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This evidence pack aims to support community and voluntary sector organisations to bid for funding
from the Greater London Authority (GLA)’s Young Londoners Fund by providing information on:
 Young people in Haringey
 Levels of need in the borough in relation to the issues that the fund is seeking to address
 Some of the borough’s assets
 Evidence on effective interventions that address young people’s needs
 The views of young people, gathered through Council-led consultation and engagement
 The views of youth justice practitioners and youth workers
The data has been drawn from sources including the Council’s service-level data, the Metropolitan Police,
the GLA, and central government departments including the Department for Education and the Home
Office.
The pack may be used to build the case for funding for a project by demonstrating need, suitability,
and/or likelihood of success. The pack may also be used as an evaluation tool with project outcomes
measured against baseline data contained here.
The Council would like to encourage voluntary sector organisations to share this evidence pack through
their networks.
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‘At risk of exclusion’ can mean, for example, potentially being excluded from school or dropping out of
college. It also includes being at risk of social exclusion or isolation due to mental ill health, learning
difficulties, bullying, harassment, etc.
‘At risk of involvement in criminal activity’ can mean, for example, living in a disadvantaged
neighbourhood, low socioeconomic status, having a disrupted family, having a convicted parent or
sibling, low school attainment etc.
‘Been involved in criminal activity’ can mean, for example, having a criminal conviction (i.e. custodial,
community sentence or fine); or any other sanction (i.e. Fixed Penalty Notice or Cannabis/Khat
Warning) where there is credible information held by police to suggest they are actively engaged in or
at risk of unlawful activity; or in contact with a Youth Offending Team/service.
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The GLA has suggested a range of outcomes that Young Londoners Fund projects may deliver, which include
those in the table below:
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Bidders to the Young Londoners Fund should demonstrate that their projects will be sustainable, inclusive,
collaborative, and ambitious for young people. The GLA is looking to fund projects that will have a longterm impact. Applicants will be asked to outline how they are planning to continue activities beyond the
funding period.
The design principles for such an approach – as reflected through this evidence pack – can be summarised
as:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Manifests a preventative and/or early intervention approach
Is sustainable and will have long term impact
Contributes to strong communities, strong networks and strong families
Is inclusive of all young people in the borough
Is co-designed with young people
Contributes collaboratively to a cohesive network of provision for young people in the borough
Targets those young people most at risk of social exclusion; those most at risk of involvement in
criminal activity and those who have been previously involved in criminal activity
• Demonstrates how it is aspirational and responds to what young people say they need
• Offers new opportunities and new experiences
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Based on the evidence in this pack, and gaps in local provision identified in the Haringey Young People at Risk Strategy,
the Council is minded to advise the voluntary and community sector that the following types of projects would align
with the fund criteria, would be supported by the evidence on effective interventions, and would help to meet local
need and demand:
• Mentoring projects that involve individuals with lived experience working directly with young people in the
community
• Creative, cultural, and media activities
• Sport and physical activities
• Work with parents to increase their capacity to prevent their children becoming excluded or involved in crime
• Projects that identify and/or address the specific needs of girls and women
• Projects that focus on positive peer relationships
• Projects that identify and/or address the impact of social media on young people
• Community-based mental health support
• Projects that increase young people’s job readiness such as work experience, coaching, and training
• Projects that focus on attainment for groups who are not currently achieving as well as their peers
• Projects that offer young people routes out of anti-social or criminal patterns of behaviour
Projects should target young people most at risk of social exclusion, those most at risk of involvement in criminal activity, and those
who have previously been involved in criminal activity. The should be co-designed with young people, aim to build positive social
networks, provide positive and aspirational activities, and provide new options to those young people.
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Introduction:
Young People in Haringey
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Haringey is a place of huge diversity – it is a dynamic borough with strong and connected communities, a thriving cultural landscape, many opportunities
for learning and development and part of a world city offering great potential to all its residents, young and old.
Most of Haringey’s young people grow up free from fearing or experiencing violence, happy and supported by communities and families who help them
thrive. However, we also know that many young people in the borough have different and difficult experiences which shape their adolescence.

