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Abstract

This article explores the concept of ‘prevention’ in youth justice, which is dominated by negative,
retrospective, risk-focused, offender-first approaches that individualise the causes of offending by children
and responsibilise children for failing to resist and negotiate these causes. We offer an alternative
‘prevention’ model that prioritises the promotion of positive behaviours and outcomes for children. Children
First, Offenders Second positive promotion is grounded in child-friendly principles of universalism, diversion
and normalisation, progressed through inclusionary, participatory and legitimate practice and evidenced
through measurable behaviours and outcomes such as engagement with youth justice processes and access
to universal entitlements.
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Prevention within the field of youth justice is a complex, dynamic and contested practice,
characterised by disparate approaches to its definition, objectives, measurement and
implementation. In this article, we subject the concept of ‘prevention’ to critical scrutiny
in a position piece arguing that youth justice prevention policy and practice, particularly
in England and Wales, has been dominated by negative, retrospective, risk-focused,
offender-first approaches to working with children.! We assert that neo-conservative cor-
rectionalism has been employed to individualise the causes of offending by children,
while neo-liberal responsibilisation has served to blame children for failing to resist and
negotiate their exposure to psychosocial and socio-structural risk (factors) and adult-cen-
tric, intractable decision-making processes. Furthermore, prevention practice struggles to
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demonstrate effectiveness as it is wedded to measuring the absence or reduction of nega-
tive behaviours and outcomes (e.g. exposure to risk factors, offending, reoffending, recon-
viction, substance use, antisocial behaviour) as its ‘evidence’ of success. We clearly state
our position throughout, advocating for an alternative ‘prevention’ model that prioritises
the promotion of positive behaviours and outcomes for children within and outside the
Youth Justice System (YJS). Children First, Offenders Second (CFOS) positive promo-
tion is grounded in child-friendly principles of universalism, diversion and normalisation,
progressed through inclusionary, participatory and legitimate practice and evidenced
through substantive, measurable behaviours and outcomes such as engagement with youth
justice processes (e.g. interventions, decision-making) and access to universal entitle-
ments and rights.

The latrogenic Hegemony of Negative Prevention in Youth
Justice

It shall be the principal aim of the YJS to prevent offending (including re-offending) by children
and young people. (Crime and Disorder Act 1998: section 37)

Prevention is the cheapest and most effective way to deal with crime. Everything else is simply
picking up the pieces of failure that has gone before. (UK Prime Minister David Cameron
October 2012, speech to the Centre for Social Justice)

Prevention policy and practice in the YJS of England and Wales is negative — irrevoca-
bly linked to risk, driven by assessment and intervention focused on identifying and
responding to measured ‘risk factors’ for a host of negative behaviours (e.g. offending,
reoffending, substance use, antisocial behaviour) and negative outcomes (e.g. contact
with the formal system, conviction, reconviction, custody).? Youth justice policy and
practice proclamations since the Crime and Disorder Act (1998) and moving through to
the Prolific and Other Priority Offenders Strategy (2004) to the Youth Crime Action Plan
(2008) to Breaking the Cycle (2010) to Prevention Matters (2011) and most recently the
Legal Aid, Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders Act (2012) have espoused a
Government commitment to risk-based assessment and early intervention as the key vehi-
cle with which to pursue prevention objectives. Risk-based assessment and intervention
has been established by the Youth Justice Board (YJB) for England and Wales as a ‘Key
Element of Effective Practice’ for Youth Offending Team (YOT) practitioners (YJB,
2003; see also Stephenson et al., 2010), animated by the ‘Scaled Approach’, which
matches assessed levels of risk (using the Asset risk assessment tool) to the intensity, fre-
quency and duration of subsequent intervention (Sutherland, 2009; YJB, 2010; for a cri-
tique, see Bateman, 2011; Haines and Case, 2012; Paylor, 2010). Concurrently, the
prevention and reduction of first-time entrants into the YJS, reoffending and custody are
the three most important ‘Key Performance Indicators’ against which each YOT is judged.
This risk obsession within prevention practice has expanded beyond the YJS to encom-
pass the prevention of broader negative personal and social behaviours and outcomes
(many of which are perceived as criminogenic) such as social exclusion, academic under-
achievement and disaffection, psychological and physical ill-health, teenage pregnancy,
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unemployment and poverty (cf. Government strategy documents such as ‘Bridging the
Gap’ — Social Exclusion Unit, 1999; ‘PAT 12: Young People’ — Social Exclusion Unit,
2000; ‘Every Child Matters’ — Department for Education and Skills (DfES), 2003; “Youth
Matters’ — DfES 2005; see also Turnbull and Spence, 2011).

