

run the riskof not beinglogical at all,and once again the evalbgity might havebeen compromised.

The intervention outcomes were formally evaluated in only 44%hefcases, while 36% had been
informally evaluated (i.e. by staff members or other persons, but no systematically measured or
registered in an official rep and 10% had not been evaluated at allislik bad news for crime
prevention managers/Vhy woutl managers and policy makers want to employ resources in applying
an intervention forvhichthere is no evidencir its efficacy?Are the crime rates in the EU countries
the results of our inefficient interventions and strategies?

The good newssthat ingeneral the experience of doing evaluation was seen as positive and necessary
by both those participants whose interventions had been evaluated and by thiogse interventions
had not. They pointed out three reasons why evaluation should be ddhgt provides feedback that
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can be used to improve the interventions and avoid pitfalls, (2) it is a driving force to further develop
the interventions, and (3) it motivates the persons who implement them. However, it was also
suggested that evaluations migbé¢ considered a bureaucratic burden, amdenresources are scarce

they are not seen as a priority. In those cases in which the results of the evaluations are not used to
improve the interventions persons o the teamswill likely develg negative attitude for doing
evaluations

In those interventions that had been formally evaluated, almost 30% of the cases indicated that the
outcome evaluation involved external evaluatotsut they were enrolled in late stages of the
implementation period. This raises the concern that those who had not been involved from the
beginning might have found shortcomings in the planning of the intervention that might have hindered
a proper evaluation.

The partcipants indicated advantages of doing evaluations internally. In their opinion, the persons in
charge of the evaluation know the interventidvetter, and improvements can take place faster
because the results are known faster thathié evaluation is donexternally. The lack of expertise
within the organizabns was the strongest motive farommissioing the evaluation to external
experts.

Regarding the scientific design employed in the evaluations of those projects thaelkadormally
evaluation less than 20% used experimental or quasperimental designs. The greatest percentage
used prepost designs without a control group. Taking into account that the majority of the
interventions had been tailored to address thesessectheeds or had introducedhajor changes in
previously developednterventions we would expect extensive work of testing and validation
involving experimental designs before applythgmto a target population. This does not se¢mbe

the case. Furthermore, only 50% of the papgants indicated that the formal evaluations included the
measurement of possible unintentional effects. In sum, in many cases we do not know if the
interventions are useful, if they are harmless or if they have unintentional effects that can produce
more problems than the ones they try to solve.

Several factors were highlighted as having a negative impact on the outcome evaluation. Among others
were the lack of involvement of all the parties (e.g., stakeholders, pernsahg target group, etc.),

the lage amount of time required to plan argrry out the evaluationdifficultiesin gettingaccess to
necessary data, problems related with data protecti@md the lack of expertise of the people
responsible forthe evaluation In addition the participantspointed out the difficulty in identifying

which dataare necessaryor doingthe evaluation properly and how the different indicators should be
measured, which reflesta basic lack of knowledge in methodology.

Informal evaluatios were carried out by pesons involved in the design and implementation of the
interventions.However, he competence of these professionals to properly plan the evaluation is not
beyond question. If we insisbn not using expert evaluators, it is necessarynake an effort to
educate these professionals in the methodology of evaluation tndreate a culture inside the
organizations so that we can increase the amount of interventions being formally evaluated.

The only indicator that showed an incredsékelihood for the evalation to occur wasif the
intervention had a budget or allocated fundghich ismost likelyif the evaluation is a requirement for
receiving funding for the interventiodractors such as the type of institution responsibtémplement
the intervention or the type of intervention in itsetlid not havean impact on the practice of
evaluation. This suggests that any potential solution for encongae evaluation of interventions
must be applied across all the institutionsdaorganizations responsible for crime prevention practice
in the EU withoukxception



Recommendations

A small percentage afur respondentgeportedto following good practices when doing evaluat®n

In addition the majority showed a positive attitud®r doing evaluations However, we identified
many shortcomings that need to be addressed in order to drive crime prevention in the way of best
practices. Thseshortcoming are directly relatewith gaps in four major areas.

First, there is aalck ofknowledge ornthe methodology of evaluatioamongthose responsible for doing

it, mainly when evaluations are internally produced. Managers should decide between appointing
external expertswho can produce evaluations of high quality each time they need to ea#tuan
intervention orto educate their own professionals. In one way or another, it is necessary to guarantee
the competenceof those involved in the process of evaluating crime prevention interventions. The
education should imply academic literaalpngwith practicein crime prevention anéh evaluation. It

is also necessary that managers, stakeholdarsd policymakers havesufficient knowledge to
understand what evaluators dim orderto be able to communicate with them and to interpret the
evaluationresults. Encouraging a culture of evaluation among institutions and organizations would
help toincrease evidencbasedcrime prevention practice, increase the effectiveness and efficiency
of our work and make our service more valuable for individuatsnmunities and governments.

Second, evaluation requires the employment of human resources that in general are scarce. Although
planning for the evaluation can be done by one person or a small group of experts, the implementation
of the evaluation procedes, especiallythe data collectionrequires manpower. The time for doing

the evaluation tasks should be calculateeparately fromthe time employedfor implementing the
intervention. The evaluation plan should justify the personnel required to execath ene of the
evaluation tasks in each one of the follayss or evaluation periods, and the managers should ensure
the availability ofsufficientresources to accomplish the plan. The quality of the evaluation depends
on it.

Third, the participants poied out the general lack of financial resources to perform evaluatidhe
budget of the evaluation should be calculated agfanim the budgetfor the intervention. Managers
should ensure that the evaluation cdme financed before they decide to go ahead with the
implementation of the intervention. Wheinterventions and evaluatios receive financial support
from different funding budgets, it is important to secure the evaluation funding as soon as possible,
preferably beforethe intervention starts. Funds from the evaluation should not be diverted to the
intervention.

Faurth, the difficulties ingainingaccess to necessary data was an obstacle highlighted by many of the
participants. The evaluation plan shouldopide logi@al argumentsregardingthe data required to
perform the evaluation properlyUnnecessary data should not be requested or collected. However, it
might be necessary, for example, to have access to detailed crime stattstisscial profilesof young
offenders, financial informatioaboutgroups of people, etc. Wimeverit is justified, evaluators should
have guaranted access tasuch information Moreover, the evaluation plan should include an ethic
strategyfor enrollingand keepngtrack of gersonsin the target group if it is necessary afat as long

as it is necessary.

Best practicem evaluation

A review of the scientific literature suppamur recommendationgor best evaluation practices. First
of all, the evaluation must rely on thebjectives, theProgram Theoryand the Logic Modebf the



intervention. Before starting to plan fothe evaluation the interventiorQ &valuability must be
determined The evaluator needs to know the crime problem and the results of the needs assessment
in order tomake a first judgment about the suitability of the objectives. Furthermore, the evaluator
should review theProgram Theoryo make sure that the preventive mechanisms underlying the
intervention can in fact be useftor preveningthe crime poblem.The appropriateness of theogic

Model should also be reviewed consideritige alignment between needsbjectives resources,
activities andexpected outcomes. Only after that can the evaluator define the evaluation questions.

Second, the evaluath should be planned at the same time that the intervention is designed. The work
of the evaluator ign parallel to the work of the intervention designerSven ifthe evaluators are
external to the intervention, they shoulak enrolled at very early stag. Working as a consultant, the
evaluator can be a precious asdet developng a welldesignedand evidencebased intervention.
Stakeholders must also engage early in the process and play an activia tbie design of the
intervention and the planningf the evaluation.

Third, the objectives and the expected outcomes create the evaluation questions and define how the
indicators are measured. The evaluation questions must be concisenastiaddress each of the
objectives individually. The indicatorsmhd be carefully chosen because the final judgment about the
achievement of the objectives iekon them. In the case of strategies, or miétvel interventions,

the evaluation plan should reflect their complexity, evaluate each of the Iesegarately and use
common indicators to determine the impact of the whole strategy. The evaluator should provide a
report in which the rationalitfor choosinghe questions and the indicators is explained.

Faurth, the methodology ofthe research design and anaiysemployed in the evaluation must be
aligned to its objectives. Instruments and tools used for measurement need to be validated before
applying them. Here again, the evaluator must provide rational explanafmnthe motivesfor
choosng the selected m&hodology and its advantages and disadvantages. Eventually, the evaluator
might provide alternative plans of evaluation indicating the level of evidence for each of them.

Fifth, the intervention must be tested before extegdimplementation. Testing means juiehg the
capacity of the interventioim orderto address the crime problem and the cost tliimplies, as well
asto identify any side effeatthat it might have.

Sixth, evaluations must be ethical and legal. Thereaestraints to the design of research and data
collection.For example tiis not ethical to expose people to situations that might entail hazaads

it is not ethical to subject individuals to unnecessary measurements or observations. The use of
persoral and sensitive data needs to be justified. Evaluations need to be transpateeirimethods

in order toensure replicability. The results of the evaluation must be communicated to those directly
interested in its results but also to the community. @mts of interest need to be dealt with
beforehand.