The Young People at Risk Strategy is Haringey’s plan to reduce and prevent serious youth violence in Haringey over the next ten years. The strategy
commits to a long-term strategic approach and defines the outcomes we want to achieve over the next ten years. It is founded on strong evidence that
vulnerability is the root cause of youth violence.
The Young People at Risk Strategy adopts a public health approach, with public sector agencies, voluntary sector groups, communities, and young
people themselves working collectively to reduce young people’s vulnerabilities and build their resilience.
This strategy focuses on achieving five outcomes, based on a comprehensive analysis of the factors that can keep young people safe or increase their
vulnerability to involvement in violent crime:
1.
Safe communities with positive things for young people to do, where there are strong role models and trust in institutions
2.
Supportive and positive family environments, with low levels of family stress, good parenting; and young people able to develop strong, healthy
relationships with peers and trusted adults
3.
Confident, happy and resilient young people able to cope with negative experiences, setbacks, and stress
4.
Young people thriving in school, with positive aspirations for the future and access to employment and training opportunities to get there
5.
Young people protected from exploitation and from experience of serious youth violence.
The Council will regularly review and refresh our priorities and action plan in order to ensure that we address emerging trends and continue to meet the
needs of Haringey’s young people. In doing so, we will take every opportunity to engage with and involve young people and communities.
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•

Do you think Haringey is a good place to bring up children?

Sample size =1,901

Views by neighbourhood

Most common reasons for saying yes (all residents):
TOTAL

78%

Good schools/education - 41%

All residents

Good area/location/place (incl. nothing
wrong, no problems) - 16%

22%

Good parks/open spaces -8%

North Tottenham
South Tottenham

62%
67%

Yes
No

Close to family/friends -8%
Most common reasons for saying no:

78%

Safety/security (incl. crime, ASB,
drugs etc.) - 53%
Rough/deprived area - 8%
Schools/education - 7%

Harringay

72%

Wood Green

76%

West Green & Bruce Grove

76%

Crouch End
Muswell Hill

91%
95%

Agreement is highest among those who have been in the borough 5-10 years (77%), lowest among those who have lived here 0-2 years (63%).
By ethnicity strongest agreement is among White British (84%) and Asian/Asian British residents (82%). Highest disagreement is among Black
11
British (28%) and White Other residents (26%).

Part 1:
Serious Youth Violence in Haringey
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Non-Domestic Abuse Violence With Injury

Haringey’s rate of Serious Youth Violence is significantly
higher than London’s, having increased by approximately
15% over the last three years.
The data suggests that approximately 1.1% of all young
people in Haringey have been victims of serious youth
violence.

Haringey

London
Non-domestic Violence With Injury offences – most often robbery - have
increased in Haringey in the last 12 months by 4%, compared to a
London-wide increase of 1%.
A significant proportion of incidents occur in busy locations, such as
shopping centres, transport hubs and key thoroughfares.
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Haringey accounts for 1 in 10 of all lethal
barrelled firearm discharges in London
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Moped-Enabled Crime Hotspots

Powered 2-wheelers used in crime
160
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0

0

Haringey

Grand Total

15

Crime count (Met wide)

Crime count (Haringey)

120

Victims of Serious Youth Violence
80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

16

Aged 18
Aged 17
Aged 16
Aged 15
Aged 14
Aged 13
Aged 12
Aged 11
0-10 yrs

Youth Justice Service, May 2018

Black

51%

White

17%

Mixed

14%

Turkish/Kurdish

6%

Romanian/Roma

5%

Other/not known

5%

Asian

2%
0%

10%

20%

30%

Youth Justice Service, May 2018

40%

50%

60%
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“Young people with a special educational need are
over-represented in the youth justice system. 18%
of sentenced young people in custody have a
statement of special educational needs” (DfE, 2011)

3%

4%

14%

18%

37%

59%

68%

Youth Justice Service, May 2018

14%
18%
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MPS Public Attitude Survey (December 2017)

Haringey is currently ranked 23rd for satisfaction with the overall service
provided by the police, at 71%, compared with a London average of
73%.
Most Similar Neighbourhoods

Haringey has improved for overall satisfaction for the BAME
community, at 71%, up from 67% previously. This compares to 73% for
19
the white community

LGA Polling
Benchmark
2017

Perceptions of safety after dark vary by 52percentage points by neighbourhood. More
residents feel unsafe than safe after dark in
North Tottenham.

95% safe

76% safe

89%

Muswell Hill

82%

Crouch End

9%

67%

South Tottenham

12%

66%

Wood Green

21%

37%

14%

Safe

16%

Neither safe nor unsafe

13%
24%

49%

69%

Total

10%

20%

61%

West Green & Bruce Grove

Q15/1. How safe or unsafe do you feel when outside in your local area...? : After dark
Q15/2. How safe or unsafe do you feel when outside in your local area...? : During the day
Sample: 1901

4% 5%

67%

Harringay

North Tottenham

3%3%

16%
Unsafe

15%
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Part 2:
Risk Factors and Vulnerabilities
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Risk factors*
Individual
• Childhood abuse
and/or neglect
• Impulsivity
• Aggression
• Low aspiration
• Substance use
• Positive attitude
towards offending
• Involved in antisocial behaviour
• Previous offences
• Low self-esteem
• Gang membership
• Head injury
• Lack of skills to
deal with conflict