The neo-conservative correctionalism of risk-based assessment and intervention —
seeking to ‘correct’ and reduce the ‘problem’ of offending by targeting perceived deficien-
cies in the individual (see Goldson, 2005; Kelly, 2012) — begets an offender-first and
offence-focused approach to the implementation of youth justice prevention policy and
practice. Punitive, frequently retributive sentencing is accompanied by excessive, pre-
scriptive, coercive intervention, which can result in deviancy amplification rooted both in
the individual and in systemic causes (cf. Bateman, 2011; McAra and McVie, 2007;
O’Mahony, 2009; Paylor, 2010). The associated individualisation of the purported causes
of offending by children engenders the equally problematic neo-liberal responsibilisation
of children for their behaviour and for desisting from it. Combining correctionalism and
responsibilisation is a recipe for the negative treatment of children in the YJS — fostering
interventionism, net-widening, labelling, stigmatisation, marginalisation and adult-cen-
tric control. Contemporaneously, a negative prevention model eschews positive and pro-
gressive objectives such as nurture, protection, facilitating access to rights, support and
the promotion of children’s strengths, capacities and positive behaviours and outcomes
through their participation and engagement (see Haines and Case, in press).

In this position article, we advocate for a CFOS model of positive promotion to replace
negative prevention practice in the YJS. CFOS animates and expands the policy stand-
point articulated in social and youth justice policy for children in Wales, which asserts that
‘prevention is better than cure’ (All Wales Youth Offending Strategy — Welsh Assembly
Government (WAG) and YJB, 2004: 3) and that prevention outcomes should be pursued
by treating children who offend as ‘children first, offenders second’ (Children and Young
People First Strategy — Welsh Government and YJB, 2014: 4). We extrapolate this policy
perspective by arguing that a positive, participatory and entitlements-based CFOS
approach that prioritises promotion (rather than prevention) is possible and desirable with
all children who come to the attention of the YJS. We assert that both the prevention of
(first-time) offending and the reduction of identified offending (i.e. prevention through
the reduction of reoffending), along with their associated negative behaviours and out-
comes, should be reframed into work with children that targets the promotion of measur-
able, demonstrable and achievable positive behaviours and outcomes. Put simply, the
absence of a negative behaviour/outcome does not constitute or imply the presence of a
positive behaviour or outcome and should not be represented as such. Establishing a key
element of effective practice or a key performance indicator based on the absence of
something is not only extremely difficult to measure and evidence, it is also particularly
difficult for practitioners to operationalise and could confound and disengage children
(see Case and Haines, in press-a). It is much more realistic and meaningful, in policy,
management and practice terms (for both practitioners and children), to establish targets
founded on the promotion of positive behaviours (e.g. school achievement, prosocial
behaviour, engagement, participation) and positive outcomes (e.g. social inclusion,
employment, qualifications, access to rights and entitlements — see Figure 1; see also Case
et al., 2005; Haines and Case, 2011).
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The Welsh Government’s ‘Extending Entitlement’ youth inclusion strategy (National Assembly Policy Unit
2000) established that all children aged 11-25 in Wales have unconditional access to ten universal
entitlements to opportunities, services, support and guidance relating to: education, training and
employment; basic skills; volunteering and citizenship; personal life; health and housing; recreation and
social life; sport, art and music; consultation and participation regarding decision-making that affects them.
The concept of ‘entitlements’ is grounded in a forward looking and proactive approach to the pursuit of
maximum outcomes for children in terms of the (adult-facilitated) realisation of the support and service they
can expect from adults, rather than the rights-based minimum standards for service established by the
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNICEF 1999). As such, the concepts of children’s
entitlements and children’s rights remain philosophically and practically distinct.