The role of the EUCPN in further suppatftthe Member States

The EUCPN is a referent within the EU for practitioners and managers working in crime prevention.
The network has already developed sevepabjects to encourage and support the practice of
evaluation and has falongtime promote aculture of evaluation. From our perspective, it is essential

to strengthen the networkand to increase its competences in education, research, and different
sewvices so that it can close gaps between the EU Member States in their evaluation gractice



The EUCPN can further support the Member States by increigsoftering of educational resources.
For example, the network might organize workshops and semimhese professionals can learn and
practice the principles and methods of evaluation. Ariaggneetings where the professionals in
different organizations and different countries can exchange experiences is another waypgWrit
documentation and manualsnd makng them available in the local languages was suggested by the
participants in our studyCreatinga best practices manual and operationadizthe manual in a tool,
digitally if possible, would reinforce the message and promote a cultuevimfencebasedpractice

Best practice®f highstandardand evidencebasedinterventions developed or implemented within
the EUshould be compiledand such a databaseshould be madeavailableto managers and
practitionersin order topromote a culture ofevaluation which is still lacking iBurope.

The network could have a consultant role in planning evaluatidnnterventions.Such onsultancy
might not involvethe planning of individual interventions, but rathentail acting asan advisor for
managrs and eventuallyfor evaluators. Becauselanguage might be a barrier, by working
hierarchically the network could promote the education of those persons responsible for éugicat
others within their own countries.

In its role as a model for the organiicans working in crime prevention, the EUCIRA$ a responsibility
to continue promoting researchimilar to that undertakerin this study. Identifing the necessities,
the gaps, and the strengths the evaluation of interventioms the way to find soluties. Supporting
the Member Statesn undertaking morealetailed evaluationsvithin their borders can further help to
find individualized solutions.

Finally, channeling funds specifically fmein evaluation was indicated by some patrticipants of our
study.
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LIST OF CONCEPTS USED IN THE REPORT

Intervention: To facilitate thereading of thsreport, we used theerm interventionto make reference
to any type of crime prevention initiativéncludingprograms projects, operations, strategieplans,
policies etc

CrimePrevention Intervention: We borrow the definition of crime prevention intervention from the

Council of the European Uni@®ll measures that are intended to reduce or otherwise contribute to
reRdzOAy 3 ONARYS FyR OAGAT SyaqQ FSStAy3a 2F AyaSOdzaNR i
directly deterring criminal activities or through policies and actions designed to reduce the potential for
ONRYS I yR (i KS (CQunhcilZaeBian 2@03/90DIA (BENDb¢ember of 2009)).

CrimePrevention Program: A highly structureccrime preventiorinterventionfocused orone specific
problem. Thecrime problem is at the core of the objectives atigk activitiesdeployed to achievéhe
objectives The development of a program implide/o stages. During the first stage (design),
evaluation aims at defining the internal validitidentifying acredible causesffect relationship
between the program and the expected outcomehile at the same time ethinating alternative
explanations for the outcome. In the second stage (implementatgvauation seeks to define the
effectiveness of the progranthe extert of the outcomes, for example, how many crimes were
preventedby the program An example of arime preventionprogram isSBENGALQan optimized
educational and treatment intervention for offenders with aggression and addiction prollesbss
givenin a sociotherapeutic ward within a secure youth custody eBniwhich waspresented by
Germany at th&eCPAn 2019

Crime Pevention Srategy: A multi-level intervention or fan of actiorwith broad objectiveslesigned
to achieve longerm goals.In genera] such strategiesarget a wide groupf peopleor the entire
population of onecommunity,area or country. The needs of the target group are at the coreaof
strategy and thereforehaveto be assessed, and operationalizéd,order to properly define the
objectives. Normally, a strategy integrates multiple activiteas] eventually programss wel. Each
one of the activities and programsust be individuallytested and scientifically validatetefore
implementing the strategyThe evaluation of a strategyoncerrs the impact of thetotality of the
activitiesand program®n the target groupand voadlyon the social environmerdf the community
An example of a strategy ke SofielundApproach which waspresented by Sweden at the ECIRA
2019.

Theory ofChange(ToC) The onceptualexplanation ofthe mechanisnused byan intervention to
prevent crime.The ToCdrmulates thechanges bthe criminogenidactors(e.g. attitudeof offenders,
behavior of victims, characteristics of the environmeetic.) that the intervention producedt relies
on the analysis afausal andtorrelational factors, mediators andoderators and their relationships.
The To@eneratesalogical chairthat alignsproblem,objectives, activities, and expected outcomes.

Theory ofAction (ToA) Thisis astructuredmodel ofthe ToCthat alsotakesinto account external
factors that might affect the outcomesof an intervention In the ToA, the links between
problems/needs objectives activities,and expectedutcomes are explained in detail. It sets priorities
in achieving the outcomes considerirtgetcharacteristics of the activities.

Program Theory The ToC and ToA together constitute the program thearyich isa logial
explanationfor how and why the intervention works to achievbe intended outcomes. Proper
outcome evaluation relies on the égram Theory todetermine what types of information and
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characteristics of measurements anecessaryn orderto make judgements about the efficacy and
effectiveness of the intervention.

Logic Model A dagram that plots theesources that thentervention emplo (i.e.inputs), the action
designed to achieve the outcomes (i &cfivitie9, the expected and unexpected changes produced by
each one of the activities (i.eoutcomeg, andthe units of service or product®.g.,the number of
workshops with young people to prevent juvenile delinquertty number of talks witlelderly people

to prevent victimizatiorthroughfraud and theft, etc.jhat the activities generatéi.e.,outputs).

Process evaluationAlso calledimplementation evaluationor monitoring, this process adcuments
how the activities were implementeid orderto determineanydeviations from the original planning.
It facilitatesfinding explanationsor when the results of the intervention are has expected.

Outcome evaluation Measures the direct effedi.e., extent of the change®f the intervention on
the target group, populationor geographic area. The information produced by the outcome
evaluation determines at what level the objectiwgsre achieved.

Impact evaluation Measures longerm effects of the intervention on the target groyps well as
indirect effects on the broader community. The information produced by the impact evaluation
determines at what level the ultimate goals of the intervention were achieved.

Costbenefit analysis A type of economic evaluation thabmpareghe direct and indirect cost of the
resources employed in the intervention, with the equivalenbnomicvalue of the benefits.

Needs assessmenfystematic collection and analysis of inforinatto determineany discrepanies
betweenthe current condition produced by a crime problem atheé desired condition.

Efficacy Determines whether the objectives were achieved or not with the interventiichptomous,
yesno, judgment about the effect)

EffectivenessDetermines at what level the objectives were achieved (quantitative judgment about
the effect)

Efficiency Determines the cosbf achieving the objectives at a certain level (economic judgment)
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INTRODUCTION

The evaluationof clime prevention interventiongntails the systematic collection and analysis of
information about the chang&that occur in the different components of a ceproblemthat results
from the activitiesof the intervention Theprincipalobjective of analging such information is to make
judgements about the efficacy, effectiveneasid efficiencyof the intervention. Through evaluation
we are able to identify what parts of the intervention workadd what parts did not work and to
explain whythis is the cae Therefore, evaluatioms useful fordefining what needs to be improved
andfor guidngdecisions abouturther solutionsto preventthe crime problem.

The results of an evaluation provide important feedback to different groups of people, incthdsey
whodesignedhe intervention, managers, staff, stakeholders, sponsors, policy advisors, target groups,
and the general population. This feedback is usédulguidng decisionson how to redesign the
intervention, for orienting the future allocation ofesources, andor advsingon policy directionsln
general, hoseresponsible for the evaluatioencouragethe persons responsible famanaging the
interventionto take into account the information produced by the evaluatibat ultimatelyit is the
managers whare the ones whalecide what to do with it.

The importance of evaluating interventions is wedtablishedin many disciplines. For example,
medications and vaccines cannot lagallydistributed andadministered to the populationvithout
being properly tested (i.e., knoimg their efficiency, side effects, cobenefit ratio, etc.). The
introduction of a new safetymechanism in cars @ new method topurify water supplies require
previousdemonstration ofits efficacy and harmlessneddetermining that the product is safe is as
important as confirnmgthat the productis useful.

In the same mannerrime prevention interventionsnust be seen asproducts that need proper
testing in orderto ascertainthat the outcomes are beneficiandto ensure thatany possible side
effects are notharmful at levels that mighundermine the communit@ social environment, disrupt
the normal functioning of persoria the target group,or result ineven biggercrime problems.Thisis

a matter of ethical practice. A crime prevention interventionght have a counterproductivand
harmful effectby, for example, increasing the amount of crimésitntended to prevent promoting
the emergene of other types of crimedisplacingcrimeto more difficult to control areas, increasing
fear of crimeamongthe population, etc.

Hgure 1plots thepossible maireffectsand side effects of an intervention. There diree possibilities
that crime prevation managersnustpay attentionto:

(1) The evaluation places an intervéion within the dark green aredn this casethe intervention is
effectivein preventingthe crime problemthat it is supposedo prevent. The interventionshould
be taken into account when choosing among all tlesgibleinterventions available.

(2) The evaluation places an intervention within the light green ar@he intervention is not
completelyeffectivefor preveningthe crime problem and should be chosenly if there are no
others availablghat havebeen showrio hawe greatereffectivenessLikewise, tme prevention
managers might eventuallyecide to implement the intervention if it shows a better cognefit
ratio when compared with others.

(3) The evaluation places the intervention in tlyellow square under the hdgzontal axis Such an
intervention $ould be implemented only after developing a plan to deal with the side effects. The
designers of the intervention should consider introducing changes to decteas&le effects.

