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Plain Language Summary

Background

Youth gang membership and the crime that it generates is a serious problem in low-
and middle-income countries, involving many thousands of young people and
resulting in billions of dollars of crime, loss of life, and social disruption. This
review assessed the evidence on preventive interventions that focus on increasing
social capacity to reduce gang membership or rehabilitate gang members outside of
the criminal justice system.

Approach

We conducted an extensive search of the published and unpublished academic
literature, as well as government and non-government organization reports to
identify studies assessing the effects of preventive youth gang interventions in low-
and middle-income countries. We also included studies assessing the reasons for
success or failure of such interventions and conducted a thematic synthesis of
overarching themes identified across the studies.

Results

We did not identify any studies assessing the effect of preventive gang interventions
in LMICs using an experimental or quasi-experimental design. Four studies
evaluating the reasons for implementation success or failure were included. The
limited number of studies included in the review suggests that the findings
identified here should provide a direction for future research, rather than any
substantive or generalizable claim to best practice. Specifically, the synthesis of
reasons for implementation success or failure identified five factors that may be
important for intervention design and implementation. Preventive gang
interventions may be more likely to be successfully implemented when they include:

e arange of program components that appeal to youth,

e active engagement of youth, where their agency is embraced and leadership
is offered,

e programs that offer continuity of social ties outside of the gang, and

e afocus on demobilization and reconciliation.

5 The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org



Implications

The lack of evidence prevents us from making any conclusions about which
interventions are most effective in reducing youth involvement in gangs. To identify
programs that work and those that do not researchers, practitioners and
commissioners should begin to rigorously evaluate the effectiveness of preventive
gang programs in the field.

6 The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org



Executive Summary

BACKGROUND

Youth gangs are frequently associated with high levels of crime and violence in low-
and middle-income countries — creating fear, reducing social cohesion, costing
billions of dollars in harm and many thousands of lives diverted to criminality.
However, youth gangs are also seen to fill a void, as a means of overcoming extreme
disadvantage and marginalization. Preventive interventions focus on capacity
building and social prevention, and are designed to work proactively to stop crime
before it occurs, either by preventing youth from joining gangs or by reducing
recidivism by rehabilitating gang members outside of the criminal justice system. By
addressing the causes of youth gang membership, these interventions seek to reduce
or prevent gang violence.

OBJECTIVES

There were two key objectives to this review.

1. To review the evidence on the effectiveness of interventions designed to prevent
youth involvement in gangs and gang crime in low- and middle-income
countries. This objective has two parts:

a. to summarize the overall effectiveness of interventions, and
b. to examine variability in effectiveness across different interventions and
populations.

2. To identify the reasons why the implementation of preventive interventions to
reduce youth involvement in gangs and gang crime may fail or succeed in low-
and middle-income countries.

SEARCH METHODS

The search for eligible studies was conducted in August and September 2013, as part
of a broader project that systematically reviewed literature on conduct problems and
crime in low- and middle-income countries (LMIC). The search strategy included
published and unpublished literature with no date constraints. The search was
conducted across 17 academic databases, 8 individual journals, and 10 grey
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literature repositories. There were no language restrictions on the eligibility of
documents, and the search was conducted in seven languages: English, French,
Chinese, Arabic, Russian, Spanish and Portuguese. The geographic location of
studies was limited to low- and middle-income countries, defined as such by the
World Bank at least 50 per cent of the time since 1987, when the recordings start.

SELECTION CRITERIA

Studies were eligible for the review of effectiveness if they: (1) reported on youth
gangs; (2) included participants between 10 and 29 years old; (3) were located in a
LMIC; (3) assessed a preventive intervention; and (4) used an eligible quantitative
study design.

Studies were eligible for the review of reasons for implementation success or failure
if they: (1) reported on youth gangs; (2) included participants between 10 and 29
years old; (3) were located in a LMIC; (4) assessed a preventive intervention; (5)
evaluated the reasons for success or failure; (6) reported on the sampling strategy;
(7) reported on data collection; and (8) reported on the type of analysis.