The independent evaluation of the Welsh Government’s ‘Extending Entitlement’ strategy (2005-2008)
employed self-report questionnaires with over 3000 secondary schoolchildren across Wales to identify
their perceived levels of access to their universal entitlements as set out under the strategy (Case et al
2005; Haines, Case, Isles, Rees and Hancock 2004). Analysis of the questionnaire data identified significant
statistical differences between children who reported higher ‘perceived levels of access to entitlements’
(PLATE) and those who reported lower levels. Children reporting lower PLATE were statistically more
likely to also report negative behaviours and outcomes, both actively (in the past year) and over their
lifetime (ever): offending, illegal drug use, underage alcohol use, impulsivity, risk taking, negative thoughts
and acceptance of and exposure to antisocial behaviour. In contrast, children reporting higher PLATE were
more likely to have never offended, never used substances and, most importantly, to report positive
behaviours (e.g. positive relationships and interactions in the family and school environments, commitment
to school, constructive use of leisure time, positive perceptions of local neighbourhood, psychological
well-being) and positive outcomes (e.g. enhanced access to the ten universal entitlements set out under
‘Extending Entitlement’ — Case and Haines, 2011; Case et al 2005).

The implications of these research findings are that focusing promotional strategies on enhancing children’s
‘perceptions’ of their ability to access their rights (an ability that should be facilitated by adults) could pay
both promotional and preventative dividends in terms of prioritising positive behaviours and outcomes,
whilst avoiding negative behaviours and outcomes. When this principled approach is consolidated by
responsibilising adults to ensure that children access their entitlements in reality (not just in perception),
the increased likelihood of positive behaviours and outcomes is manifest.

Figure 1. The efficacy of Children First, Offenders Second, entitlements-led positive promotion.

The Prevention-Promotion Constellation in Youth Justice

The youth justice prevention agenda as currently conceived is highly problematic, not
only due to its creation of negative and restricted understandings of children and their
behaviour but also on methodological grounds. The evidential basis for prevention
approaches is dubious — beset by ambiguities and divergences regarding appropriate
targets, objectives and evidence base. The precise nature of the targets for youth jus-
tice prevention activity has been heterogeneous and contested (notwithstanding the
consensual focus on the negative), with interventions often targeting one or more of a
range of possible negative behaviours and negative outcomes. There have been further
ambiguities regarding the objectives of prevention activity. Youth justice prevention
approaches have vacillated between the pure prevention of the onset of negative behav-
iours and outcomes, to early intervention with children identified as ‘at risk’ of devel-
oping problem trajectories, to the reduction of identified, established negative
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behaviours and outcomes (see Case and Haines, in press-b). Indeed, much activity
defined as ‘prevention’ can be more accurately portrayed as ‘reduction’ because it
seeks to reduce identified, existing negative behaviours and outcomes and exposure to
identified, existing risk factors in the child’s life. Finally, the existence and impact of
prevention in the youth justice arena has been notoriously difficult to evidence due to
its paradoxical focus on demonstrating and measuring absence. This raises the ques-
tion of exactly how the absence of a negative behaviour or outcome can be demon-
strated. At what point, for example, should practitioners stop measuring or looking for
a negative behaviour or outcome and conclude that it has been successfully ‘pre-
vented’? These questions remain rhetorical and relatively neglected in prevention
work, and the result is an unconvincing, partial and patchy evidence base for preven-
tion success — which is both ironic and problematic for a UK Government so commit-
ted to ‘evidence-based’ and ‘evidence-led’ practice as the foundation of all work with
children.

The definition, foci, objectives, nature, measurement and preferred outcomes of pre-
vention activity in the YJS of England and Wales (and juvenile justice systems interna-
tionally) have not been overwhelmingly or consistently negative, but certainly have been
beset by ambiguities, divergences, controversies and evidential voids. Complexity and
lack of consensus over what does and should characterise youth justice ‘prevention’
approaches with children inside and outside of the formal YJS can be illustrated along
what we conceive of as a six-point prevention—promotion constellation:

1. The targeted reduction of established negative behaviours and outcomes for (con-
victed) children within the YJS (e.g. Offending Behaviour Programmes — YJB,
2003);

2. The targeted reduction of risk (factors) of negative behaviours and outcomes for
(convicted) children within the YJS (e.g. the ‘Scaled Approach’ to assessment and
intervention — Sutherland, 2009; YJB, 2010);