(4) The evaluation places the interventian the yellow square on thdeft side of the vertical axis. In
this case, the interventiois effectivein prevening other crime problemshan the mainproblem
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for which it was designed Crime prevention managers need to search for an alternative
intervention. The designers ofhe intervention should reconsider the objectives and further
developand test the potential ofhe interventionto solve othercrime problems.

(5) The evaluation places the intervention the red areas, light or dark.is necessanhy all means,
to avoid its implementation Any managerwho decides to implementan intervention with such
poor outcomesmight eventuallybe held accountable for malpractice and irresponsible use of tax
payerdnoney.

Figure 1. Benefgand harmfulness of interventiors

SECONDARY EFFECTS

MAIN EFFECTS

Evaluation islsouseful to determine the economic benefif preventing crime and the subsequent
chain of resultsachievedby the intervention.Although costs may be more or less easy to caleulat
the benefits, mainly those that are not immediftevisiblemight be hard to define. Costenefit
analyges are complex toperform and should becarried out by a team of experts includg
criminologists and economists. For example, ésenomicbenefitsattainedby a program directed at
preventing reoffending in juvenile delinquentsjght includea) the capital that is not spent because
they are not incarceratedy) the capital that isaved due to the prevention of crimes that they might
otherwise have committed;) the capital that is saved becauaees not dependent m social welfare,
andd) the capital gain because of their production in useful jobs.

Different interventions aimed gpreventing the same type of crimmost likelyhave different cost
benefit ratios. Thisinformationis useful for managers whoeed to choose carefully betweenmore
effective intervention at a higher cosind a less effectiveone that costs lessQime prevention
managers mighalsohave to decide whether they are willing to accept the harmful side effects of a
less cody intervention or, converselyif they are willingnvest in a more expensive intervention with
no side effects.

Evaluation therefore, is a matter of goodnd ethicalpractice and should not be seen akiaury that
can only be afforded by wellinded, largescaleinterventions. Evaluation ian essentiatomponent
of anyinterventionand should be carefully planned before timervention is implemented.

Research about the quality of evaluation proceduras identified different methodological problems
that occur with certain frequencyNeuhanser and Kreps (2014) padbut ¢ (1) alack of evidencéor
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internal validity requiredto determine the efficacy ofn intervention, (2) insufficient information

about the characteristics of the problerthat the intervention is designed to sol\ge., deficient
situation analysis)and(3)alack ofexternal validity or the possibility tgeneralize the results to other
groups, populationsor geographic areassorman (2018) highlighted the misuse of methods of data
analysis in the pursuit of those results that suppitwe efficacy of the intervention anthe selective
reporting of the beneficial outcomesvhile omitting or not measuring the side effect&blom and

Pease (1995) identified as a problem the lack of adequacy of the study designs, while Morgan (2014)
advocates for the need to include stakeholders in the evaluation psodde exhort managers,
designers, and evaluators of crime prevention interventions viork to circumvent such
methodological problems

In the contextof the above, weconsider that evaluatiof crime prevention interventions not an
easytask Persons esponsible forplanningsuch evaluationshould at least have some level of
expertise in criminology and methodology. Whihiis is notthe case experts should be consulted. If
the evaluators are external personnel, they should be enrolled earlyre planning stage othe
intervention.

Intervention design, implementation, and evaluation

Evaluation is intertwined withthe design and implementationf the intervention and t relies on
rigorous scientific methods of study design, measurement, and data analysis that require meticulous
planning. Several evaluation procedures take plaate different stages ofthe design and
implementationof the intervention (seeifure 2, with evaluationtasksidentified in greei.

FHgure 2. Types and stages of evaluation

Baseline

measurements
Problemanalysis _  Definitionof ~_ Designthe Implementation Outcomeevaluation
Situationanalysis objectives intervention
I Impact evaluation
Test Process
Program Theory evaluation
Cost-benefit
Designthe analysis

evaluation

Beforestarting the planningof the interventiong Problem and Situation Analyses

To increase the probability of success of an intervention to prevent a crime problem, it is necessary to
perform a detailed analysis of the problem. This analysis is grounded on criminological theory and
empirical knowledgeand analytic methods from sociand behavioral sciences are applied to collect
and analyzethis information. For example, a city is dealing with a certain proportion of crime
committed by young people. The analysis of the problem regustadying those factors that are
known to be cotributors to the problem Among others, the analysts might consider singdythe
socb-economic status of familiethe social environmenin the neighborhoods where theuspected
offenders live, school attendance and achievement, delinquent peers, use of alcohol and drugs, and
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antisocial attitudes. Consulting with social work practitioners and other key professionals working in
the field can reveabther important areas to take i@ account when collecting informatiorfor
example, he commission of crime might be more common among youths with certain characteristics
crime victims or target spacesnight not berandom and ertain events might be triggering the
commission of crimeThe results othe problemanalysis determine WHAT must be done (itleg,
components of the intervention).

At the same time, it is necessary to study the extent of the problem through a situation analysis. In this
case, the analyst should make an estiioat of the number of youths involved in the crime
commissionthe areas of the citghat aremore affected, thegortionsof the population that are being
victimized and at what time of the day anghat days of the week the crimesemore likely to occur.

The results of this analysis determine HOW, WHERE, and WHEN the intergbaotititbe applied.

While the intervention is being plannegiensuing evaluability

Evaluabilityor the capacity of an intervention to be evaluateelquiresthe correct alignrent between

the crime problem, the objectives of the intervention, and the activities that composmtee/ention

The persons involved in the design of the intervention must be able to provide a rational explanation
for each of the objectives (i.e., whilyis important to achieve such objectives) and for each of the
activities (i.e., why, how and at what level the activity is udefudhchievngthe objectives). The correct
alignment producea strongProgram TheoryAt this stage, it is advisable to test tReogram Theory
through an experiment in a small and controlled sample of individuals or area of the city. The aim of
the experiment is to ensure that the activities work as planned {ogrovide internal vatlity for the
intervention).

Concurrently it is necessary to plan the evaluation. The objectives and the activities will determine
GKAOK AYRAOFG2NAR FNB YIFYyRIFIG2NE (2 YSIFadaNBE a2 GK
failure can be made. Indit@rs of the benefits obtained with the intervention are as importanbay

side effects produced when implementing it. Crime displacement is just one of the side effects
described occasionally in the scientific literature when applying situational priewether possible

effects are an escalation of violence even if the total amount of crime decreases, or a change in the
perception of safety among the public.

The design of the interventiomvolves determiningall the resources necessary to implemehet

activities and thismight include materialswell-trained personnel, amenities and facilities, specific

services, etc. A close collaboration among all theolved partners along witha I { SK2f RS N&
engagement is essential fory” A y i S BuigcssgRedodrob$adie in general limiteghdonce again

the designers and managers should provide rational explanations for the necessity of employing such
resources. This is achieved by thegic Model

Before starting to implement the intervention, it is crakto take baseline measurements of all the
indicators that wilbe used tademonstratethe changes produced by the intervention. For example, if
the intervention implies the use of debates and workshops for young people to modify their antisocial
attitudes, it is necessary to assess the antisocial attitudes before and after the intervention in a way
that allows comparisons to be made.

At this stagethe designers, plannerand managers might have the feeling that everything is in place
to guarantee thesuccess of the intervention. However, a wghnned andProgram Theoryested
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interventionstill might fail if the activities are not implemented as planned or if the resources are not
adjusted to the objectives.

Whilethe intervention is being implenméed ¢ evaluation of the process of implementation

The evaluation of the process of implementatiGre., Process Evaluatigrproduces qualitative and
guantitative information that allowsneto judge the level of fidelity in fulfilling the planning, whether
the target group is being reached, whether the intervention is producing the outcomes expected, and
whether unexpected beneficial or harmful outcomes are occurring as a consequence of the
intervention. In order to properlyollectthis information it is necessary to estabh a plan in the
previous stageoncurrentwith the planning of the outcome evaluation.

Process evaluatiorshould be carriedout periodically during the time the interveion is being
implemented. The results of monitoring are necessary to allow the program to contiouaake
necessary adjustments @ven tostop the implementation if serious harmful consequenoeakeit
necessaryo do sa The evaluation is also helpfor identifyingunexpected obstacles or barriers that
mightemergeduring the implementation period.

Evaluators and intervention managers must critically analyze the behavior of the indicators. For
example, an intervention to prevent youth delinquenicya certain area of the city that involves
increasing the number of patrollingfficers (i.e., a deterrence measure) might initialligad to an
increasean the crime rates, which should not be seen as a harmful effect and therefore should not stop
the corntinued implementationon the intervention In subsequent measurements, the crime rates a
expected to decline ithe intervention is successful. If the crime ratEtinue toescalate oiif they
remainstable at a higher level than before the intervenmtistarted,that is when managers need to
consider introduthg modifications orevencompletely stopingthe implementation.

A process evaluation that confirms that the intervention was implemented as planned does not
guarantee its success. Mistakes in afiyhe previous stages carausethe interventionto fail.