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

A team of reviewers assessed each title and abstract for preliminary eligibility, which
was confirmed during full-text screening. No studies were eligible for the review of
effectiveness. For the review of reasons for implementation success or failure, we
recorded any evidence of barriers or facilitators of implementation that were
identified by the study authors. None of the four studies that were eligible for the
thematic synthesis were graded as having low study quality. The review contains a
description of each intervention, a summary of the authors’ findings and conclusions
about barriers and facilitators of implementation success, and a thematic synthesis
of overarching themes identified across the studies.

RESULTS

No studies were identified for the review of effectiveness. Four studies were eligible
for the review of reasons for implementation success or failure. The synthesis of
reasons for implementation success or failure in the four studies identified five
factors that may be important for intervention design and implementation. The
limited evidence from the thematic synthesis indicates that preventive gang
interventions may be more likely to be successfully implemented when they include:

e arange of program components that appeal to youth,

e programs that offer continuity of social ties outside of the gang,

e arecognition that ongoing violence and gang involvement can severely limit
successful implementation, and

8 The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org



e active engagement of youth, where their agency is embraced and leadership
is offered.

AUTHORS’ CONCLUSIONS

There is a serious lack of rigorous evaluations of preventive gang interventions in
low- and middle-income countries from which to draw conclusions about best-
practice. Yet there are a large number of preventive gang programs currently in the
field, and many studies that assert their effectiveness. We urge the research and
practitioner communities to develop a program of rigorous evaluation, both
quantitative and qualitative, in order to establish a benchmark for best practice and
to systematically capture important learnings from a range of low- and middle-
income country contexts.

9 The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org



1 Background

1.1 THE ISSUE

The involvement of young people in gangs and gang crime is not only an issue in high-
income nations, but also across low- and middle-income countries. Research demonstrates
the existence of youth gangs in Africa, Asia, Central and South America, with much of the
evidence coming from Latin American nations (Decker & Pyrooz, 2010; Gatti, Haymoz &
Schadee, 2011). Although official and academic estimates of gang membership differ,
estimates put the number of gang members in Central America at up to 200,000 (UNODC,
2007), and research suggests that over 85,000 people are members of gangs in El Salvador,
Guatemala and Honduras (Seelke, 2013). In South Africa, it is estimated that there are up to
100,000 members in the Western Cape alone (Reckson & Becker, cited in Decker & Pyrooz,
2010). Gang activities — and particularly those of youth gangs — contribute significantly to
the violent crime problem in low- and middle-income countries. Youth gangs are also
increasingly associated with activities of established criminal gangs such as trafficking in
drugs, arms and humans (Organization of American States [OAS], 2007). The cost of
violence in Latin America is estimated at approximately 14.2 per cent of GDP — almost three
times the proportion of GDP reported in industrialized countries (Seelke, 2013). Gang
violence makes up a significant proportion of this cost: the annual cost of violent crime in El
Salvador for instance is reported at US$ 1.7 billion, with gang violence accounting for 60 per
cent (Seelke, 2013).

On the one hand, research indicates that youth gang violence can undermine social cohesion
in communities, creating fear amongst residents (see Lane & Meeker, 2003; Seelke, 2013;
Washington Office of Latin America [WOLA], 2006) and results in people avoiding certain
areas of neighborhoods known to be gang areas. George Tita and his colleagues argue that
these places develop an appearance of visible disorder as non-gang activity in the
neighborhood is abandoned (Tita, Cohen, & Engberg, 2005). On the other hand, it can be
argued that youth gangs provide a social and economic alternative in the presence of youth
displacement, discrimination, and extreme social and economic inequality (Higginson &
Benier, 2015).