3. The targeted early intervention into the established behavioural trajectories of chil-
dren identified as ‘at risk’ of negative behaviours and outcomes (e.g. Youth
Inclusion and Support Panels — Walker et al., 2007; Youth Inclusion Programmes
— Morgan Harris Burrows, 2003) and experiencing critical transitions that may
trigger negative behaviours and outcomes (Early Intervention Foundation, 2014);

4. The universal prevention of negative behaviours and outcomes for all children (e.g.
the All Wales Youth Offending Strategy — WAG and YJB, 2004);

5. The targeted promotion of characteristics and circumstances (e.g. ability to access
rights/entitlements) that promote positive behaviours and outcomes (e.g. compe-
tencies, strengths) (e.g. Positive Youth Development — Catalano et al., 2004;
Positive Futures — Catch 22, 2013; the Pentrehafod Prevention Project (PPP) —
Case et al., 2012);

6. The universal promotion of characteristics and circumstances (e.g. exposure to
‘enabling factors’ linked to enhanced access to rights and entitlements — Haines
and Case, 2011) that promote positive behaviours and outcomes (e.g. competen-
cies, strengths) (e.g. the CFOS model — Case and Haines, 2011; Haines and Case,
2012).
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Each of these six approaches is live within contemporary youth justice in England and
Wales (and beyond), all are embraced by the general term ‘prevention’ (even when this
label is misapplied) and all represent different and distinct approaches to youth justice
practice with children. However, much current prevention provision delivered by youth
justice services embodies one or more of the reduction and early intervention objectives
of the first three approaches on the prevention—promotion constellation through risk-
focused working with children who have already entered or come to the attention of the
YJS and who are often experiencing exposure to risk factors and/or pre-formed, entrenched
problems. This neo-liberal conception and execution of prevention has negative (even if
unintended) consequences (see Kelly, 2012), leading many critical youth justice academ-
ics (cf. Cohen, 1985 onwards) to assert that any involvement in the formal YJS (including
that which aims to do good) is actually and actively harmful to children (see, for example,
Goldson, in Bateman and Pitts, 2005). Arguments condemning the iatrogenic nature of
prevention are difficult to refute, but it tends to overlook that the majority of youth justice
prevention work takes place with identified offenders (or those deemed to be antisocial)
and is situated within the formal YJS — thereby reflecting confusion over and conflation
of the prevention of offending, early intervention and the reduction of reoffending.

CFOS Positive Promotion

The alternative model of CFOS positive promotion offers a comprehensive, multi-faceted
approach to delivering youth justice that is constituted by independent and mutually rein-
forcing practice principles. Prevention is a central element of CFOS, pursued through a
promotional emphasis on fostering positive behaviours and outcomes through universal
services within and outside of the YJS (i.e. a whole child approach), safeguarding children
(i.e. child-friendly), enabling children to avoid the iatrogenic impacts of contact with the
formal YJS (i.e. diversionary), privileging normalising, decriminalising and meaningful
practice (i.e. child-appropriate) that is perceived by children as moral, fair and justified
(i.e. legitimate). All services, interventions and relationships must be underpinned by
child-focused decision-making at all stages of the youth justice process (i.e. systems man-
agement) that prioritises the child’s best interests (i.e. children first) and works together
with children by facilitating their participation and engagement (i.e. child-friendly and
child-appropriate partnership).

CFOS offers a progressive, principled and practical approach underpinned by positive
promotion that thinks outside and beyond existing restricted prevention models and chal-
lenges the punitive, risk-led, individualising, responsibilising and negative execution of
prevention with children within and outside the YJS (Haines and Case, 2011, in press).
CFOS promotes positive behaviours and outcomes, but also promotes positive views of
children as agentic and as part of the solution, not part of the problem. CFOS is child-
friendly and child-appropriate, seeking to engage with children on territory they are capa-
ble of engaging with — not subjecting them to adult-centric punishment, correction and
restriction. CFOS promotes an approach that goes beyond the individual to target system
and community blockages to the achievement of positive behaviours and outcomes. CFOS
positive promotion champions positive behaviours and outcomes as the primary targets
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Table 1. Children First, Offenders Second (CFOS) positive promotion versus negative prevention.