At the end of the implementation periagloutcomeevaluation, impact evaluatiorgnd costbenefit
analysis

Outcome evaluation refers to thevaluationof the change produced in the target group or target area
due to the intervention. It measures how well and at what level the goals of the intervention were
met. Evaluators should be able to demonstrate that the changes are due to the intervention and not
to other external factorsand ikewise the evaluation must demonstrate that the outcomes are not the
result of natural and expected chargevertime (i.e., the changewould have occurred even if the
intervention had not been implementedyr to any other randonor nonrandom effect. The evaluation
achieveghis through the research design (etige use of a control group) or through statisticalalysis

(e.g. controlling for confounding variables).

Impact evaluation refers tthe longterm effect of an outcom@&nd measures the effectiveness of the
intervention in achieving its ultimate goals. It refers to theanges that affeatot only thetarget group
or area but rathermore broadly the entire population of a region@country. Impact evaluatioralso
measues whether he effectis sustainedovertime.

Costbenefit analysis is @aluabletool for managers and polieyakerswho usually deal with limited
resources. Theimpleidea underying this type of analysis is thall eosts and all benefits associated
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with the intervention arecalculated and then theosts are subtracted frortihe benefits. The number
obtained (positive or negative) indicates the profitability of the intervention. The difficulty of
performingthis type of analysis is related to the diffity in determining the costs and the benefits
when dealing with crime prevention. Jacobsen (2013) idiestifas obstacles the difficulty in
determiningat what level the resulting outcome is fully attributed to the interventiarnether other
variables might have contributed to the results, or if part of the outcomméght have occurred
independent of the intervention. Furthermore, certain costs are very difficult to deterpiioe
example psychological injury (McCollister, French, &d;a2010).

Some interventions have clear starting and ending points for the implementation period. For example,
the Functional Family Theragpyogram (Alexande2007) isa shortterm family therapy intervention

and juvenile diversion programesign withthe purpose ofhelping atrisk children and delinquent
youth to overcome adolescent behavior problems, substance abuse, and delinqu&hey.
implementation period is about 30 hours. At the end of this period, outcome measures of life domain
functioning, clid internalizing and externalizing behavipasid child risk behaviors indicate the level

of success of the program. Furthermore, measures sutcheasumber of delinqueny adjudications,
recidivism and new drug chargeat different points in time duringhe follow-up periods document

the effectiveness of the program in preventing crime among the target groups/(itngerandolder
adolescents) and its impaoh society.

However,it is not unusual that many crime prevention interventions are appieatinuously without
an ending point. For exampl&eighborhood Watchs a type of intervention that can be applied
indefinitelyeither alone or in combination with other elemergach agproperty marking and security
surveys It has been demonstratetthat Neighborhood Watchas an impact on the reduction of crime
of between 16% and 26% (Bennetplloway, & Farrington, 2008)Vith such interventions, evaluators
need to establish a cutoff point in time (e.g., 6 mondlfter the startof the implementaion) or periods
of evaluation (e.g., betweetine 1% of January anthe 31% of December of one specific year).

Evaluators must be aware that it is possible that the changes produced by a specific intera@gtion
occur at differenttimes. While some ofthe results might be immediately noticeable when the
intervention period ends (i.e., immediate outcome), other results might take a while to be visible and
therefore are considered intermediate outcomes. Ldagn outcomes refers to those beneficial
effeds that endureovertime.

Ideally, the evaluator is part of the team responsible for the design and implementation of the
intervention andhas planned for the evaluatiofrom the beginning. However, many times the
evaluatoronly comesonto the scene when the period of implementation ends. In such césegften

not possible to perfornaproper evaluation because baseline measurements were not taken and there
is nothing to compare the outcomds. Program Theorgriven evaluations arenore difficult if the
intervention is a black box that body really understands the workings off the monitoring of the
implementation process is not registered anywhere, mistakageduringthe implementationwould

be almost impossible to identify.

Evaluation in context

Qime preventioninterventionsare problemsolving creations wittthe goal of preventingriminal
phenomena Epistemologicallythese creationsare developed athe intersection of three areas of
knowledgedesign sciencgreventive science, araiminology (seeFgure 3).
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Design sciencis about the creation of solutions arlde evaluation of their utility. At its core, design
science is a problersolving paradigm (Hevner, March, & Park, 2004) thaes® y (i K Sandx 0 dzA f R
SO f dzI {(Markds, Marjchirzak, & Gasser, 200Phe process of designing a solution (agrjme
prevention intervention) includes a cycle with two stadesring the first stage, data agathered and
analyzed to properly define the problem énthe needsthat the problemgenerates. In the second
stage, designers propose ideas to model and test a solution. Problem definition is an analytic sequence
in which the designer determines all the components of the problem (e.g., causes, contributorg,fac
environmental elements, etc.) and specifies the necessary requirements that a successful design
solution must have. Problem solution is a synthetic sequence in which the various requirements are
combined and balanced against each other, yieldingna folan to be carried out into execution. A
feedback loop at the end of the second stage is necessary to help to redefine the problem and the
needsassociated with the problemdeally, the evaluation and revision of the solution should continue
over timein a continuous formal process so that the intervention can be improveatandeadaped

to any changsthat might occuregardingthe problem andassociatedheeds.

FHgure 3. Epistemological frameworkf crime prevention interventiors

TOPREVENT

Prevention scienceovers the systematic study of interventions designed to produce a change in the
occurrence of certainlisruptivephenomenain the population (e.g., crime, disease, traffic accidents,
political radicalization, etc.Prevention scienceagssocial and behaviorahethodological approaches

to design, implement, and evaluathe interventions.Prevention relies on the knowledge of factors
that are direct causeand factors that, when present, increase the likelihood that the phenomenon
will occur (i.e., risk factors). For example, maltreatment during childhood is &m@Mn risk factor

for violent offendirg during adolescence (Curri@&rTekin, 2012; Mersky, Topitzes, & ReynchiH,2).
Furthermore, prevention science idené§those factos that, when presentpreventthe occurrence

of the phenomenoror curb its probabilityi.e., protective factors)For example, school connectedness
has a protective effeabnr offending behavior during adolescence and young adulthood even among
those indviduals who were maltreated during childhood (Wilkinson, Lantos, McDabiel, & Winslow,
2019).
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FishbeinRidenourStahl MandSussman (2016) propose a translation approach toifigprevention
work. This translation framework is basea transdisciplinary collaborations within and across six
stages of knowledge transferenc&age 1 represents the basic process of scientific discoarg
basic research from many areas is translatedrderto inform the next stage of applied rese&rdn
stage 2, knowledge from stage 1 is transferred to applied methods and tiesgdintervention
development.Sage 3 collect the applied strategies developed in the previous stage and through
testing,createsevidencebased (i.e., scientifally vaidated) interventions. In prevention sciendbge
testing focusson determiningthe efficacy, effectiveness, and efficiency of the interventiofisis
stage takes place mainly within the academic research con@age 4 transfers the research
developedin earlier stages from the academic environment into applied settings. The adoption and
adaptation of evidencéased practices intersko overcomethe problem in society. In stage 5, the
interventionsare scala up to achieve widespread implementation, menance, and documented
success. To makis possible, there is a need for growing professional capacity witierservice
systems and agencies that effectively suppdiie wider implementation.Sage 6 involves the
translation of the resultsachievedduring previous stages to globebmmunities at the local and
national levelsThis last translation stage dsalith the way in which global policies can effectively
target the problem across different cultures and societies.

While desigrscienceand presention science providthe structuralfoundation and methodologyor

the planning implementation and evaluation of preventive interventions, criminology enddiaam

with content. Criminology borrows scientific research methods from social and behasitiesices to
determine the nature, extent, causes, consequences, management, and control oihatrim
phenomena, and ways to prevetfitem. On the basis of this knowledge, criminology builds theoretical
models that explains how crimal phenomenaare genera¢d and the effecs that these have on
individuals and on society. Likewise, criminology explains indidid@atisocial and criminal behavior

on the basis of their personal characteristics #melcomplex interrelationshipbetween different risk

and prokctive factors presentn their lives This knowledge is essential to understamgwhat the
crime problem isand what should be done tgreventit (i.e., to developProgram Theory). In the
construction ofPfrogram Theory; it is also imperative to take intaccount the evidence provided from
reliable scientific studies about what works, and what does not work in preventing the crime problem.
Onlyby doing so will it bpossible to establish a rational plan (izlpgicModel)to achieve purposeful
objectives.The objectiveshouldbe SMART(ly) defined, meaning that thehould beg (1) Specific

(i.e., concrete and well defined), (2) Measurable (i.e., allow a quantitative comparison of the state of
the crime problem before andfter the intervention takes place), (3) Achievable (i.e., feasible and easy
to put into action), (4) Realistic (i.e., resources, tifreane, and cost constraits are considered), and

(5) Timelimited.

Any crime prevention interventiothat (1) isdesignel following the principle oProgram Theory;, (2)
isdeveloped ortheoretical and evidencbased grounds, (3roposes SMART objective$t) definesa
rational Logic Model and (5) is deemed effective when properly tested using rigorous scientific
methodolagy can be consided a successful evidentmsedintervention. Only interventions with
thesecharacteristics should be allowed to continue to stag# the translational approach (Fishbein,
et al.,2016).