Gang violence and crime can occur between gangs and non-gang individuals, as well as
between or within gangs. Violence may be used to defend or expand gang turf, recruit new
members, keep members from leaving, exclude or remove undesired members, exercise
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revenge or seek redress for actual or perceived wrongs, enhance perceptions of power and
invincibility, gain respect or dominance over others, and enforce the gang rules (Pacheco,
2010). Although there are significant negative repercussions in the life course for members
of youth gangs (Cruz, 2007; Davies & MacPherson, 2011; OAS, 2007; WOLA, 2006), for
many young people who lack other opportunities, gangs offer a sense of belonging and
purpose (Howell, 2012; Tobin, 2008).

Researchers often contest a uniform definition of a youth gang, as it varies by time and place
(Howell, Egley, & O’Donnell, n.d.). Notwithstanding these debates, the literature typically
describes a youth gang as: comprising between 15 to 100 members, generally aged 12 to 24;
having members that share an identity linked to name, symbols, colours or physical or
economic territory; having members and outsiders that view the group as a gang; having
some permanence and degree of organisation; and involvement in an elevated level of
criminal activity (Decker & Curry, 2003; see also Esbensen, Winfree, He, & Taylor, 2001;
Howell et al., n.d.; Huff, 1993; Miller, 1992; Rodgers, 1999; Spergel, 1995; Theriot & Parker,
2008). There have been significant efforts amongst academics and policy makers to reach
agreement on the definition of a youth gang. The “Eurogang Working Group” (see The
Eurogang Project, 2012) consensus definition is as follows: “A street gang (or troublesome
youth group corresponding to a street gang elsewhere) is any durable, street-oriented youth
group whose involvement in illegal activity is part of its group identity” (Weerman et. al.,
2009, p.20). A youth gang is differentiated from an adult gang if the majority of the gang
members are aged between 12 and 25 (Weerman et. al., 2009).

It is important to recognize that youth gangs do not emerge in a vacuum. Indeed, youth
gangs appear most likely to emerge as a response to entrenched and deeply problematic
issues of social exclusion and extreme inequality, often within a context of rapid urbanization
and social disorganization. Youth gangs can provide a sense of identity and belonging for
marginalized youth, in the absence of a legitimate prosocial identity (Kwaghga, 2014). The
General Secretariat of the Organization of American States (OAS) describes the social
function that the gang plays for its members as a means to overcome “extreme poverty,
exclusion, and a lack of opportunities” (OAS, 2007, p.5). The OAS further elaborates on the
role of the gang using a rights-based approach:

"Youth gangs represent a spontaneous effort by children and young people to create,
where it does not exist, an urban space in society that is adapted to their needs, where
they can exercise the rights that their families, government, and communities do not
offer them. Arising out of extreme poverty, exclusion, and a lack of opportunities,
gangs try to gain their rights and meet their needs by organizing themselves without
supervision and developing their own rules, and by securing for themselves a territory
and a set of symbols that gives meaning to their membership in the group. This
endeavor to exercise their citizenship is, in many cases, a violation of their own and
others’ rights, and frequently generates violence and crime in a vicious circle that
perpetuates their original exclusion. This is why they cannot reverse the situation that
they were born into. Since it is primarily a male phenomenon, female gang members
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suffer more intensively from gender discrimination and the inequalities inherent in the
dominant culture." (OAS, 2007, p.5)

Youth gangs are indeed “primarily a male phenomenon” (OAS, 2007, p.5) and can be seen as
a performance of masculinity (Glaser, 1998; Kynoch, 2007; Walsh & Mitchell, 2006). Rapid
cultural change due to urbanization, for example, can undermine traditional masculine roles,
leaving a cultural vacuum for disenfranchised young men, and few legitimate outlets to enact
masculinity and gain status. If legitimate or traditional models of masculinity are seen as
out-of-reach, youth gangs can foster “pride, brotherhood, solidarity, challenge, and success”
through illegitimate means such as violence, crime, and substance abuse (Aumair & Warren
1994: 6). Youth gangs may provide a sense of masculine identity in a socially disorganized
world where legitimate avenues to masculinity are not available for marginalized young men
(Higginson & Benier, 2015).