CFOS positive promotion Negative prevention

Promoting the positive Preventing and reducing the negative
Children first, child-friendly Offender first, anti-child

Universal Targeted

Child-appropriate Adult-centric

Offending normalised Offending problematised
Participatory, engaging, legitimate Exclusionary, stigmatising

for youth justice practice — not a narrow, reductionist focus on avoiding negativity, deficit,
risk and harm. This forward-looking, promotional focus distinguishes CFOS from osten-
sibly similar ‘positive’ models such as the ‘Positive Futures’ programme in the United
Kingdom and the ‘Positive Youth Development’> movement in the United States (see
Catalano et al., 2004). Table 1 outlines the key features of CFOS and offers a contrast with
those of the neo-conservative correctionalist and neo-liberal responsibilising negative
prevention approaches.

CFOS positive promotion approaches offending as a normalised and minor element of
a child’s broader identity and behaviour (Drakeford, 2010) and holds the status of ‘child’
as paramount in all policy and practice, which demands an acceptance of the child’s inher-
ent vulnerability by virtue of age, immaturity (biological, cognitive), their relative power-
lessness, restricted socio-structural position (see also Robinson, 2014) and their
entitlements and rights to access support, guidance and opportunities from adults and
society. Indeed, it is adults (not children) who are responsibilised under CFOS to facilitate
children’s access to and capacity to realise these entitlements and rights. Thinking about
prevention through the lens of CFOS recommends that offender-first understandings of
offending behaviour that engender reductive, restrictive, preventative responses should be
disavowed in favour of a focus on promoting positive behaviour and positive outcomes
for all children (i.e. universal promotion, not targeted reduction, prevention or early inter-
vention), including (but not limited to) children within the YJS (see also Welsh Government
and YJB, 2014; WAG and YJB, 2004). We reject negative-facing, deficit-focused, neo-
conservative and neo-liberal approaches to prevention in favour of a “progressive univer-
salised’ (Drakeford, 2010) and normalised approach that works with children to identify
the problems they experience in their localities and supports them in developing appropri-
ate solutions.

CFOS Positive, Promotional, Participatory Intervention

Youth justice prevention practice in England and Wales, like social policy for children and
young people more broadly, is adult-centric. Adult decisions and understandings underpin
every stage of the youth justice process, from the identification of children who require
attention (e.g. arrest decisions, antisocial behaviour management, risk assessment, sen-
tencing), to the choice of the theories of children’s (offending) behaviour that guide prac-
tice (precipitating individualisation and responsibilisation), to the interpretation of the
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outcomes of risk assessment, to the choice of interventions to respond to assessed risk
levels, to the relationships (often court-ordered and restrictive) between youth justice staff
and children. Contact with the formal YJS can be iatrogenic (see McAra and McVie,
2007), disengaging and even (unintentionally) criminalising. These deleterious outcomes
are not a product of malevolence, but of the adult-centric, prescriptive structures and pro-
cesses of the YJS that privilege enforcement and compliance, thus neglecting to fully
account for the status, needs, entitlements, rights, views and experiences of children and
fail to deliver services in a child-friendly, child-appropriate manner (see Charles and
Haines, in press; Hart and Thompson, 2009; Nacro Cymru, 2009). In accordance with the
principles of CFOS and evidence from local and national preventative—promotional pro-
grammes, we advocate that the prevention of offending by children is an objective best
achieved through the promotion of positive behaviour via universal services that safe-
guard children, are normalising, decriminalising and which are located out with the for-
mal YJS (see also Goldson and Muncie, 2006). Moreover, both the promotion of positive
behaviours and outcomes and the prevention of offending are objectives best served by
interventions which see the child as part of the solution, not part of the problem and which
aim to promote a range of positive outcomes (rather than focusing on the somewhat nega-
tive objective of reducing undesirable behaviours and outcomes). A universalised, non-
formalised promotional approach would, of course, seek to address the needs and problems
identified by a child, but would do so by prioritising diversion from the formal YJS and
the potentially damaging effects of formal contact with it. Intervention should instead be
provided through a non-responsibilising, inclusionary model that engages children and
enables their participation in decision-making processes that affect them. A key question
emerges here regarding what this ‘positive’ prevention actually looks like in practice
beyond the outlines of its key features and its more clearly defined and measurable objec-
tives when compared to the narrow and restrictive objectives of negative, neo-correction-
alist approaches. While we have provided some evidence of the ‘preventative’ interventions
that demonstrate features of the CFOS approach and their impact (Case and Haines, in
press-b; Haines et al., 2013), our position is that there is, currently, a paucity of academic
research to draw on evidencing the effectiveness of youth justice interventions generally
(see, for example, Haines and Case, in press) and that academic research is unlikely to
ever provide comprehensive, detailed and nuanced evidence to proscribe practice. In this
article, we are attempting to set out the overall philosophy that should guide practice and
to set parameters within which practice should take place (and be measured), but that
there is (and will remain) considerable scope for practitioners to use their professional
judgement and discretion in developing practice that is coincident with CFOS.