Evaluationalone does notgrant the status ofcdevidencebased to an interventionbecause an
evaluation thd is not grounded orfrogram Theorynight mistakenlyprovide evidence fothe success

of the intervention. Program Theorydefines the information that must be collecteduring the
evaluation, inakdingindicéors of efficacy and effectiveness, variables that might confound the effect
and eventual beneficial and harmful side effecBesides the judgment about efficacy and
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effectiveness, the results of the evaluation should idertifyse componens of the interventiorthat
worked, those that did not workand why they didbr did not work. For example,tiis not enougho
knowthat the crime ratediave decreased after the intervention. Evaluators should ask questions such
as Is the effect entirelylue to the intervention®hat are the other factors that might explain the
result?Werethere any factos counteracting the effect of the interventioli?hat is the level of success

of each of the components of the interventidnhe case the program faill to achieve the objectives,
evaluators should be able to explain wthis happened orto presentplausible hypotheses. This
provides important feedbactor introdudng changes thamightimprove the interventiorin a rational
manner.

Creatingvaccines against crime

To design and implement a crime prevention intervention is an exercise similar to the creation of a
vaccine againsa dangerous virus. In the same way that vsiare a threatto the health of a
population, crime is a thredb the wellbeng of a community.

But even when viruses represents a global hazard and thousands of people die, as is the case of the
coronavirus in 2020no laboratory or pharmaceutad company would dardo start to inoculate a
population without properly teshga new vaccine. Even when the scientific knowledge produced by
the design of another similar vaoeis applied to developga new one, and therefore there might be

a good chance that the new vaccine istheg veryleast, nosharmful, millions of peoplat high risk of
infection and death were told that they must wait at least 12 to 18 months to have a new vaccine.

This happens because the medical community is determiimedvoid any harm that a medical
proceduremightcausen people. For the medical canunity, it is not acceptabl takethe approach
thatitisa 6 SGGSNI 12 R2 a2YSGKAy3 S@PSy AT AG A& o0FR GK
an evidencebased scientifically tested solution,d it is not a solution at alBociety andpoliticians

seems to accept that.

Crime prevention interventions should have the same approach to a crime problem that the medical
community has to vaccines. Crime prevention interventions, like vaccines, are preventive peodlicts
are solutions to problems tat should only be applied after their capacity to solve the problem and
their harmlessness are demonstratedhis is done hrough evaluation and, like vaccinescrime
prevention interventions follova process of development that works in loops of desayaluatiort
implementatiorgevaluation at several stageshich we indicated when m&ing reference tothe
translational framework of prevention sciences.

Developing and testing interventions

The developmenstageencompasses the three first stages of thengktion approach defined by
Fishbein et al. (2016Y.he evaluation of interventions #lhe developmentstageis sketchedn figure
4,

At thisstagethe Program Theorywhichd 2 YS O f f  {ikt&sted: Atthe dOrk of allzhe éork
performed at this level is the problem itself. The first step is to analyze all the causes and contributing
factors and the relations among therand tis analysis is nurtured by the criminological theory and
the empirical evidence. The identification of the elemetitsit compose the problenis followed by

the definition of goals and the activities to attain such goals. Profletvjectivesand activities must
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be aligned with a logic rationality in what is callHuory of Changdn addition the Theory ofChange
also informs abouthe positive and negativexpected outcomes and the expected impda.(long
term outcomes and societal changes). Hesigners of the intervention decidehat are theobjectives
and seentifically explairhow and why each one of the activitiesuseful to reactthem. Ideally, an
evaluation of theTheory ofChangeby expert peer reviewershould take placdefore adzancingto
the development of an interventiarAfterwards paseline measuremenof variables are taken. In the
next step thanterventionis testedand the use of experimental or quaskperimental designs is highly
recommended

Figure4. Developing and testingnterventions

INTERVENTION
DESIGN
1
\\
N EVALUATION OF

SN THEORY OF
REPORT CHANGE

DESING OF OUTCOME
EVALUATION AND
MEASUREMENT OF

OUTCOME BASELINE VARIABLES

EVALUATION | PROCESS EVALUATION

TESTING

At this stage the intervention should be testecunderd A SLIGA O O2y RAGA2yat
exclusion criteria are usedishthat it is ensured thaanyexternal fators that might eventually affect
the resultsare not operating. The outcome evaluation that follows wiimarily be a comparative
analysis withthe measures taken previouslyhe designermust be able to demonstrate the internal
validity of theintervention by answering questions such ¥as theinterventionuseful to achiewg
the objectiveghat wereinitially proposedAt what levelAWhat were theside effects? How long did it
take until the objectives were achieved?

If the intervention is successfuthefinal report hasthe purpose of disseminatg the results but most
importantly providinga detailed manulwith clear instructiongor howto implement the ntervention.

This allows others different communities to usthe interventionproperly.If the intervention does

not achieve the expected outcomethe designeramust beprepared to explain Wy theintervention
failed. Should theProgram Theory be revised®id anything fail while testing the intervention?
Regardless of whethehe results suggest that therogram Theorys strong, tiis crucialto check the
guality of the implementation (Patton, M. 2008j the implementation can be improved, thethe
designershould not discard the intervention and should give it a second try with a proper monitoring
of the implementation proces orderto avoid implementation failure.

Implementing and evaluating interventions in applied settings

Theimplementation stageencompasses stages 4, 5, and 6 of the translation approach defined by
Fishbein et al. (2016].he evaluation of interventions #tis stageis shownin Fgure 5.
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At the implementation stagethe needs of the target group or populaticare at the coreand a
situation analysis or needs assessminthe starting pointIn this casgthe Logic Modd is what is
tested. TheLogicModelimplies the alignment of needs, objectives (that should match the objectives
of theinterventionor the purposegshat the interventionwas designedor), inputs, activities (that are
dictated by theinterventionitself), outputs, expectegositive and negive outcomes and expected
impacts.

Figure5. Evaluation of interventions in applied settings
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(Specific context)

When the needs are definedill thestakeholderaneaningthose who eventually will have a role in
meeting theseneeds must decide together what @utives theyhave. Afterwardsan intervention
must be chosen among several available that have already shown their internal validibearadbility
to preventthe crimeproblem. The choice must be mada the basgs of ProgramTheoryand the cost
benefitanalysis|f noavailable interventiommatchesthe needsand therefore iisnecessary to develop
a new interventionwe need to go back to the development stage.

Whenan intervention ischosenthe expectedoutcomesare then defined. For examplehen using
the Multisystemic Therapyg Problem Sexual Behavigtenggeler & Borduin, 199 is expectedthat
there will be adecrease of 75% rearrests for sexual crimes aadiecrease 050%in rearrests for
non-sexual crimes(Borduin, Henggelers, Blaske, & Steii990) among those individuals/ho
participate inthe program.

It is important to define the inputs or resourcé#sat are necessaryn orderto apply theintervention
under specific conditions. The saimmgerventionmay require different amourstresources depending,
for example,on how big the target groufs. The instructions and guidelines defined by the designers
must be strictly followed and a pocess evaluatioormust be used tomeasure the fidelity of the
implementation.

The evaluation of wtcomes at thisstageis broader and conceamot only direct outcome®n the
target group or the target geographic ardayt alsothe shortterm and longterm impacs o the
whole community Likewise,the costbenefit analysisproduces a better understandhg of the
extension of the outcomes when the intervention is implemented in a specific coritettie end,
managers will want to knowwWas the program useful to solve the spegifioblems and associated
need® Evaluation at this stage informs about thgternal validity of the intervention. Here, again,
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is necessary to find plausible explanations if the outcomes are not as exp@é¢aasdhe intervention

not appropriate to solwmg the problems and associateseeds?Vas there a lack of resources (i.e.,
inputs)? Were the baseline measures not reliable? Was the intervention not implemented as it should
have beef® Were thee side effect®r unexpected factorthat werenot initially considered? Were there
factors moderating the effect of the interventioifPe data thatare collectedduring the evaluation

will have an impact on the capacity to answileesequestions.

In crime preventiorin generalthe data necessarfor the evaluation can be obtained form one or
more of three sourceg existinginformation, people, and observations. There are advantages and
disadvantages associated with eatfpe of data collection method For example, using existing
information (e.g. crime repog) might be easier but right not contain all the information necessary to
answer the evaluation questions, and frequently a portion of the information is mis§ingducting
surveyswith persons involved in the program (e.g., persons from the target gronjghit provide
valuable insight@about the interventionprocessesHowever, hese methods are vulnerable to the
influence of response bias (e.g., people respond favorably because they fear the consequences of
respondingritically) and seHselection bias (e.g., the experience of ggroupsmight not be captured

if they chose notd respond). The best approach is often to collect data from multiple sobexrsuse
this allowsthe triangulationof findings and bilds a more thorough evaluation. Evaluators need to
keep in mind that the data they collect should be meaninffubnsweingthe evaluation questions.

Thereport of positive and negative outcomes the implementation stagerovidesfurther empirical
evidence of what works and what doast work in the specific contestthus generating cumulative
information about the validity of the intervention.

Evaluating the design and implementation afulti-level interventions

Strategies are complex plansedto solve complex problem#n order © construct a evidencebased
strategy to prevent or reduce erime problem it is necessary tdirst perform a situation analysis to
dzy RSNA G I Yy R dinfessionsal@ liotv @anypeople are affected, which places are affected,
what are the characteristics of the criminals and the victiheev arethe crimes keing committed,
what are theconsequences fahe victims and closer anldroadersocial environment, etg.