Family
• Family socioeconomic status
• Anti-social parents
(including
substance abuse)
• Poor supervision
• Parental criminality
• Poor parenting
skills

Community
• Low school
•
performance
•
• Bullying others
•
• Truancy and
•
school exclusion •
• Friends that
engage in violence •
• Prevalent gang
culture
• Low aspiration

Urban areas
•
High crime
Local deprivation
Cultural norms
•
Legitimisation of
violence
•
Access to and use
of alcohol
•

The vulnerability of young people is the key factor that increases
the likelihood that they may become involved in behaviours and
activities that put them at risk of social exclusion and/or
involvement in criminal activity
*Home Office Serious Violence Reduction Strategy

No punishment
for precursor
offences
Lack of visible
swift justice
Lack of
appropriate court
disposals
Lack of
appropriate
change
programmes
• Link to
deprivation
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A recent audit of the twenty most prolific young offenders in
Haringey, demonstrates clearly that the young people in the
cohort have a range of needs, and indeed are victims before
they are perpetrators. Many will have experienced violence
and abuse and not had their needs met in timely, loving and
appropriate ways.
This audit shows the issues that many young people face –
including witnessing domestic violence, mental health issues,
being the victim of emotional abuse and more.
This audit is an illustration of the cumulative impact of
disadvantage on the development of children and young
people. Timely intervention, where children and families are
provided with the right help at the right time, will improve
outcomes for children and young people over the longer term.
Young people, especially black and minority ethnic
boys/males, are disproportionately represented among
victims and perpetrators and suspects of crime. For 2017/18,
more than 8 out of 10 of suspects were male, and the largest
group of suspects were aged between 16 and 24 years old,
forming almost 1 in 3 of all suspects. According to police
categorisations, the most common ethnicity of suspects was
Black, forming almost half of all suspect descriptions.

A typology of the most prolific
youth offenders in Haringey
(Sample size = 20)
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Negative, stressful, traumatizing events that occur before age 18 are
referred to as adverse childhood experiences (ACEs). These experiences
create toxic stress. Children with ongoing, unmitigated toxic stress
develop patterns of adaptive and physiological disruptions
24

Rate of Children becoming subject to a
Child Protection Plan (per 10,000)

362
Children

65.0
60.0
55.0
50.0
45.0
40.0
35.0
30.0
2013/14

Haringey

2014/15

Comparator Boroughs

90%

2015/16

London

2016/17

England
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Domestic Abuse Violence with Injury (Year to Sept. 2017)

30%
Domestic Abuse Violence with Injury

In the 12 months to September 2017 Haringey had the
sixth highest Domestic Abuse Incident Rate (21 per 1,000
population). Barking and Dagenham had the highest (23
per 1,000 population), followed by Greenwich, Lewisham,
Tower Hamlets, and Hounslow.
In Haringey 26% of victims were repeat victims, compared
to a London-wide average of 24%

Domestic Abuse in Haringey increased by 2.5% in the 12
months to July 2018, compared to no increase across London
Offending takes place primarily in residential locations, with
hotspots in Turnpike Lane, Wood Green and Bruce 26
Grove

Child Sexual
Exploitation

50

Child Criminal
Exploitation

40

Gang
Affiliation
County Lines

20

Persistent
Missing

17

0

The rate of hospital admissions for injuries in 0-14 year
olds in Haringey is 9% higher than the London average

Children known to
the Exploitation
Panel have typically
experienced multiple
forms of exploitation
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10

20

25%

30

40

50

60
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30%
Prevalence of Opiate & Crack Use (PHE)

Haringey’s rank in the midrange for substance use in
London may mask higher
rates in areas with more
deprivation
Prevalence of Alcohol Dependence (PHE)

12.0

Illicit Substance Use (%
of population)

10.0

8.0

6.0

4.0

2.0

0.0
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Richmond upon Thames
Sutton
Hounslow
Barnet
Bromley
Merton
Ealing
Kingston upon Thames
Croydon
Hackney
Lewisham
Southwark
Wandsworth
Islington
Newham
Camden
Barking and Dagenham
Haringey
Lambeth
Waltham Forest
Hammersmith and Fulham
Bexley
Tower Hamlets
Enfield
Hillingdon
Havering
Harrow
Redbridge
Westminster
Brent
Greenwich
Kensington and Chelsea

Directly standardised rate
per 100,000

England

Tower Hamlets
Newham
Barking and Dagenham
Hackney
Islington
Brent
Haringey
Enfield
Lambeth
Southwark
Waltham Forest
Westminster
Greenwich
Lewisham
Ealing
Croydon
Hounslow
Hillingdon
Camden
Bexley
Redbridge
Havering
Hammersmith and Fulham
Harrow
Sutton
Merton
Wandsworth
Barnet
Bromley
Kensington and Chelsea
Kingston upon Thames
City of London
Richmond upon Thames

Estimated prevalence (%)

Estimated prevalence of mental health disorders, 5-16
years, 2015
One in 10 young
people aged 5-16

London

England

are estimated to have a mental health disorder in Haringey.

