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David P.Farrington

What works to reduce crime? How should offenders be dealt with so that they do not
reoffend? What methods of preventing crime are most cost-effective? These are all ques-
tions to which citizens, as well as government officials, policy makers, practitioners, re-
searchers ,teachers and the news media deserve good answers.All such persons should have
ready accessed to the most rigorous and up-to-date evidence on the effectiveness of inter-
ventions designed to reduce crime and offending. The best evidence on what works should
be quickly accessible to those who need it.

Much practice in crime and justice,as in fields like medicine and education ,is based
on long-term traditions and clinical experience. Although tradition and experience often pro-
vide the only guidance for criminal justice practitioners,there is a growing consensus among
scholars , practitioners , and policy makers that crime control practices and policies should

be grounded as much as possible in the results of scientific research.Support for evidence-
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based policy in criminal justice may be seen as part of a more general trend toward the use
of scientific research for establishing rational and effective practices and policies in many
fields.This trend is perhaps most prominent in the health professions where the idea of evi-
dence-based medicine has gained strong government and professional support.

A central component of the movement toward evidence-based practice and policy is
the reliance on systematic reviews of prior research and evaluation studies. The Campbell
Collaboration Crime and Justice Group is an international network that aims to produce
and make accessible the best evidence on what works in crime and justice.This network of
scholars , policy makers , practitioners and others from around the world is preparing rigor-
ous systematic reviews of high-quality research on the effects of criminological interven-
tions.

These systematic reviews are being maintained and updated in light of new studies, in-
sightful criticisms, or new methodological developments.They are readily accessible on the
Internet ; see www.campbellcollaboration.org. Through international collaboration , the Camp-
bell Crime and Justice Group ( CCJG ) aims to ensure that relevant evaluation studies con-
ducted all over the world will be taken into account in its systematic reviews,and that the
evidence from such reviews will be made accessible globally through language translation

and worldwide dissemination.

Characteristics of Systematic Reviews

What are sysiematic reviews? These are reviews that use rigorous methods for loca-
ting , appraising and synthesizing evidence from prior evaluation studies.They contain meth-
ods and results sections, and are reported with the same level of detail that characterizes
high quality reports of original research.Other features of systematic reviews include ;

1. Explicit Objectives.The rationale for conducting the review is made clear.

2. Explicit eligibility criteria. The reviewers specify in detail why they included certain

studies and rejected others. What was the minimum level of methodological quality
for inclusion in the review? Did they consider only a particular type of evaluation

design such as randomized experiments? Did the studies have to include a certain
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type of participant such as children or adults? What types of interventions were in-
cluded? What kinds of outcome data had to be reported in the studies? All criteria
or rules used in selecting eligible studies are explicitly stated in the final report.

3. The search for studies is designed to reduce potential bias.There are many potential
ways in which bias can compromise the results of a review.The reviewers must ex-
plicitly state how they conducted their search of potential studies to reduce such bi-
as.How did they try to locate studies reported outside scientific journals? How did
they try to locate studies in foreign languages? All bibliographic data bases that
were searched should be made explicit so that potential gaps in coverage can be i-
dentified (and reviews can be replicated ) .

4. Each study is screened according to eligibility criteria ,with exclusions justified.The
searches always locate many citations and abstracts to potentially relevant studies.
Each of the reports of these potentially relevant studies must be screened to deter-
mine if it meets the eligibility criteria for the review.A full listing of all excluded
studies and the justifications for exclusion should be made available to readers.

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

6. Quantitative techniques are used ,when appropriate and possible ,in analyzing results.
Although there is still some confusion about the meaning of these terms, it is useful
to distinguish between a systematic review and a meta-analysis.A meta-analysis in-
volves the statistical or quantitative analysis of the results of prior research studies.
Since it involves the statistical summary of effect sizes and their correlates, it re-
quires a reasonable number of intervention studies that are sufficiently similar to be
grouped together. For example, there may be little point in reporting a weighted
mean effect size based on a very small number of studies. Nevertheless , quantitative
methods can be very important in helping the reviewer determine the average effect

size of a particular intervention and in what circumstances and with what types of
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people it works best.

A systematic review may or may not include a meta-analysis.For example , a re-
viewer may only find a few studies meeting the eligibility criteria. Those studies may
differ just enough in the operational definition of the intervention or in the way they
were conducted ( ete.) to make formal meta-analysis inappropriate and potentially
misleading.It is important not to combine apples and oranges in calculating a weigh-
ted mean effect size.

