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The Blueprnts Strategy

Alsystematic review: of Individualf pregram
evaluations te identiiy, vielence, diitigakuse and

delinguency: prevention: progiams that meet a
RIghI scientific standandl of effiectiveness

Individual pregrams meeting this standara ane

certifiedras Moedel or Promising evidence-hasead
Pregrams

Only:Medel pregrams are: considered: eliginle for
Wwidespreaad: dissemination




Blueprint Systematic Review

Ildeally: A Meta Analysis ofi multipler RCIFS, of a
given program. Provides best estimates ofi
expected efifect-size anal generalizapility.

Ini Practice: A review: assessing the gquality’ of
each study (similar to TFIS™ criteria), the
consistency of findings across studies, efifect

Sizesrand external validity:

> Brown et al., 2000. Threats to Tral Integrity Score.




Threats to RCT and QED: internal
and extermal validity: =

Selection; hias

Statistical pewer

Assignment te; condition

Participation after assignment
Diifiusion/Contaminatien/Receiving; anether Intervention
Implementation eifimternventionr (fidelity)
Inadeguate measurement

Clustering efifects

NG mediating effects/causall analysis
Effiect decay

Attrition and' tracking N's

Improper analyses, e.g., wrong unit of analysis
*adapted from Brewn et al., 2000, Threats to Trial' Integrity: Score.




Using This Strategy: Are There
Pregrams fhat Can Be: Certified as
Evidence-Based! Programs?

Programs that are: Provens Effective
and Ready te be Disseminated onia
Widerscale?




U.S. Eederal Agency. Lists of EB
Programs

Center for Mental IHealtih Services (2000)
National Registiy (NREPP) (2002)

Office: ol Safe & Drug Eree Schools (2010)
Blueprnts; (0JJBPR) (2010)

Natienal Institute of Drug Alkuse (2003)
Surgeon Generall Report (20041)
O©JIPPViedelfPregram Guide (2010)
IHelping Americars Youth (OJJDP) (2007)




Consensus Across 8 Federal
Lists

NG progiant appeared onrall lists

Only' ene pregram (ILSHF) appeared en 7 off 8
fiederalilists;as a moedel/exemplary/lLevel 1
Program:=

Wo programs were on 5 lists: MSHF & TTNID

4-Programs; on four lists: ALERIF, ATILAS, Early
RISers for Success, & EET

12 Programs oni 3 lists: BBES, GBG, TNT,
PATIHS, MITFEC, NEP, Preject Northland, Focts on
Eamily, Strengthening) Families, Canng Schoe!
Communities, Incredible Yrs., BASICS

* Top category on each list.




Federal Working Group
Standard for EB Certification®™

Expernmental Design/REC:

Effiect sustained for at least 1 year post-
Intervention

At least 1 independent replication Wit
RCT

RCIFs adeguately’ adaress, threats; to
Intermal validity,

Norknewn health-compremising side
effiects

*Adapted firem: Alerarchical Classiiication. Framework 1or Program, Effectiveness,
Working| Group for the Federal Collaboration on What Werks, 2004.




Evidence-Based Program
Classification™

I WVoges: Vieets all' standards
. Effective: RCI replication not independent.
1. Promising:. Q-E or RCIT, no replication

I Jnconclusive: Contradictery findings or nen-
sustainanie efifects

. Inefiective: VMeets: all standards but With ne
statistically, significant effects

VAL Harmifty: Veets allf standards; but wWith negative
main effects; or serious side: effects

I [rasuiiicient Eviagence: AllTothers

*Adapted firem: Alerarchical Classiiication. Framework 1ol Program, Effectiveness,
Working Group for the Federall Collaboeration on What Works, 2004.




Moeadel and Effective Programs
Eederal Woerking Group: Standana

Medell Progiams
s FET, Incredible Years, MSii, LST

Effiectiver Pregrams

s BBBS, Midwestern Preventien Preject, MIEC,
NEE, TNDj PATIHS

WA AC|rS. gev/pdifilesd/ni|/220889. pai




Promising Pregrams
Eederal Werkingl Group: Standard

Bullying Preventien, Guiding Geoae! Choeices, Raising
IHealthy Children

CASA STTARIT, Streng Afirican American Eamilies Pregram

Perny Preschool; | CanlPrebleny Selve, Linking Eamilies
andl ieachers

Project Northland;, Preventive: Ireatment Program
Communities; that Care, ATILLAS, Strengthening Families
(10-14)