Estimated prevalence of mental health disorders, 5-16 years, 2015

12
10
8
6
4
2
0

London

Hospital admissions as a result of self-harm (10-24 years), rate per 100,000, 2016/17

600
500
400
300
200
100
0

Haringey:
9.9%

London:
9.3%

England:
9.2%

High Self-Esteem Scores (%)

50

40

30

20

10

0

Primary

3,817

Secondary

Boys

Haringey with

Girls

Children and young people in

a mental health
disorder
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Average Progress 8 Score (2017/18)

Attainment of those receiving free school meals
Pupils across Haringey achieving
A*-C in English and Maths

64%

Pupils eligible for free school meals
achieving A*-C in English and Maths

54%

(DfE, 2015/16)

Least

Most

Progress 8 was introduced in
2016 to capture the progress
pupils make from the end of key
stage 2 to the end of key stage 4.
The map demonstrates that
pupils in Haringey progress to a
greater extent than pupils from
neighbouring boroughs including
Islington, Camden, and Enfield.

GCSE: % of children achieving 5 A*-Cs, 2015/16

Haringey

SN Average

London Average

Haringey av
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There has been an increase in secondary school fixed
period exclusions in England. Haringey saw a drop in
exclusion in 2016/17, but figures from the autumn
term suggest there is likely to be an increase in
2017/18 to a rate of between 10% and 13%.
14.00

Number of Secondary school fixed period exclusions expressed
as a percentage of the school population.
13.00

10.98

% with one or more fixed periods of exclusion

10.00
9.00
8.00

Nearly 70% of all young offenders,
and over 80% of all young offenders
with knife possession offences have
had a fixed period exclusion

7.00

Proportion of young offenders
(KS4, 2012/13) who have been
excluded from school

6.00
5.00
4.00

12.00
9.70

10.00
8.00

Fixed Period Exclusion Rates
(2016/17)

10

9.95

9.91

9.16

9.23
8.54

8.59

8.53

3.00

90%

2.00

80%

1.00

70%

0.00

8.00

Haringey
7.50

6.45

6.00

6.71

6.87

England

Secondary Schools

2.00
0.00
2007/08 2009/10 2011/12 2013/14 2015/16 2017/18
projected
Statistical Neighbours
England

60%
50%
40%

5.94

4.00

Haringey
London Average

Primary Schools

London

It is likely that official figures
underestimate the scale of
exclusions. There are a number
of ways in which a pupil can be
functionally excluded from their
school, aside from official
exclusions, including off-rolling
and managed moves.

30%
20%
10%
0%
All Offenders

Knife Possession
Offenders

Theft Offenders

% matched young offenders who were Permanently
Excluded
% matched young offenders who were excluded for a
fixed period from school
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Children and
young people
attending
alternative
provisions

In England, looked after
children are twice as likely
to be excluded from school

• 77% recognised as having SEN or disability
• 50% recognised as having a social, emotional or mental health need
Haringey secondary school fixed
period exclusions by gender
80%

74%

In 2016/17, 74% of Haringey Secondary school pupils with
fixed period exclusions were boys. This is similar to the
national picture, where boys accounted for 70%

70%
60%

50%

19%

20%

40%
30%

Rate of secondary school fixed period exclusions during
2016/17 by ethnicity

52%

48%

25%

Haringey

17%

15%

20%

28% of young people
in contact with youth
justice were looked
after, (Youth Justice, May 2018)

10%

10%

England

8%

10%

9%

9%
7%

5%

0%

5%

3%

4%

% of female students within the school population
0%

% of female students who received a fixed period
exclusion
% of male students within the school population
% of male students who received a fixed period
exclusion

Black African

Black Caribbean

White British

White Other

Asian

Nationally and within Haringey Black Caribbean pupils are
significant more likely to be excluded than their
32 peers

40%

At school

25%

Not in education, employment or training

18%

Further education

White

Mixed Race

Black

Asian

Other

7%

7%

9%

4%

4%

5%

6%

6%

8%

London Average

8%

SN Average

9%

Haringey

11%

Other

9%

2%

NEET

At work

Ethnicity of those

3%

9%

5%

Training scheme

9%

7%

At school alternative programme
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Young people who live
in areas with high
levels of deprivation
and crime, or who
have few educational
or employment
opportunities may be
less likely to see
potential for their
future and may be
more vulnerable to
claims that crime is an
option for achieving
status and resources
(Dijkstra et al. 2012)