Case Study: Participatory Positive Promotion in Schools,YOTs
and Communities

Research-based partnership working between children, youth justice practitioners and
university researchers in a local authority area in Wales over a 20-year period has pro-
duced evidence of successful outcomes from a set of CFOS programmes, situated at vari-
ous points of the prevention—promotion constellation.
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The Promoting Positive Behaviour (PPB) programme that ran from 1996—-1999 used
child-friendly, targeted early intervention (stage 3 in the constellation) with the objective
of preventing secondary school exclusion (see Haines and Case, 2003) in partnership with
children. Researchers surveyed local secondary school children (using questionnaires and
focus groups) and conducted a systems analysis to identify the main correlates of school
exclusion (e.g. perceptions of poor curriculum and teaching, low self-image, negative
future aspirations, unconstructive social activities). The evaluation concluded that these
correlates were being targeted by the PPB Steering Group through the creation and exten-
sion of bespoke child-friendly preventative service provision (see Haines and Case, 2003):
whole school behaviour codes, Family Group Conferencing and Action Planning Panels
(working with children to identify and implement positive solutions to disaffection and
disruptive behaviour in school), a Youth Access Initiative (alternative educational provi-
sion for disaffected children) and a Community Service Volunteers scheme (in-school
mentoring and out-of-school befriending by young adults). Identifying interventions
through inclusionary partnership (i.e. children’s participation and engagement) had pro-
duced child-friendly responses that were viewed as meaningful to children (e.g. address-
ing their fears about the future), as opposed to adult-centric intervention planning, which
had been previously more focused on implementing systemic, structural changes (see
Case and Haines, in press-a). Although the long-term impact of PPB on secondary school
exclusion and school processes could not be determined within the time limited evalua-
tion (1996—-1999), the evaluation tested the underlying assumptions and the early imple-
mentation of the PPB system — identifying an evidence-based example of targeted
prevention — grounded in the CFOS principles of inclusion, engagement, promotion
(rewarding positive behaviour) and systems management (of disciplinary and reward pro-
cedures) and framed in a child-friendly manner, wherein adult practitioners were respon-
sibilised to facilitate children’s access to external support services that responded to their
expressed needs and problems.

The multi-agency Promoting Prevention programme (2000-2004) aimed to prevent
offending by children through child-friendly targeted reduction and early intervention
(stages 2 and 3 in the constellation), which evolved into universal prevention services
(stage 4). As with PPB, local secondary school children were surveyed to identify the
potential correlates with their problematic behaviour (in this case, offending and drug
use), but the research was expanded to explore the factors that could enable them to
desist from problematic behaviour and to achieve positive outcomes (see Haines and
Case, 2004, 2005). Children’s feedback was utilised by the Promoting Prevention
Steering Group to target child-friendly, meaningful support services both within and
outside of the YOT (e.g. in the school and family): Swansea Training Centre and the
Guiding Hand Association (vocational, educational, recreational and social skills courses
to socially and educationally disaffected children), the Careers Business Company (inde-
pendent careers advice for children working with the YOT) and Involve ‘Just Us’ (adult
mentors for disaffected children in and out of school). Although direct causal linkages
are impossible to conclude from multiple intervention prevention programmes in the real
world, the evaluation (2000-2004) identified a preventative effect that could be related
in some way to Promoting Prevention on a number of negative behaviours and outcomes
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locally: annual decreases in the percentage of school exclusions over 5 days and the num-
ber of officially recorded offences by children, and a statistically significant decrease in
self-reported active offending (committed in the past year) — while positive behaviours
and outcomes such as social inclusion, academic achievement, prosocial leisure activi-
ties and constructive family relationships were all evidenced as improved within the
Promoting Prevention cohort (Haines and Case, 2004). Since the inception (and, indeed,
cessation) of the programme, local partners have reflected critically on Promoting
Prevention and have sought to progress its CFOS principles across local mainstream
practices with al/l children, including those within the YJS. CFOS practice principles
(e.g. diversion, inclusion, normalisation, responsibilising adults) have been animated
and evidenced by the local ‘Bureau’ diversion scheme (see Haines et al., 2013), and other
CFOS positive principles can be discerned locally (e.g. adult-facilitated universal access
to vocational education and careers advice, Rights Respecting Schools — see below). The
objectives and principles of ‘prevention’ within Promoting Prevention (and PPB) have
broadened locally into a prevention—promotion model that moves beyond the simple
prevention (through targeted intervention) of negative behaviours, negative outcomes
and their associated risk factors (traditional youth justice prevention approaches anchored
to stages 4—6 of the prevention—promotion constellation) and into the promotion of posi-
tive behaviours and outcomes for children.