7. Structured and detailed report.The final report of a systematic review is structured
and detailed so that the reader can understand each phase of the research,the deci-
sions that were made ,and the conclusions that were reached.In principle, it should

be possible for an independent scholar to replicate both the review and the results.

The Campbell Collaboration

At a meeting in Philadelphia attended by over 80 persons from 12 different countries ,
the Campbell Collaboration was inaugurated in February 2000, to prepare, maintain and
make accessible systematic reviews of research on the effects of social, educational, and
criminological interventions. At that February 2000 meeting,the Campbell Collaboration es-
tablished a Crime and Justice Group (CCJG) and a Steering Committee to coordinate the
work of this Group.The original Steering Committee consisted of 10 persons from 7 different
countries.] was appointed as the first Chair,and | managed to secure some funding from the
British Home Office to support a part-time coordinator( Anthony Petrosino) for three years.
The first meeting was held in Paris in April 2000, coinciding with a meeting of the Board of
Directors of the International Society of Criminology ( ISC) .This was partly to emphasize the
international remit of the CCJG and partly because four members of the Steering Committee
were on the ISC’ s Board of Directors.It was agreed that the institutional home of the CCJG
would be at the University of Pennsylvania,supported by Lawrence Sherman,who was the
President of the ISC at the time.

At the first meeting, it was decided to commission reviews on 15 key topics such as the

effectiveness of boot camps, child skills training, CCTV , neighborhood watch,and hot spots
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policing. The aim was to select narrowly defined topics where there was likely to be only a
small number( e.g.20-50) of high quality evaluations , nevertheless covering a wide range of
criminological interests in total. Instead of waiting for researchers to propose topics, the
CCJG proactively approached well-known scholars to do the first few reviews.This ensured
that key topics were covered , that results could be speedily obtained ,and that a good repu-
tation was established quickly.Those who undertook systematic reviews were asked to agree
to the following requirements

1. A commitment to undergo a rigorous editorial review process not only from research-
ers but also policy makers, practitioners, and citizens to ensure that the review
meets high scientific standards and is also written to be understandable to non-aca-
demic audiences.

2. A commitment to maintain transparent and open review processes so that users can
comment and criticize each stage of the review,from its proposal through to its com-
pletion.

3. A commitment to use the most rigorous search methods available to ensure that all
relevant studies are considered for inclusion or exclusion and not just those reported
in easily accessible journals and books.

4. A commitment to cover literature from around the world and not just the English-
speaking world.

5. A commitment to code and computerize key features of each evaluation study re-
viewed ( so that anyone accessing the review can organize the studies according to
such features as sample size,design,or effect size).

6. A commitment to explicitly report the final review so that readers can understand
decisions made at each stage , justifications for those decisions,and how conclusions
were reached.

7. A commitment to make the review available to broader audiences than readerships
of peer-reviewed academic journals through electronic publication and
dissemination into policy, practice ,and media outlets.

8. A commitment to update the systematic review to incorporate new evidence , respond

to criticisms, or use more advanced methods,on a regular basis.
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Doing a Systematic Review

The first step in conducting a systematic review for the Campbell Collaboration Crime
and Justice Group is to submit a proposed title to the Managing Editor, who is currently
Charlotte Gill.This is refereed and,if accepted ,is registered in the Campbell Collaboration
Library of Systematic Reviews.The main reason for not accepting a proposed title would be
overlap or duplication with an existing title. The second step is to complete and submit a
draft protocol (a detailed description of how the systematic review will be completed ) .This
should include the background to the review ( hypotheses tested, operational definitions of
interventions and outcome variables) ,the objectives of the review,strategies for searching
the literature ,selection criteria for including or excluding studies, and strategies for data ex-
traction, coding ,and analysis.This is also refereed and revised in the light of the referees’
comments, before it is published on the Campbell website. David Wilson currently acts as
Editor-in-Chief of the CCJG refereeing process.

The third step is to complete the systematic review. This is also refereed ( by the
Campbell Methods group as well as by criminologists ) and again is likely to require re-
visions before it is published in the Campbell Library.These rigorous refereeing proces-
ses are designed to ensure that the published reviews are of high quality.Once a review
is published on the Campbell website , anyone can post comments on it, and authors are
encouraged to update the review every three years or so. Campbell Collaboration policy
is that each review should have at least two authors, in order to facilitate tests of the re-
liability of inclusion/exclusion decisions and coding of key features of evaluation stud-
ies.