The most deprived neighbourhood areas are more heavily
concentrated in the east of the borough, where more than
half fall into the 20% most deprived in the country

2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0

Hackney
Barking and…
Greenwich
Haringey
Lewisham
Waltham…
Brent
Havering
Ealing
Bromley
Islington
Newham
Bexley
Enfield
Hillingdon
Redbridge
London
Barnet
Harrow
Westminster
Camden
Lambeth
Richmond…
Wandsworth
Kingston…
Merton
Kensington…
Tower…
Croydon
Hammersmit…
Hounslow
Southwark
Sutton
City of London

Youth Unemployment

Aged 16-64

Aged 18-24
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Part 3:
Protective Factors
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INDIVIDUAL FACTORS

FAMILY FACTORS

PEER AND SOCIAL FACTORS

•Intolerant attitude toward deviance
•High IQ
•High grade point average (as an indicator of
high academic achievement)
•High educational aspirations
•Positive social orientation
•Popularity acknowledged by peers
•Highly developed social skills/competencies
•Highly developed skills for realistic planning
•Religiosity

•Connectedness to family or adults outside the
family
•Ability to discuss problems with parents
•Perceived parental expectations about school
performance are high
•Frequent shared activities with parents
•Consistent presence of parent during at least
one of the following: when awakening, when
arriving home from school, at evening
mealtime or going to bed
•Involvement in social activities
•Parental / family use of constructive
strategies for coping with problems (provision
of models of constructive coping)

•Possession of affective relationships with
those at school that are strong, close, and
prosocial oriented
•Commitment to school (an investment in
school and in doing well at school)
•Close relationships with non-deviant peers
•Membership in peer groups that do not
condone antisocial behaviour
•Involvement in prosocial activities
•Exposure to school climates that
characterized by:
• Intensive supervision
• Clear behaviour rules
• Consistent negative reinforcement of
aggression
• Engagement of parents and
teachers

Risk and protective factors are not evenly distributed across society. The lower the family’s socio-economic status, the more likely it is for
children to experience risk factors and for those risks to have a greater impact. They are also less likely to experience protective factors and for
what protective factors they do experience to have less of an impact.
Source: Modified from Centre of Communicable Disease Control
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Part 4:
What Young People Say
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Primary Pupils

33%
30%
24%
15%

Secondary Pupils

17%
28%
13%
11%
38 =2,112
Sample size

Young People said…
Young people are scared

Weapon-carrying is
commonplace
Confidence in authorities
is low
Aspirations are low
Perceptions of young
black men are damaging
Travelling within Haringey
feels dangerous
Young people need to be
involved in solutions

Why some
young
people
choose not
to carry
knives
Why some
young
people
choose to
carry knives

- Awareness of the consequences of their actions
- Perception that they are not targets and need no
protection
- Recognition that knife carrying will not help
- Impact of family pressure

- Fear for personal safety
- Peer pressure/gang membership
- Intention to threaten or intimidate
- Personal insecurity
- Encouragement by music and social media
- Specific circumstances relating to individual
young people
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Ways forward identified by young people involved in the research which they felt
would help deal with knife crime/carrying:
Increased activities and
leisure opportunities

Provision of places and
centres for young people

Mentors from within local
communities who have had
similar life experiences

Increased opportunities in
education and jobs

Greater confidence in the
police

Tackle racial bias in
schools, employment, and
justice system

Restrict availability of
knives and other weapons

More education about
knife crime and the
impacts on people who
have been involved

Curb influence of social
media on young people

40

Part 5:
What Our Practitioners Say
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Youth Workers, Youth Justice practitioners, and Community Safety officers have told us that young people in Haringey
who they are in contact with experience a broad range of issues:
• Perceptions that it is not safe to travel from one part of the borough to another
• Perceptions that it is not safe to associate with friends outside, which makes them more likely to socialise behind
closed doors where they are less visible, harder to reach, and where they may be more at risk of victimisation
• Lack of positive relationships with adults
• Lack of awareness of positive role models or pro-social behaviour
• Entrenched distrust of professionals
• Experience of serious trauma early in life
• Feelings of disenfranchisement and alienation caused and exacerbated by poverty and discrimination
• Conflict occurring through social media
• Caring responsibilities for family members, which make them especially vulnerable due to higher likelihood of
absence from school, bullying, stress and other mental health issues, and exposure to parental issues including
mental health and substance use
• Behavioural difficulties that can cause problems in schools
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Practitioners and officers identified a number of issues with existing provision:
• Lack of youth space or service provision in Wood Green, Hornsey, and Muswell Hill
• An overall lack of preventative and early interventions for young people at risk
• Reduced public sector staff capacity, which means reduced capacity to build relationships with young people
• Lack of resource in the public sector to track young people who are in contact with services, measure outcomes,
and thereby demonstrate impact
• Difficulty reintegrating young people who have already been excluded from school
• Difficulty reaching members of the Traveller community
Practitioners and officers identified a number of interventions which are reflected in the wider evidence base:
• Engagement with and support to parents
• Outreach focusing on signposting young people to services
• Detached youth work and setting up a base in locations where young people already are
• A community based counselling service
• Support into schools including Training for teachers in early identification and Youth workers based in schools
• Mentoring with community based role models
• Violence interruption programmes
• A formal volunteering programme targeted at young people and the community
• Creative and media activities including use of social media, content creation, and audio-visual software
• Physical activities that young people wouldn’t have opportunity to do elsewhere, such as parkour or climbing
43