As describedbovefor individual interventions, the analysis of the situation reeaessaryirst step to
be able to operationalize the probleifsee Fgure 6) For examplethe strategyfor redudng drug
related crime by youth in aity might be operationalized blpoking at differentsettings (i.e., school,
home, community, leisure environments, etcAll the contributing factors ar¢hus individually
analyzed by setting?rogram Thenesand Logic Modés are alsodevelopedindividuallyat first, but
afterwards need to be integrated tm a general modelith common objectives. When working with
strategiesit is critical thatstakeholders ee involved in determining the objectives addveloping the
work plan.

In the implementation of the strategies, careful planning of the resources that must be employed is
essential. Eventually the resources can be shared among the difflenagis of theintervention. For
example, premises used tivetalks to parentsabout druguseamong adolescentsan be also used

as premises tprovideleisure activities for the youths. The professionals work in schoolsand who
advise abouthe schoolenvironmentcan also work in the communigindvisit places where the young
people gather. The police might waakincreasing their presence among the stréxetsed drug scenes

but alsomight participate in workshopgointly prepared for the young people.
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Furthermore, each one of the activities negd be individually monitoed. Monitoring (i.e., process
evaluation)should not be mistakefor outputs. For example,lte number of workshops delivered to
young people is an outputvhile the number of individuls who attended the workshop and their
level of satisfaction is informatiaiat needsto be monitored.

As was described for the intervention, the strategy managers shouldhalsére the activities being
delivered according to the initial plah® anykind of adaptive management occurring? What are the
variations betweeltthe plan and effective implementation of the activities and how is this affecting the
basics of the strategy?

Figure6. Design and evaluation ahulti-level interventions
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Furthermore,they should askguestions such adAre the immediate outcomes being achievas?
what extert arethese outcomes contribintg to sohing the situation or problem that gave origin to the
strategy? What is working well anvdhat isnot workingwell? What other circumstances are affecting
the delivery of the activities or the achievement of the outcoré#s@nthese questions arpromptly
answered thisallows correctionsto be introduced in d@mely fashion

In a strategy, the outcomes of a t&in activity might be conditionabn the outcomes of other
activities and anegative impacfrom one activity might negativelgffectother activities. For example,
if the workshops with parents produce an unexpected effect of increasing parental tahilacould
lead tothe young people increasg their use of drugs and theinvolvement inthe drugscene This
secondaryoutcome might then be mistakenas a negative effect of th activitiesthat are working
directly in the drugscene environment. A codinator or strategy manager needo be able to
disentangle albf these effects.
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Every strategy shouldndergoan impact evaluation and cebenefit analysis. Lontgrm positive and
negative consequences of the strategigan reorient policies so that crime preventiogfforts can
effectivdly meet theirgoals.

Creating a culture of evaluation

Evaluatng interventionss part ofthe normal proceduresn quality management such asspections,
auditing, benchmarking analysisetc. Policymakers, politicians, and persons occupying senior
management positions are being pressureddemonstrate rational decisiemaking and to work
based on evidenceWhile in some countries and international organizations evaluation is well
accepedas a toofor management control, Europe in general still lacks a culture of evaluatinany
areas (Stockmann & Wolfgar§)13), crime prevention among them.

Many barriersfor performingevaluatiors of interventions have been identified by differeatithors
(e.g., Diaz, Chaudhary, Jayaratne, & Warner, 2019; Holbhkdr, & Danner, 2009.agford, 2008 A
major factor is thaevaluationsare often seenas a threat tahe interventions themselveand tothe
staff running the interventionsEvaluatioris often seen as a thankless task by overworked employees
and is perceived as too difficult, too expensigad too much timeconsumingto be donepropetly.
Taut andAlkin (20@) found thatfactorssuch asS @ I f ddlack @fdddkl competence and program
adFF¥Qa 1 O1 %€ humdhHEM@ntAingreaSahid résisrhniedviadd evaluation.

Developing a culture of evaluation implies creating habits of performing evalstinat rely on
positive attitudes toward evaluation procedurasnong #l the personnel involved ithe design and
implementation of interventionsA culture isot created because the top hierarchy of an organization
decides or demands that evaluation must be dpaed sichaway of workng couldcreate or increase
resistanceamong thoseat the bottom of the organization hierarchgnd might interfere with the
performance othe evaluationCreating a culture of evaluationpsssible only iévaluationisdeemed
essentialby all the actorg(i.e., practitioners, managrs, and policy makedsandif a climate of trust
exists between those responsible for the intervention and those responsible for the evaluation.
Creating a culture of evaluation implies,its core,achange irthe motivation toengage irevaluation

As a general rulethe greaterthe intention that individuals have to perform a certaiask (i.e.,
motivation),the more likelyit is that they will do it. Motivation is the result of dispositional elements
such as the willingness to try and the amount &g planned to perform the task. Ajzen (1985)
hypothesized thatf the required opportunities and resources are available and there is an intention
to perform thebehavior the person should succeed in doing it.

The Theory of Planned Behavi@hjzen,1991) postulates thathte intention to perform a certain
behaviordepends on attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavior cofseeHgure 7).

While attitudes refer to an individual disposition, subjective norms basicallya sociafactor and
refer to the perceived social pressure to perform oit perform the behavior A third component
refers to theperceived degree of difficulty in executing the behavior and a judgmety6fSakildy to
do so. Following theTheory of Planned Behavidt,is possible to motivate people to perform
evaluatiors, if we caninstill inthem a favorable attitudeegarding evaluation§.e., stimulate favorable
appraisal)make themfeel that othersappreciate and approvef it (i.e.,increasesocial pressurejpnd
increase theiseltconfidercein their ability to doso(i.e., increaséhe perception of seicompetence)

Attitudes are directly related to belis that link the behavior to a certain outconm&ishbein & Ajzen,
1975) Favorable attitudesarise when we favor behaviors that we believe have desirable

34



consequences. Therefore, in order to boost favorable attitudes toward evalgtianneed togive
people a deep understanihg of the benefits ofevaluations The greaterthe perceived benefit of
performing evaluations, thenore positive attitudes people will hawabout evaluations

At the same time, having role modelr respectedyroups approving and incentivizing the performance
of evaluatiorswill encourageaheir use In this case, it is esstal to identify who are the individuals or
groups that people see as referagsor role models. Managers and higher positions on the hierarchy
of the organizations might not work as a model and eweght have anegativeeffect. Instead, people
seen as cmpetent because they have an academic backgroand who have beenperforming
evaluatiors for many years owho come from an institution perceived as having expertise (e.g.,
national councils for crime preventiomheEUCPN, etcrpightwork much better.

Figure7. Motivation to perform evaluations

Subjective norms Attitudes
Social Favorable
pressure apraisal
MOTIVATION

Perception of
competence

Perceived behavior control

The perception of competendbat people haven their ability to perform the evaluatiois most likely
due to a mix of kowledge of methods and theoriepast experiences, vicarious experiences from
acquaintances and friends, and information obtained from secondary soufeesors such as the
complexity of the intervention might also affect the perceived difficuitgvaluating the intervention
and theefore the perception o2 y Séhipetenceto perform the evaluationByeducatihg people on
the design, implementatiorand evaluation ointerventions we will be able to increase the perception
of competence and contribute to the development of a cultafeevaluationin crime prevention
within the EU.

TheEUCPN as a referent crime prevention in the EU

The EUCPMims at being a primary source of crime prevention within thebspreading crime
prevention knowledge and promoting good practices among the Member States (Council Decision
(2001/427/JHAA of 28 May 2001).

The EUCPMNas the specific tasks, among othersf facilitaing cooperationand the exchange of
information and experience between actorg&nd collecting, assessig and communicahg the
evaluated informationincluding good pract&s on existing crime prevention acties. The target
groups of the network are practitioners and policy makers at libthlocal and @ational levelas well
asinternational agencies, organizations, working groups, €herefore, the EUCPN is an available
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resource that the Member Statesan easily access and uae a referent when planning crime
prevention work.

The EUCPN promotes tluse ofBest Practicesrhen planningjmplementing and evaluatingcrime
preventioninterventions. In its goal to disseminate knowledge and supportnhéte/ork has produced
severaldocumentsand toolboxes in different languagésat are publicly availablen itswebsite.In
2013, in collaboration with the IrisBovernment the network developed a thematic paper focused on
evaluation procedures based on the existing scientific literatlitee paper covers topics such as
evaluation designs, literature searalyi developing evaluation questions, data collection and analysis,
and communication of the finding3he paper thupromotesfavorable attitudes toward evaluation
08 SELXFAYAY3I aK2 ¢ itlingréasaihg competenicdh eval@tiotbdprotidng | y R
a minimum standard of knowledge and skillsintly with the paper, #olbox has been developed
that proposes practical guidelines for evaluating crime prevention interventionsseTtools are
directed at persons engaged in evaluation who héréted competencies]imited resources,and
limited access to information and suppoifthe toolbox advises in favor of Program Theorgriven
evaluationsby offering examples of how to construbbgic Models andoffers practical examples of
projects and programs in different EU countries briefly explaining the evaluation process.

Another way that the EUCPN has of promoting evaluation is through the criteria used to appraise
projects that competdor the European CrimBrevention Award (ECP&Specifically, the projectseed

to have been evaluated and need havedemonstratel that they have achieved most or all tieir

objectives. Experts whosaess the projects are required to judge (1) the overall quality of the
evallzr GA2y X o6HU0 (GKS RSINBS (2 4KAOK GKS LINR2SO0Qa
(i.e., process evaluation), and (3) the effectiveness of the project (i.e., outcome and impact evaluation).