Youth gang violence is a problem that is widespread throughout the developing world. Not
all youth gangs are involved in crime or violence; however it is understood that gangs evolve
along a continuum towards criminality and violence, from youth gangs that engage in non-
criminal activities to youth gangs actively involved in serious violent behaviour (OAS, 2007).
Gang types have been described on a continuum “from weakly organized playgroups to more
clearly organized supergangs” (Tobin, 2008, p.62).

It is well established that gang-involved youth commit more crime than non-gang-involved
youth, and violence has been described as central to gang membership (Klein & Maxson,
2006). Overall, however, the offending of gang members tends to be generalist, rather than
specializing in violent crime (Klein & Maxson, 2006). In order to reduce the prevalence of
youth gang violence, it is important not only to target the violence directly but also to target
the process of young people joining youth gangs.

1.2 THE INTERVENTIONS

Responses to the problem of youth gang violence in low- and middle-income countries can
be grouped into one of two categories: suppression or prevention. Suppression approaches
aim to combat gang violence in a reactive way that attempts to stop the criminal behavior
reoccurring, generally using legislative or policing resources. By contrast, prevention
programs focus on risk reduction, capacity building, and social prevention and are designed
to work proactively to stop gang crime before it occurs, either by preventing youth from
joining gangs (primary and secondary prevention) or by rehabilitating gang members
outside of the criminal justice system (tertiary prevention1) (Esbensen, 2000; Van Der
Merwe & Dawes, 2007).

1 Tertiary prevention can also be conceptualised as treatment (SAS, 2010).
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Although it can be argued that punishment and the subsequent deterrent effects activated by
suppression activities aim to prevent future crime, we distinguish between a punitive
deterrence and a capacity building preventive framework. Much of the literature on risk
factors for youth gang membership highlights that disenfranchised and marginalized youth
are more likely to be attracted to youth gangs as an alternative social framework. We
therefore focus on those interventions that seek to reduce risk by increasing social support
and social capacity, and therefore exclude suppression activities. Whilst acknowledging the
many suppression strategies that are enacted to combat youth gang violence, this review will
focus on interventions that use primary, secondary or tertiary prevention strategies.

Primary prevention strategies are applied most broadly to the entire population who are
potentially able to join gangs (Esbensen, 2000); in this case, all young people. Primary
prevention programs include general community and school based programs to enhance the
life skills and resilience of adolescents. An example of a primary prevention program is the
Gang Resistance Education and Training (GREAT) program, a school-based curriculum run
by law enforcement officers that uses elements of cognitive-behavioural training, social skills
development and conflict resolution to improve young people’s resistance to gang
membership (Esbensen & Osgood, 1999). This program was developed in North America,
and has been delivered in Belize, Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica,
and Panama (GREAT, 2013).

Secondary prevention strategies target those individuals who are identified as being at higher
risk of joining gangs? (Esbensen, 2000). Many of these programs provide a mix of education,
therapeutic services, and recreational opportunities. An example of a program that has a
secondary prevention component is the Por Mi Barrio Outreach Centres, a program
implemented in Central America by the United States Agency for International Development
(USAID) that focuses on creating a safe space for youth to engage in recreational activities
(USAID, 2010a). Further examples of secondary prevention programs that provide skills
training for at-risk youth include: the Educatodos program in Honduras, which provides
basic education for at-risk youth; the Civil Rights and Values for Youth program in
Honduras, that focuses on participatory citizenship and problem solving skills for at-risk
youth; and the Community Empowerment and Transformation project (COMET) in
Jamaica, that provides micro-entrepreneurship opportunities for at-risk youth (USAID,
2010b). In South Africa, examples of secondary prevention interventions include the Usiko
program, funded by NGOs, businesses and communities, which uses ‘rites of passage’
programs for young offenders and at-risk youth, and the Chrysalis Academy, funded by the
Western Cape Department of Community Safety, an intensive program that provides
training and support for a five-year period with the aim of transforming at-risk youth into
community leaders (Ward & Cooper, 2012).