1. Strategy needs to take experiences of poverty, trauma, and discrimination and
subsequent feelings of alienation and disenfranchisement into account
2. Projects must be sustainable in the long term in order to gain young people’s
confidence and make an impact
3. The crucial component of effective support for a young person is the relationship they
have with a worker. Building these relationships takes time, reinforcing the need for
long-term sustainability
4. Youth services should be inclusive and available to all young people across Haringey
5. All service providers need to listen to young people

44

Part 6:
Assets

45

Sample size =1,901

LGA Benchmark (Oct 17):
82 % satisfied

LGA Benchmark: 81% agree

Among those who agree people get on locally, 89% are satisfied with their area as a place
to live. Among those who disagree, 30% are satisfied with their neighbourhood. 46
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Part 7:
Evidence

50

Graham Allen, former MP:
“Prevention often encompasses an emphasis on ‘positive action’: not just preventing a problem from occurring, but
acting as an enabling force to promote the wider wellbeing and resilience of individuals and communities.”
“Early intervention means intervening before damage takes place in a way that avoids the later costs in both human
and financial terms of handling the consequences of the symptoms of that damage ”
Prevention often encompasses an emphasis on ‘positive action’: not just preventing a problem
from occurring, but acting as an enabling force to promote the wider wellbeing and resilience
of individuals and communities.
Providing the right support at the right time can apply as an overarching aim to all approaches, programmes and services, but the
greatest impact is likely to be achieved when providing early intervention for children, young people and families. Families are
critical to achieving positive and sustainable outcomes for children and young people. Where there are issues affecting the wider
family and/or where Adverse Childhood Experiences occur, the outcomes for children and young people can be significantly
affected.
Prevention programs have been developed, which tend to target either family, school, or community factors. Family-based
programs typically involve parent training. School-based programmes occur within the school setting and are aimed at both
individual children and groups. Community-based prevention programs involve mentoring programmes or making changes in the
environment to reduce risk. Positive effects have been achieved through parent training and school-based interventions. There has
been less work looking into community based approaches, but so far it suggests that environmental crime prevention strategies
can also work. The greatest impact can be achieved by implementing prevention strategies in all three areas (family, school,
community) to break the cycle of violence exposure and later perpetration.
Source: Informing Investment in Youth Work, The Young Foundation 2011

Besides the community-wide benefits that come from young people moving successfully through education and into
working life, this brings substantial long-term savings for both local and national government:
• A young person in custody costs £40,000 a year on average;
• Young people in local authority care cost £27,000 a year on average;
• Unemployed young people cost the DWP/HM Treasury £4,000 p.a.;
• The cost of NEETs to the taxpayer is £3.65 billion a year.

Source: Spending on Late Intervention, The Early Intervention Foundation,

•

The Mental Health Foundation estimates that 70% of children and young people who experience a mental health problem have not had
appropriate interventions at a sufficiently early age.

•

The most common mental health problems experienced by young people are depression, anxiety, eating disorders, and post-traumatic
stress disorder.

•

Risk factors for mental health issues in young people include physical illness, parental mental health or substance use issues, parental
criminality, bereavement, bullying, neglect, abuse, homelessness, discrimination, and educational difficulties.

•

Protective factors for young people’s mental health include good physical health, exercise, a balanced diet, family stability, opportunities
to learn and succeed, a sense of belonging in the community, healthy relationships with trusted adults, and participation in activities with
peers

•

For treatment of mental health issues, there is evidence to support the effectiveness of talking therapies such as cognitive behavioural
therapy, play therapy for younger children, classroom-based emotional learning and problem solving programmes, and multisystemic
therapy that delivers a series of home-based and community-based interventions.

•

There is evidence that participation in arts projects, sport and dance, and music projects, can increase wellbeing by boosting confidence
and self-esteem among participants.

•

With regard to promoting healthy relationships, increasing resilience, and preventing sexual violence, sex and relationships education,
access to contraception, joined-up statutory services, post-16 education prospects, mentoring, and parenting are all considered important
factors.