The expertsalso2 dzZR3IAS G KS LINE &&\ng astan &x@mplary miokldl 6f gobd® pikkctices

within the EU for which the evaluation procedures are, of course, essential

In 2015 the EUCPN commissioned Ghent Universityperform a study with two objectives to
demonstratethe most important indicadrs for the identification of best practices in crime prevention
and to develop a usefriendly evaluation tool (Rummens, Hardyns, Laenen, & Pauwels,
2016). he researchers conducted a systematic review of the scientific literature and concluded that
the most important indicatorgor process evaluation are (1) cost associated with implementation of
preventive measures, (2) correct implementation of preventiveasures, (3)accessibility and
feasibility, (4) participation rate, (5) retention rate, and (6) external confounding factors. The indicators
for outcome evaluation are (1) recorded crime, (2) victimization, (3) fear/perception of crime, and (4)
displacemety among othersThe evaluation tool (QUALIPREV) was meant to quickly and &sssfys

the quality of projects, basedn the presence of key criteria such as the quality of the analysis of the
crime problem, the process and outcome evaluation, and theedignation and publication dhe
results.The tool was developed to be used by both project designers wanting to evaluate the potential
of their own projects and external evaluators wanting to select promising practices.

The study that we will describa the nextsections departed fromthis previous work developehly
the EUCPNorderto determinewhatelse is still necessary to do to achieve a greater level of evidence
based crime prevdion practice and policy making among the EU Member States.
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OBJECTIVES AND RESHEARUESTIONS

Previous researcaboutthe measurement ofhe effectiveness ofrimepreventiveinterventionsdone
or commissioned by the EUCPN has followed adimpn approach. Theresentstudy intended to
shift to a bottonmtup approachto obtain an overview of redife evaluation practiceghat the EU
Member Statesngage inThe ultimate goaWas to identify possibleshortcomings andjaps ando
make recommendations accordingly.

The objectives and research questions tlaiented the study were determined by the EUCPN as
follows:

Objective 1:Gain insight into existing practices when it comes to the evaluationtefventions
aimed at crime prevention.

Questions: 1- How areinterventionsaimed at crime prevention, evaluateih the EU
Member State®

2- Are process evaluations being carried out in khember State® How?
3- Areoutcomeevaluations being carried out in thdember State® How?

4- What are the best practices when it comes to evaluation?

Objective 2: Make recommendions on the evaluation ofinterventions aimed at crime
prevention based on the experiences in tdember States

Questions: 1- Are there any specific shortcomings in the performance of evaluation in
the Member States?

2- How can these shortcomings bemedied?

3- How can the EUCPRHNirther support the Member States in their
evaluation activitie®

4- Are there any additional research needs when it comes to the evaluation
of interventionsaimed at crime prevention?
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METHODS

The study had ongeartimeframe and wagerformed betweenMarch 2019 andFebruary2020.A
mixed quantitative and qualitative desigras employedIn addition, a scoping review of the literature
on best practices imrvaluation wagperformedto support the final recommendatiosspecified irthe
second objective

The data collectiomook placefrom early summer until late fall 2019\ timeframe for the inclusion of
crime prevention interventions was set between 2014 and 2018, or the statéitegshouldhave been

in 2013or later. Two mainreasonssupportedthis specific timeframe (1) the dataere supposed to
produceknowledge about whats currentlybeing done by theMlember $ates and (2)in 2013 the
EUCPN released thevaluation of Crime Previion Initiatives Manual(EUCPN, 2013) whickas
supposed to work as a reference manager within the EU. The guidelines for the evaluation practice
explained in the manual serdes the starting point talevelopng the questionsabout the process

and impactevaluations that wergerformed.

According to the objectivethe study focused on thEU27 MemberSates (Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria,
Croatia, Republic of Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece,
Hungary, Ireland, Itg) Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Maltag Netherlands, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and Swedler)quantitativepart of the study focused on the

crime prevention interventions themselveand therefore one person could answéietquestionnaire

on more than one occasigalthough thisonly happened o very few occasionghe qualitative part

of the study focused on the opiniom and experiences opersons responsibldor the design,
implementation or evaluation othe interventions.

Quantitative study
Material

The quantitativestudy aimed toaccomplistthe first objective A webbased questionnairancluding
both closed and openended questionswas developed for data collection. The content of the
guestionnairewas based on therinciples and guidelines for the evaluation of crime prevention
initiatives that the EUCP#isseminatedn thematic papeiNo. 5! andtoolbox Na 32. More specifically,
the questionnaireinquired about any process andoutcome evaluation proceduresthat were
performed to determine the effectiveness of the interventianit included questions about the
planning of the evaluation, data collection, data analysis, emmimunicationof the results. Topics
such asneeds assessmentefinition of the evaluation objectives, involvement stakeholders,
budget,andadvisory teams, among others, weatsoexplored.Furthermore, iemsaskingthe opinion

of participants regardinghe evaluation of interventions were introducdd orderto scrutinizetheir
motivation to perform evaluatiors within the frameavork of the Theory of Planned Behavi(kjzen,
1991). The items addressed themes related (i openness to criticism, (2) perceived control, (3)
expectationof skills (4) perceivecknowledge, skillsand abilities (5) resources management, (6)
perceived impact of evaluatioon service deliver, and (7)the legitimacy of evaluationsThe iems

1 EUCPN (2013yhematic paper No & Evaluation of Crime Prevention InitiativeBhe Principles of Evaluation
https://eucpn.org/document/eucprthematic-paperno-5-evaluationof-crime-preventioninitiativesthe-
principlesof

2EUCPN (2013)polbox M 3¢ Evaluation of Crime Prevention Initiatives Many/s(iWWw)
https://eucpn.org/document/toolboxevaluationcrime-preventiorrinitiativesmanual
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wererated in a #point Likert scal€l = Strongly disagre€’, = Strongly agreegndwere selected from
an initial list of 70 items by a panel fife experts in evaluation.

The questionnaire was translateidto the 22 official langua@s of the EUMember Sates. The
translations were made in four stegs(1) native speakers translated thehole survey, (2) a second
native speaker reviewed the translations, (3) the translated questionsaiege uploadedo the web
platform (Qualtrics) and (4) before malng it available and stating the distribution among
participants a third translator eviewed it as a respondent would see it.

The questionnaire was validated in a small Swedish sample. Six petgayfsl5 inviteesaccepted to
participate.On the basis of the validation, three questions were rewordBdcausethe impact of
these changewas considered minial, the six respondentsvere counted as participanendincluded
in the descriptive statistics

The guestionnaire is availabile any of the 22 languagesd can be requestetb the first author.

Procedure

Considering that the study gomlasto attain a bottomup approach, the first step searching for
participants wasthe identification ofinterventions thatwere carried outwithin the established
timeframe. Amultisided strategyvasused involvingthe following.

1- EUCPN contacpwints

We appealed for collaboratiowith the contact poinsin each countryso that they wouldorovideus

with the contact information of persons and organizations working witiime prevention
interventions within their countries. Thdyad an important role in spreadirigformation about the
project through their network. The approach to the contact points started on May 2019. Some
countries delayed their collaborationntil November, and in the case of Ireland and Slovenia we
obtained noresponsdo our appealof collaboration. Countries differed the number of contacts they
provided tous. Some countries helped by directly distributing the timikthe questionnaireand inthe
case of Hungary the contact point tothat responsibilityupon itself

2- Participants irthe ECPA

The ECPAompetitiontakes placeevery yeay and he participaing projects are announced on the
EUCPN webpage. We contdtll thosethat met the timefame condition and thahad available
contact informationon the web

3- Consultation of abstrastfrom criminology conferences.

We reviewedthe abstracs of the annual conference of the European Society of Criminoltgy,
Stockholm Criminology Symposium, and the biennial Crime Prevention and Communities Conference.
Forthe smallnumber of cases that were classified as potential targets, we tried to find the email
address of the first authoand when available we sent infoation about the project and an invitation

to participate.

4- Scholaly databases

We performed asarchon scholaty databases and Campbélbllaboration for articles that identified
the implementation of crime prevention interventions in Eurofée proedure was the samasfor
the consultation otonferenceabstracts. In this case, a smalimberof invitations were sent to the
corresponding autha:
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5- Social media

Information about the studyvasshared onthe Mid Sweden University communication webpage as
well as onTwitter, both from the EUCPN Twitter handle and frame CriminologyMIUN Twitter
handle

6- Personal contacts

Informal ®ntactsof the researcherén countriessuch as Portugal, Spain, Swed&fgvenia, France,
andthe Netherlandswere also made.

Emails requesting collaboration wesent to all persons or organizatisthat, one way or another,
were found to be the target group for the proje@eminders were sent to every contact at least ance
Becausehe entire numberof potential participants reached by this strategg/unknown, it is not
possible to calculatthe response raté¢o the questionnaire The number of participatingterventions
from eachcountry is displayedn Table 1.