The information that is extracted and coded from each included study should
comprise at least the following: principal investigators, full citations to all evaluation re-
ports , funding , publication dates , design of the study, characteristics of experimental units
(for example ,age and gender of participants, prior crime rates of areas) ,sample size , hy-
potheses tested , interventions , implementation details , how extraneous variables were con-

trolled so that it was possible to disentangle the impact of the intervention, who were the



FE—(FEXkR) 7007/

program delivery personnel,what were the control conditions( since it is rarely possible to
have a truly untreated control group ), who knew what about the intervention ( since
double-blind trials are desirable) , measurement of outcome variables( for example , official
records and/or self-reports of crime) , before and after measures of offending, length of
follow-up period ,and measures of effect size and variability of effect size. Authors of re-
views are encouraged to code all variables independently,so that the reliability of coding
can be assessed.

Decisions about what studies to include in a systematic review can be highly contro-
versial , because they involve assessments of methodological quality. Authors of excluded
studies may feel that their research has been negatively assessed or even® cast into outer
darkness” ((as one person has told me ).l hope that Campbell Collaboration reviews will
lead to an improvement in the quality of the primary evaluation research.In general, ran-
domized experiments have the greatest internal validity. However, randomized experiments
that evaluate criminological interventions are relatively uncommon. If Campbell
Collaboration reviews were restricted to randomized experiments,they would be relevant to
only a small fraction of the key questions for policy and practice in criminology.Therefore,
for topics where there are few or no randomized experiments, reviewers also select high
quality quasi-experimental evaluations for inclusion.The aim is to reach the most defensible

conclusions based on the best available research.

Campbell Reviews

These five volumes present the conclusions of 36 reviews completed for the Campbell
Crime and Justice Group.The five volumes cover policing, intervention and prevention, ju-
venile delinquency ,corrections,and drugs.In general, the reviews show that many types of
criminological interventions are effective.

In the area of policing, for example, hot spots policing( policing interventions targeting
very small areas) is notably effective in reducing crime and disorder.Problem-oriented poli-
cing is similarly effective. Also, “ pulling levers” focused deterrence strategies , that involve

communicating costs and benefits to targeted offenders, are effective in reducing crime , and
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crackdowns on gun carrying are effective in reducing gun crime. DNA testing is generally
effective in increasing police clearance rates. However , there is insufficient evidence to draw
conclusions about the effectiveness of counter-terrorism strategies.

There is more good news in the area of intervention and prevention.In general, im-
proved street lighting is followed by a decrease in crime, and closed-circuit television is
also effective in reducing crimes in certain settings( e.g.in car parks).Neighborhood watch
is also effective in reducing crime.Anti-bullying programs in schools are also generally ef-
fective ,although there are too few evaluations of interventions to prevent cyber bullying on
the internet to draw firm conclusions about these.Generally, court-mandated interventions
for individuals convicted of domestic violence are effective in reducing repeat violence ac-
cording to official records,but there were too few studies of interventions to reduce cross-
border trafficking to draw conclusions about these.

Results are more mixed in the area of juvenile delinquency.Early family and parent
training programs are generally effective in reducing antisocial behavior and delinquen-
cy,and the same is true of mentoring and self-control programs. However, parental im-
prisonment , formal system processing of juveniles, and the scared straight” program all
have undesirable effects. It is important to know what does not work as well as what
works.

There are again desirable and undesirable results in the area of corrections.Cognitive-
behavioral programs for criminal offenders are generally effective, as are cognitive-
behavioral programs for serious, violent and chronic juvenile offenders. Non-custodial sen-
tences are generally more effective than custodial sentences in reducing recidivism.Howev-
er, correctional boot camps and non-custodial employment programs are not effective in re-
ducing recidivism,and there are too few rigorous cost-benefit analyses of sentencing to draw
firm conclusions.

In the area of drugs, it is clear that many types of interventions are effective. Drug
courts are particularly effective ,as are incarceration-based drug treatment and drug substi-
tution programs. Also, problem-oriented policing and community-wide policing approaches

are effective in disrupting street-level drug markets and reducing drug use.
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Conclusion

These five volumes provide the best available information about what works and what
does not work in reducing crime.They should form the basis of wide-ranging coordinated ev-

idence-based strategies for crime prevention and crime control.
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