•

Upskilling members of the community to deliver pro-active and reactive bystander interventions has been shown to reduce the incidence
of interpersonal violence and domestic abuse among young people and can contribute to culture change.

•

Pathways out of offending are facilitated or impeded by critical moments in the early teenage years, in particular school exclusion. Initial research suggests a link between school
exclusion and violence later in life. Although the school experience does not cause a young person to commit crimes, the cumulative effect of negative school experiences can result in a
student's alienation from the education system, aggravating pre-existing risk factors that lead a vulnerable person towards chronic criminal offending. Schools provide a unique
opportunity to interrupt the pathway to youth offending through a process of early identification and timely intervention.

•

Interventions designed to raise pupils’ aspirations are believed to have a positive impact on attainment. These aim to raise aspirations by exposing children to new opportunities and by
developing general self-esteem, motivation, or self-efficacy. However, interventions which aim to raise aspirations appear to have little or no positive impact on educational attainment.
This may be the case because 1) pupils already have high aspirations, 2) targeted interventions are not effective in raising aspirations, or 3) there is no causal relationship between higher
aspirations and increased attainment. After school programmes typically cost about £5 to £10 per session, so a weekly programme lasting 20 weeks might cost up to £200 per pupil.
Parental engagement programmes typically cost between about £200 per child per year when the school covers the staffing costs, and about £850 per child per year for family support
involving a full-time support worker. Mentoring approaches to raising aspirations in the USA have been estimated at $900 per student per year or about £630.

•

Mentoring in education involves pairing young people with an older peer or volunteer, who acts as a positive role model. Mentoring aims to build confidence, develop resilience and
character, or raise aspirations, rather than to develop specific academic skills or knowledge. Some studies have found positive impacts for pupils from disadvantaged backgrounds, and
for non-academic outcomes such as attitudes to school, attendance and behaviour. However, there are risks associated with unsuccessful mentor pairings, which may have a detrimental
effect on the mentee. School-based mentoring programmes appear to be less effective than community-based approaches, possibly because school-based mentoring can result in fewer
opportunities for young people to develop more lasting and trusting relationships with adult role models. Mentoring programmes tend to cost £700–£1050 per pupil per year.

•

Behaviour interventions seek to improve attainment by reducing challenging behaviour. The interventions themselves can be split into three broad categories: 1) approaches to
developing a positive school ethos or improving discipline that aim to support greater engagement in learning; 2) universal programmes which seek to improve behaviour and generally
take place in the classroom; 3) specialised programmes which are targeted at students with specific behavioural issues. Evidence suggests that, on average, behaviour interventions can
produce moderate improvements in academic performance along with a decrease in problematic behaviours. Effect sizes are larger for targeted interventions matched to specific
students with particular needs or behavioural issues, than for universal interventions or whole school strategies. The majority of studies report higher impact with older pupils. Costs will
be highly dependent on the type of intervention. Teacher-led behavioural interventions in the classroom are the least expensive but the least effective. One to one support is more
expensive, but more effective (about £40 per hour, or £640 per pupil for 15 sessions).

•

Metacognition and self-regulation approaches aim to help pupils think about their own learning more explicitly, often by teaching them specific strategies for planning, monitoring and
evaluating their learning. Metacognition and self-regulation approaches have consistently high levels of impact, with pupils making an average of seven months’ additional progress.
These strategies are usually more effective when taught in collaborative groups so that learners can support each other and make their thinking explicit through discussion. The evidence
indicates that teaching these strategies can be particularly effective for low achieving and older pupils. Most projects are estimated as costing under £80 per pupil.

•

Although parental engagement is consistently associated with pupils’ success at school, the evidence about how to improve attainment by increasing parental engagement is mixed and
much less conclusive, particularly for disadvantaged families. The association between parental engagement and a child’s academic success is well established and there is a long history
of research into parental engagement programmes. However, there is surprisingly little robust evidence about the impact of approaches designed to improve learning through increased
parental engagement. It is important to consider that engagement is often easier to achieve with parents of very young children, a flexible approach may be required to fit around
parents’ schedules, parents’ experiences of engagement with schools may have been negative in the past, and parents may not always be well-placed to support their children with
learning. The costs of different approaches vary enormously. Running parent workshops (about £80 per session) and improving communications between parents and school (Texting
Parents costs about £6 per year per pupil) are relatively cheap, while intensive family support programmes with specially trained staff are more costly. A specialist community teacher or
home/school liaison teacher who can work with a number of families at once costs about £35,000.