2 We will hereafter refer to the subset of youth who are at higher risk of joining gangs as “at-risk youth”.
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Tertiary prevention strategies target youth who have already become involved in gangs or
criminal behavior (Esbensen, 2000). Tertiary prevention programs are designed to facilitate
exit from the gang and often seek to reintegrate gang members into society pro-socially, by
focusing on rehabilitation and education. An example of a tertiary prevention program is the
Medellin program in Colombia, which provides at-risk youth with access to long-term
employment programs through state and private institutions on the proviso that gang
members withdraw from their gang (Cooper & Ward, 2008). Tertiary prevention programs
in South African prisons include the Reintegration and Diversion for Youth (READY)
program, the Tough Enough Program, and the Destinations Program (Ward & Cooper,
2012). Tertiary programs can also include negotiations and gang truces, as these strategies
aim to engage with current gang members to reduce the levels of violence occurring within or
between gangs, even if they do not result in the participants completely disengaging from a
gang framework.

1.3 HOW THE INTERVENTION MAY AFFECT GANG MEMBERSHIP

The predictors of gang membership are routinely categorized across five domains:
individual, peer, family, school and community (Decker et al., 2013; Hawkins et al., 2000;
Howell, 2012; Howell & Egley, 2005; Katz & Fox, 2010; Klein & Maxson, 2006; O’Brien et
al., 2013; Tobin, 2008). Research in high-income countries demonstrates that the predictors
of gang involvement cut across all five domains, that youth with multiple risk factors have a
proportionately higher risk of gang involvement, and that those youth with risk factors in
multiple domains have further increased likelihood of gang involvement (Decker et al., 2013;
Howell & Egley, 2005). Preventive interventions seek to target these predictors in order to
disrupt the developmental pathway to gang membership.

Building on Thornberry and colleagues’ developmental framework of gang membership
(Thornberry et al., 2003), Howell and Egley (2005) propose a developmental perspective
that incorporates predictors from early childhood through to adolescence. The model is
illustrated in Figure 1, and can be viewed as a ‘life-cycle’ approach to gang prevention.

Gang membership is theorized to be a culmination of interrelated structural and process
factors, with certain factors being most important at varying stages in the life-course. The
model suggests that individual, community and structural family characteristics influence
early pro-social behaviours and pro-social bonds. In an interactive feedback relationship, the
model suggests that antisocial behaviours decrease pro-social friendships and in turn
increase the impact of negative peer attachments and the risk of delinquent behaviours.
These social and structural factors, in combination with negative life events, negative school
experiences and a lack of school attachment, may increase the attractiveness of gang
membership, not only for the most desperate in a community, but also for more ‘ambitious’
youth who see gangs as providing a positive alternative pathway.
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Figure 1: Logic model of predictors of gang membership (Source: Howell & Egley,

2005)
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Figure 2: Relationship between interventions, outcomes and impacts
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Interventions to prevent youth gang membership can act on any of the five domains of risk
factors, and at any of the developmental stages. The logic of preventive interventions is that
they disrupt the developmental pathway to gang formation across any of the risk domains of
individual, peer, family, school and community. There is no standard approach to preventive
interventions, and as such, there is considerable variety in the programs implemented.
Scholars suggest, however, that due to the cumulative and interactive impact of risk factors,
interventions that address risk factors across multiple domains are likely to be the most
successful (O’Brien et al., 2013; Klein & Maxson, 2006; Esbensen et al., 2009). The success
or otherwise of preventive interventions can be measured both by the direct outcome of gang
membership, and by the impact on gang-related crime, and we argue that the monitoring
and evaluation of gang prevention programs using such outcomes is extremely important for
the ongoing development of successful strategies. Figure 2 represents the relationship
between categories of youth targeted by interventions and the outcomes and impacts that
can be used as measurements of intervention effectiveness.