In 2010, the PPP was born from PPB and Promoting Prevention. The PPP seeks to
promote social inclusion and positive outcomes for children through family, school and
community intervention (stage 5 and 6 targeted and universal promotion — see Case
et al., 2012). The two-stage evaluation methodology consisted of quantitative secondary
data analysis of education data (academic achievement, attendance, careers pathways,
exclusion) and crime and disorder data (antisocial behaviour, entry into and engagement
with the YJS) and qualitative interviews and focus groups with key stakeholders (chil-
dren and practitioners working within PPP). Post-PPP improvements were identified in
a series of positive educational outcomes (improved academic achievement, attendance
and post-education employment) and preventative crime and disorder behaviours and
outcomes (decreases in antisocial behaviour, offending and sentencing), which were
consolidated by positive qualitative feedback from key stakeholders (children and adults)
that these outcomes could be explained by improvements in the nature of (engaging,
rights-based and respectful) relationships between children and adults locally and
enhancements to service effectiveness. The evaluation indicated an early influence
locally in terms of PPP pursuing an entitlements- and rights-led CFOS approach to work-
ing with children. The local secondary school is the first in Wales to be recognised as a
‘Rights Respecting’ school — placing the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the
Child at the forefront of its planning, policies and practices (United Nations Children’s
Fund (UNICEF) UK, 2014). The school’s Rights Respecting status is monitored and
evolved through a ‘Child Rights Committee’ to inform school policy and practice and to
engage children in the development and implementation of school policies (see Charles
and Haines, in press). PPP constitutes third-generation prevention—promotion, progress-
ing beyond first generation provision within schools (PPB) and second-generation com-
munity-based out-of-school services (Promoting Prevention) into universal promotion



236 Youth Justice 15(3)

penetrating the everyday lives of all children through systemic changes to how agencies
and children engage with one another to achieve positive life-changing outcomes.
Consequently, the PPP should be retitled Pentrehafod Promotion Project because as it
has been evidenced as a CFOS model of prevention—promotion that could be adopted
and adapted more broadly.

Local experience and evidence indicates that intervention with children should be pro-
motional rather than primarily preventative and should be ‘children first’ at heart. The
extent of intervention should be the minimum amount necessary in that child’s individual
circumstances, and the nature should be diversionary, inclusionary and participatory. The
inclusionary and participatory emphases of CFOS are the driver for child-friendly and
child-appropriate provision. CFOS is developed and conducted with children rather than
done to them by over-controlling adult practitioners. Promotional youth justice practice
(e.g. assessment and intervention) must be implemented in ways that children can under-
stand, perceive as ‘legitimate’ (i.e. fair, justifiable — see Hawes, 2013), fully participate in
(e.g. in decision-making processes, the interpretation of assessments, the planning of
interventions) and engage with (i.e. commit to, comply with). CFOS positive promotion
centralises the concept of ‘legitimacy’ as a tool to understand children’s compliance, par-
ticipation and engagement with promotional practice. It is crucial that children perceive
their treatment by, and interactions with, ‘the State’ (e.g. adults in the form of police,
Youth Offending Services (YOS) staff, teachers, courts) as moral, just and fair if they are
to engage with promotional activities, participate in decision-making processes and com-
ply with the Law and the conditions imposed by formal promotional interventions (cf.
Hawes, 2013; see also Haines and Case, in press; Ugwudike and Raynor, 2013). Research
with local secondary school children into perceptions of their everyday interactions with
adult authority figures (typically teachers and police) found that children’s perceptions of
legitimate treatment (e.g. trust, respect, fairness, open communication) precipitated posi-
tive and sustainable child—adult relationships and enhanced prosocial attitudes and behav-
iour when compared with children who perceived these interactions as illegitimate
(Hawes, 2013).