•

Interventions which target social and emotional learning (SEL) seek to improve attainment by improving the social and emotional dimensions of learning, as opposed to focusing directly
on the academic or cognitive elements of learning. SEL interventions might focus on the ways in which students work with (and alongside) their peers, teachers, family or community.
There are three broad categories of SEL interventions : 1. Universal programmes which take place in the classroom; 2. More specialised programmes which are targeted at students with
particular social or emotional problems; 3. School-level approaches to developing a positive school ethos and greater engagement in learning. On average, SEL interventions have a
significant impact on attitudes to learning, social relationships in school, and attainment. The average impact on attainment is equivalent to four months’ additional progress.
Improvements are more likely when interventions are embedded into routine education. SEL programmes appear to benefit disadvantaged or low-attaining pupils more than other
pupils, though all pupils benefit on average. SEL strategies targeted at specific individuals are more expensive. Estimates suggest targeted programs cost about £2,800 per child per year
and involve professional counselling or psychological services.

•

Arts participation, involvement in artistic and creative activities such as dance, drama, music, painting, or sculpture, can occur either as part of the curriculum or as extra-curricular
activity. Overall, the impact of arts participation on academic learning appears to be positive. Improved outcomes have been identified in English, mathematics and science. Benefits
have been found in both primary and secondary schools, with greater effects on average for younger learners and for disadvantaged pupils. Wider benefits such as more positive
attitudes to learning and increased well-being have also been reported. Costs vary considerably from junior drama groups with small annual subscriptions (about £20) and organised
dance groups for young people at about £5 per session, to high quality music tuition at about £35 per hour (more than £1,500 per year for a weekly session).

•

Sports participation interventions engage pupils in sports as a means to increasing educational engagement and attainment. This can be through after-school activities or a programme
organised by a local club or association. Sporting activity can be used to encourage young people to engage in additional learning activities. The overall impact of sports participation on
academic achievement tends to be positive. There is evidence that sports participation can have a more dramatic effect on learning when combined with a structured programme as
participation acts as an incentive to undertake additional instruction. Costs are estimated at £300 to £400 per pupil per year excluding clothing, equipment and travel costs.

•

Exposure to violence is known to be related to a range of mental health problems, such as anxiety, depression and
post-traumatic stress disorder. It is also associated with an increased risk of developing antisocial behaviour.

•

Evidence suggests violence prevention activities should be implemented across the individual, peer, family,
community, and societal levels in order to have the most significant cumulative impact

•

The two chief motivators for carrying a knife are: acquisition of status and fear of crime. Fear of crime is coupled
with the belief that carrying a knife is protection against victimisation. The most effective interventions address
these causes. The hierarchy of effectiveness in tackling knife crime is as follows: (1) education-based interventions
delivered by individuals with direct experience or relevant knowledge in both educational and community settings;
(2) diversionary activities, including engagement with sport and mentoring programmes; (3) mass media
campaigns; (4) stop and search, (5) custodial sentences, (6) knife amnesties.

•

With regard to violence against women and girls, there is evidence to support group-based relationship-level
interventions working with males and females; community mobilization interventions that seek to change social
norms; interventions that target boys and men (alongside women and girls) through group education combined
with community mobilization; and protection orders.

•

An evaluation of Positive Futures found a 64% reduction in first time entrants to the criminal justice system and a
32% reduction in antisocial behaviour calls to the local police

•

•

•
•
•

•
•

There is evidence to support the use of restorative justice in the youth justice system. This is an approach that brings together
those harmed by crime or conflict and those responsible in order to find a way to make amends and determine a positive way
forward. Restorative justice is recommended as best practice by the Children’s Society, the National Police Chiefs’ Council, and the
House of Commons Justice Select Committee. There is evidence that victim–offender conferences can lead to reductions in
reoffending
A trauma-informed approach is considered best practice in the social work field. This is an approach that is responsive to the
impact of trauma in a young person’s life, acknowledges that serious offending is linked to a broad range of vulnerabilities and
social adversity, and seeks to emphasise physical, psychological, and emotional safety while creating opportunities for young
people to build a sense of control and empowerment.
Interventions that help offenders develop social networks, self-efficacy and problem-solving skills are effective in reducing
reoffending
Street-based/Detached youth work has been found to reduce the numbers of those known to be offending among cohorts in
touch with statutory services by 31%.
Diversionary activities and whole-family social work are particularly effective in reducing rates of reoffending among young people.
The Taylor Review of the Youth Justice System in England and Wales recommends the use of diversion schemes to provide young
people who have committed low-level offences with opportunities to engage in more positive activities. The review recommends
that diversion schemes should be meaningful, productive and relevant to the child’s needs; sensitive to the needs of victims;
delivered as quickly as possible; integrated with other services; and accountable to public authorities.
Community-based mental health interventions can reduce rates of reoffending
Community-based cognitive behavioural programmes that aim to reduce substance dependence
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