1.4 WHY IT IS IMPORTANT TO DO THE REVIEW

Two systematic reviews previously published in the Campbell library consider gang
involvement for children and young people (Fisher, Montgomery, & Gardner, 2008a,
2008b), focusing on cognitive-behavioral and opportunities provision interventions to
prevent gang involvement — interventions predominantly utilized in high-income nations.
These reviews were essentially empty reviews as they did not identify any studies that met all
of their inclusion criteria. Another review of comprehensive interventions designed to
reduce gang-related crime was conducted by the Evidence for Policy and Practice
Information and Co-ordinating Centre (EPPI-Centre, 2009). This also focused on high-
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income countries, and found that there was a small positive but not statistically significant
effect of comprehensive intervention in reducing gang crime.

We propose that there are clear differences in the application and success of gang prevention
programs between those implemented in high income (predominantly high income) nations,
and those implemented in low- and middle-income nations. We suggest that the motivations
for joining and remaining with a gang may differ across regions for a variety of reasons,
including the extreme poverty and lack of services found in some low- and middle-income
countries, problems with police corruption and the rule of law, and because many low- and
middle-income countries experience — or have experienced — some form of war or conflict
(for example, Colombia, Nicaragua and South Africa). Post-conflict societies can provide
fertile ground for gang formation and gang violence. In some post conflict nations, people
live within an existing culture of violence, experiencing a low sense of citizen security and
distrust of authorities alongside poor economic outlooks and easy access to firearms and
drugs (Cruz, 2007; Davies & MacPherson, 2011). Whilst we acknowledge that there will be
many similarities in youth gangs globally, across themes such as disadvantage,
disenfranchisement, and structural change, we argue that the cultural frameworks, poverty,
exclusion, and social disorganization seen in many low- and middle-income countries is
qualitatively different from that seen in high-income countries, and that these differences
justify the review’s focus on the global south.

Given the different antecedents, motivations, and social, economic and political conditions
that give rise to gang formation and gang violence, a review on interventions aimed at
combating youth gang formation and violence in countries classified as low- and middle-
income by the World Bank will address some of the identified gaps in the research literature
(World Bank, 2013).

This review aims to inform not only the academic literature on the effectiveness of preventive
interventions, but also to provide clear points for consideration for policy makers’ and
practitioners’ deliberations regarding appropriate interventions for implementation.
Preventive gang interventions in low- and middle-income countries are funded and
implemented by NGOs, government agencies, international aid agencies, and community
organizations. This systematic review has been funded by the United States Agency for
International Development (USAID), with the aim of informing discussion on best practice
in youth gang interventions. USAID supports a variety of preventive anti-gang programs in
Latin America and the Caribbean, including both primary and secondary prevention
programs, and argues that evaluation is important to improve programs and build support
for crime prevention programs (USAID, 2010b). This review, and its tentative findings,
highlights the urgent need for further rigorous evaluation aimed at understanding the
etiology of youth gangs, youth gang violence and prevention efforts in a range of LMIC
contexts.
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2 Objectives

There are two key objectives to this review.

1. The first objective is to review the evidence on the effectiveness of interventions designed
to prevent youth involvement in gangs and gang crime in low- and middle-income
countries. This objective has two parts:

a. to summarize the overall effectiveness of interventions, and
b. to examine variability in effectiveness across different interventions and populations.

2. The second objective of the review is to identify the reasons why the implementation of
preventive interventions to reduce youth involvement in gangs and gang crime may fail
or succeed in low- and middle-income countries.
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3 Methods

3.1 CRITERIA FOR CONSIDERING STUDIES FOR THIS REVIEW

The methodology for this review is based on the protocol published by the Campbell
Collaboration Library of Systematic Reviews (Higginson et al., 2014b).