Triple P (Pepulationlevel), Geod Behavior Game
Behavioral Meniternne and Relniercement: Pregram
Briel Strategic Eamily: Tfherapy, FASI TRACK

Preventive Treatment Program




Defining “Evidence-Based”

Programs, classifiedas Medel, Effiective,
QI Promising; onl Eederalt iHierarchy

Consistently: positive efifects; firom: Meta
Analyses

Only:MedelFprograns should ever e
taken terscale




Recommended Lists of
EVidence-Based! Programs

Blueprints; (0JJDR): Moadel or Premisingl (100%)
NIDA: Efifective (60%)
©JIDP Moedel Program Guide: Exemplany (52%)

Office oft Safe and Drug| Eree Schoeels (DOE):
Exemplan (55%)

Surgeon General’'si Report: Moadel or Premising
(100%)




What are the Alternatives?




Review of Evaluation Evidence>

300! Crime and Drug Prevention

Programs

Mest Programs Have NorCredible Evaluatien

TThose With Credible Evaluations:
x| Most Eall tor Eind Positive: Effects

x 30 t0 35 Appear to Work or Have Preomise

a A Eew Appear to: he Harmiul (e.g. Scared Straight,
Sheck: Prehation)

Mest EB/ Pregrams Den 't Have Capacity to Go) te
Scale

*Blueprint Preject, Center for the Study andl Prevention of Violence




Best Alternative Strategy: Generc
Pregram Vieta-Analysis

Geod estimates of expected efifect size for a
QIVER| ypel el pregram

Ge0d estimates ofi generalizaniliby,

ldentifies generall pregrami characteristics
Assoclated With! stronger: efifects

Best practice guidelines for lecal progiam
developers/implementers

Anlincremental approach terincreasing
effiectiveness-easier to) sell locally




Aadvantages- Specific EB
Pregram Approach

EXisting Progiami VManuals, Pretecels, ete.

Avallakle Stuppoert : TA, Training, Data
Collection/Nanagement: Systems and
=jdelity, Assessiment 'eols

=aster stant-Up

Lower Risk off Pregram (Change: Viedel)
=allure

Lower Need for Outcome’ Evaluations




Aadvantages- Specific EB
Pregram Approach

Increased Chances for Substantve
Changes' in Intervention; Pertielios

Overall IHigher Propability: off Effectiveness

Greater Certamty’ and Coensistency. of
Positive Effects WWhen Geingl o Scale

Beld approach: Promise: of greater: reach,
larger efifects, fiaster change tormere
effiective portfolio ofi pregrams




Disadvantages- Specific EB
Pregrami Appreach

Local Resistance to “Canned”, “Ofi the
SHEl* Progiams

Lower Elexibility/Adaptanility
Potentially: Lower Sustainanility,
IHigher Initial Costs

Lack off Consensts on EB Standard
Moere' Limited Generalizability




A critical assumption: of
Incrementalismiis that medifying
PrGJEects or programs at the margin
Will-IRcrease: thelrr effectiveness
enough te; helpramelierate: a secial

preblem. Yet If the pasic
ASSUMpLIeN! off & pProgram elf Pleject
are flawead, marginal changes: may.
ot Be eneugh te Improve client
welfare (Shadish et al, 1991: 445)




“This IS a great paradox In
evaluiation., Pregrams reach meoje
pPeople and promise larger effects

iihian: projects and elements, but are
SO pelitically entrenched that

evaluation results contribute little to
Starting or ending them.?

Shadish, Cook and Levinton, 1991:443-4




Issues To Be Resolved

Eidelity: Diffierent guestion! el programs; Vs
striategies/elements. Limited assessments

Scientific standards for certification; as EB

Mediating effiects: validaung theor &
establishing seurce of falure

Definingl replication
Alsolute vs marginall deterrent: effiects

Best strategy: boldl (radical) vs incremental
appreach




Conclusions

There Is confusion ever the meaning of
“avidence-hased*

Standard fer EB' certification must be: high' or we
will-lose: credipility,

\We have: seme: progirams that gualify’ as; medel
OIF effective EB programs

Several Blueprint Model Programs ane Belng
taken te scale: NER, EET, MSTF & LS

E@K the practitioner, adopting EB pregrams;Is the
PESE option| fier reaching mere youth With greater
effiects faster




THANK YOU

Center fielf the Study’ and Prevention

of Violence

Phene: 303-492-1032
Wels Site: Www.colorado.eduy/cspy.