Tablel. Number of interventions for each participant country

Country n (%) Country n (%)
Austria 3 (1.6) Italy 1 (0.5)
Belgium 6 (3.3) Latvia 3 (1.6)
Bulgaria 1 (0.5) Lithuania 30 (16.5)
Croatia 1 (0.5) Luxembourg 3 (1.6)
Cyprus 5 (2.7) Malta 3 (1.6)
Czechie 3 (1.6) Netherlands 8 (4.4)
Denmark 16 (8.8) Poland 3 (1.6)
Estonia 6 (3.3) Portugal 6 (3.3)
Finland 10 (5.5) Romania 4 (2.2)
France 1 (0.5) Slovakia 2 (1.1)
Germany 8 (4.4) Slovenia 0 -
Greece 3 (1.6) Spain 5 (2.7)
Hungary 37 (20.3) Sweden 14 (7.7)
Ireland 0 -

The interventions are identified e annex(p. 71)

Analysis

A unique databasehat gatheredinformation from all of the Member Stateswas imported and
analyzed using SPSS 240arge number of entriem the database were considered invalid because
less than the 65% of the questionnawas completed This cutoff point represented the ending point
of the questions related to evaluation procedures. After cleaning the datasetbtal of 182
guestionnaireswere considered validThe results section shaaa description of the information
obtained. For comparisoramong variablesywe estimated the Odds Ratim orderto identify those
indicators relatedto a higher likelihood of perforing formal evaluatiors. Regarding theitems
proposed tosupport the discussion oiine culture of evaluationit is important to consider thathey

do not constitute a scaléWe offer only the descriptive valudi.e., the mean value and standard
deviation)for each of the individal items.ltems diffeed in the direction of the opinion. For some
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items higher scorgindicated a more positive opinioaboutevaluation while for others lower scores
indicated more positive opinions. The reverscoreditems are identified in theables in theresults
section.

Quialitative study
Material

The qualitative study aimed @nswer questiongelated toboth the first and second objectisand a
semistructured interviewwasdevelopedfor data collection. The goal was to know in mosedail the
evaluation procedures, the opinigf the participants about shortcominglsow these shortcomings
could be remedied, and the state of the evaluation culture.

The intervievs were conducted based on an interview guide. After the initial questiainsed at
establisling a good rapport the interview focused on three topics (1) process evaluation, (2)
outcome evaluation, and (3) support that is needed in order t@ble to improve the evaluatiorig

the future. A final closig question enquired about the participars 2 6y S E LI&hadights’ O S &
with evaluation(or the lack ofevaluation)of interventions.

Procedure

Our initialintent was to interviewat least two participants per countripartof the respondent$79%)
had previously accepted to be contacted by the personnel of the study and ptbthéd email
contactwhen they respondetb the questionnaireThrough email, a date for the interview was agreed
upon. The first interviews took place during July 20Dieto the smallnumber of persons that
accepted toparticipate until later in September we decided tcextend the invitation to thecontact
points or persons designated by theffwentyone per cent of the total number of participaritsthe
interviews were catacted this wayThe last interview took place in late November. In total 19 persons
participated We decided toclose the qualitative datacollection because of time restrictions and
because weachieveddata saturation after 1®r 16 interviews.

Theinterviews took place in he webbased meeting room Zoom or alternatively by phdrexause
some of the participants had inteet restrictions in their worglace, for example, the policéll the
interviews were at least audio recorded. One participanttseritten answersby email. The majority
of the interviews were conducted inglish, butlso in Swedish, Portuguese and Spanish.

The interviews had an average time length of 20 minutasging froml1 minutesto 33 minutes. The
participating countries wre Belgium(n = 1) CzectRepublidn =2), Denmarkr{ =2), Estoniar{=2),
Finland 0 =3), Germanyn= 1) Latvialn= 1) Luxembourgn = 1) Malta(n= 1) Polandn= 1) Portugal
(n = 2), Spain(n = 1) and Sweder(n = 1) The participants in thénterviews reported different
backgrounds and differerdssignedvorking task but it was most common thahey hadworked as
program managers or projedeadersand were from both governmental and nayovernmental
organizations.

Analysis

The information provided during the interviews was analyzed usidgctive semantic thematic
analysisWe proceedvith the analysis in six stef@lowingthe recommendations bBraun and Clarke
(2006)¢ (1) familiariz with the data, (2) generatinitial codes, (3) search for themes, (4) review the
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themes, (5) defimand nane themes, and (6) prodwthe report. The proceswasnot linear but rather
moved backwardand forward through the steps. The analysis was primarily done by the second author
and revied by the first author.

Scoping review ofhe scientificliterature on best practicesn evaluation

The scoping literature review aimed supporting the researchers in achieving the second research
objective.The review targeted the literature about evaluation in general, and not specificallyeon
area of crime prevention. Evaluation is a translational discipline that, in the case of preventive
interventions, incorporates methods of design and analysis frociasand behavioral sciencda this
context, the search of the literature intended fwovidea broad viewof the subject Therefore, he
reviewfocused orbest practices in evaluatiomhile specific procedures design, implementation or
evaluation ofindividual programs, projectsr initiativeswere left out. The starting point for the review
was a systematic searadf scholarlydatabases. Afteidentifying the initial materials (i.e., articles,
books, and thesespve proceead with a snowball strateg to find other written documers
Furthermore, information available on the webpages kéy organizations such d@ke European
Evaluation Societyhe American Evaluation Associatidhe Australian Evaluation Society, Blueprints
for Healthy Youth Developent’, and Center for Disease Control and Preventi@among otherswas
also consulted.

The recommendations for improvements provided at the end of this report are therefore based on (1)
the shortcomings on evaluation found in the empirical study bt practices defined by different
expert individuals and organizations and (3) suggestions from the literature of topics to take in
consideration when evaluating interventions.

3 https://www.blueprintsmygrams.org/
4 https://www.cdc.gov/eval/framework/index.htm
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RESULTS IQUANTITATIVE STU[@Vestionnaire)

This first section dhe results showshe findings of the quantitative study. It starts with a description
of the general characteristics of the interventiofrs= 182) Afterwards, indicators related to the design
of the interventions,the process evaluationand the outcome evaluatiorare presented Regarding
outcome evaluation,drmally evaluated, informally evaluatgde., evaluated by staff members or
other persons, but not systematically measured or registered in an official repadhot evaluated
interventions are described separately. Finally, interventions that were formally evaluated
compared to those that had been informally or not evaluated.

Therespondents had different assigned roles. The majavigye responsibldor or were part of teams
in charge of designindmplementing or evaluating the intervention. A small proportion identified
themselves as expert consultants, stakeholders, or working in management.t8awventyseven per
cent selfreported to have played more than one role in the interventibat was the subjecof their
answers.

General baracteristics of the interventions

The geographical scope varjdalt the majority of the intervention$59.3%)Wwere impemented at a
local level $eeGraph 1).

Graph 1.Geographic sope of the interventiors

Different Institutions and authoritieswere primarily responsible for implementing the interventjon
but the policewere mostfrequently in chargeseeTable2). In 45% of the casete responsibility was
shared by two or more authoritiesr institutions

Sixtyfive per cent of the respondent®ported that the intervention included a public information
campaignin addition to other preventive mechanisms. OnR&2% of the cases focused soleip
reducingthe fear of crime, while 54.4% were directed at preventing or curbing the criminal activity
without a special concern for the fear of criniéhe rest of the interventions included both objectives.

The interventios targeted different types of crimes and in macgseswere expected to achieve
multiple targets. Therimetypologies thatwere more frequentlyidentifiedwere juvenile delinquency
(50.0%), general crime (47.8%), and drelgited crime (29.7%).
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In 56.6% bthe casesthe interventionwas associatedith individual prevention because the activities
SNBE RANBOGSR I (ikelitodeNdd engading fn Erirningd Aciiidyl 46.2040f the cases

the intervention wasassociated with social preventioretause it focused on the social aomomic
factors that contributeto crime in the communityln 44.5%of the casesthe intervention was
associated with situational prevention because it had implied the use of techniques that manipulated
situational facors aimed at reducing criminal opportunities. In 90.6% of the cases, the interventions

used more than one type of preventive approach.

Table 2 Institutionsresponsible for the intervention

n (%)

Authority responsible for the information

Police 107 (58.8)
Social services 31 (17.0)
(I?:ﬁ?;rggcg xl::;r;] ;the local, regional or 56 (30.8)
Prison authorities/justice department 13 (7.1)
Higher education institution 18 (9.9)
Other public institution 50 (27.5)
Other private institution 42 (23.1)
Unknown 4 (2.2)

The length of the period of implementation varidzlt in most of the cases (60.1%) the interventions
hadlongperiods of implementationgeeGraph 2)

Graph 2. Length afhe implementation

< 6 monts
12%

The majority of the interventions (54.4%) weneetted at specific groupsnd thesancluded mainly
young people (68.4%), parents or teachers (31.6%), and groups of offenders (20t6¢al) of 17.3%
of the respondentsreported that the interventions were directed at persons ask of violent
victimization.

The rest of thanterventions(45.6%)did not target specific groupsut insteadwere directed atthe
community and the public in general.
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The main settings where the intervéohs were implemented varied, but the community (27.%¥l
the school (23.6%) sbd out as more frequently identified by theespondentgseeTable 3). In 175%
of the cases, the implementation of the intervention implied more than one setting.

Table3. Settings vhere the interventions were implemented

n (%)
School 43 (23.6)
Fo;t_er home, residential, or other social servic 16 (8.9)
facmty
Criminal justiceénstitution 14 (7 7