It is evident that the CFOS model has evolved in the context of national and local
social/youth justice policy contexts in Wales favourable to its central features (e.g. diver-
sion, inclusionary prevention, children’s entitlements and rights, responsibilising adults).
This raises questions as to the likely and actual challenges of implementing the CFOS
model beyond the Welsh context. Despite the practice prescriptions emanating from the
YJB, YOTs in England are managed through local authorities and are under the direction
of management boards. In this context, there remains scope for innovations in local prac-
tice. A good example of this is the Durham Pre-Reprimand Disposal, a diversionary,
needs-led intervention with evidenced effectiveness in reducing entry into the YJS and
reducing reoffending (C4EO, 2014), which contains similar promotional and rights-led
features to the CFOS model of positive promotion. The constitutional position of YOTs,
therefore, in both Wales and England, and the strategies and so on that guide practice,
permit considerable scope for local innovation and practice development such that, if they
so choose, YOT managers and practitioners are not constrained in the implementation of
a CFOS-based approach.
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Conclusion: CFOS Positive Promotion - Progressive ‘Prevention’
Practice

This article has provided a critique of contemporary risk-based, negative prevention prac-
tice in the YJS of England and Wales, depicting it as a criminalising, reductionist pursuit
dominated by the targeting of risk factors as a means of reducing identified, existing nega-
tive behaviours by and negative outcomes for children (see also Bateman, 2014; Kelly,
2012; McAra and McVie, 2007). The only ‘promotional’ aspect of such negative-facing
practice has been the promotion of negative perceptions of and experiences for children
who come into contact with the YJS. We have argued that the prevention agenda as cur-
rently conceived is problematic on multiple levels — conceptually, methodologically, evi-
dentially and ethically. Conversely, although relatively nascent, CFOS positive promotion
affords an evidence-based, principled and progressive alternative approach to delivering
youth justice — one grounded in the promotion of positive behaviour and positive out-
comes for children in the YJS and beyond through their inclusion, participation and
engagement in child-friendly and child-appropriate youth justice partnerships and deci-
sion-making processes, universal service provision, minimum necessary (child-appropri-
ate) intervention and adult-facilitated access to entitlements and rights.
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Notes

1. We use the terms ‘child’ and ‘children’ instead of ‘young person’ and ‘young people’ throughout in
accordance with the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, which defines a ‘child’ as
anyone aged below 18 years of age (UNICEF, 1999).

2. Youth justice policy and practice proclamations since the Crime and Disorder Act (1998) and moving
through to the Prolific and Other Priority Offenders Strategy (2004) to the Youth Crime Action Plan
(2008) to Breaking the Cycle (2010) to Prevention Matters (2011) and most recently the Legal Aid,
Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders act (2012) have espoused a Government commitment to risk-
based assessment and early intervention as the key vehicle with which to pursue prevention objectives.

3. Positive Futures is a Home Office-funded national youth crime prevention delivered in socially
deprived local communities to target and support 10- to 19-year-olds ‘at risk’ of being drawn into
offending and substance use by using skills development and positive activities such as volunteering
(e.g. Catch 22, 2013). The Positive Youth Development model pursues positive behaviours and positive
outcomes such as social, emotional, cognitive, behavioural, moral competence, connection, character,
caring/compassion, confidence, self-efficacy, positive identity and prosocial norms (cf. Catalano et al.,
2004). However, the model prioritises the negative-focused reduction of exposure to, and increase in,
resilience to risk (factors) through early intervention (cf. Catalano et al., 2004; see also Positive Futures
— Catch 22, 2013).
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