3.1.1 Characteristics of the studies relevant to the objectives of the review

To be included in the review, a study must have either evaluated the impact of preventive
gang interventions using an appropriate quantitative methodology (Objective 1) or evaluated
the reasons for implementation success or failure of preventive gang interventions using
either a quantitative or qualitative methodology (Objective 2). The review was conducted
alongside a broader project on conduct problems and crime in low- and middle-income
countries (Murray et al., 2013) and utilizes the broad set of studies identified in that project,
with further refinement during screening to ensure that the studies are relevant to preventive
gang interventions.

3.1.2 Types of participants

This review focuses on preventive interventions aimed at reducing involvement in youth
gangs and youth gang violence. Whilst research suggests the majority of youth gang
members are 12 to 24 years of age (Howell et al., n.d.; Huff, 1993; Rodgers, 1999; Seelke,
2013), we acknowledge that the definitions of youth vary by country, and that a strict age cut-
off may not be appropriate. We therefore extended the age range to include studies where the
participants were aged between 10 and 29, in part because formal definitions of youth vary
across countries, and in part to ensure that the age range was broad enough to ensure that
tertiary prevention programs targeting current and ex gang members were not excluded.

We acknowledge that there is no consensus definition of a youth gang; therefore we took a
broad approach and included any intervention where (1) the target group met the Eurogang
definition of youth gangs, "a street gang (or troublesome youth group corresponding to a
street gang elsewhere) is any durable, street-oriented youth group whose involvement in
illegal activity is part of its group identity” (Weerman et. al., 2009, p.20), (2) the target group
was identified by the authors as members of a youth gang or equivalent (for example,
pandilla, maras, and so forth), or (3) involvement in youth gangs was a measured outcome of
the study.
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Youth is a key defining characteristic of youth gangs. Indeed, it is one of the core conceptual
distinctions between a gang and a youth gang. We specifically excluded groups described as
militia, civil war combatants, organized crime gangs, terrorist gangs and piracy gangs, unless
the groups were described as being comprised of children, adolescents, youth, or young
people aged 10 to 29. We note that these groups, as described in the literature, commonly
consist of adults or are a mixed group of adults and youth, or the age of the group members
is not defined (see for example Humphreys & Weinstein, 2007; Gilligan et al., 2012). We
recognize that in post-conflict societies in particular, that ex-combatants are particularly
vulnerable to gang membership in the aftermath of civil unrest and that their vulnerabilities
to involvement in violent crime may be similar to that seen in youth gang members; however
it is only those group members aged under 30 who would meet the definition of a potential
youth gang member.

As noted in section 1.4, we suggest that there may be gang formation push and pull factors in
low- and middle-income countries that are substantively differences from those seen in high-
income countries. We therefore focus on interventions to reduce youth gang membership in
low- and middle-income countries, and only included studies from countries that were
classified by the World Bank as low- and middle-income countries for at least 50 per cent of
the time since 1987, when recordings of country classifications start (World Bank, 2013).

3.1.3 Types of interventions

Interventions must have adopted a preventive approach, implemented at either primary,
secondary, or tertiary stages of prevention, as described in the Interventions section of the
Background (above). There are a very wide range of activities that fall under the banner of
preventive interventions; however, in general, preventive interventions focus on capacity
building or social prevention to prevent or reduce gang membership or gang violence.

We took a broad approach to inclusion, based on the stated intent of the intervention to
reduce or prevent gang membership or gang crime, and we excluded interventions that
achieved this aim purely by the use of suppression strategies and tactics such as increased
law enforcement or focused legislation. Interventions included in this review must have
used a preventive approach and either explicitly aimed to (1) reduce participation in youth
gangs, or (2) to reduce involvement in youth gang crime.

We exclude more broad-based interventions aimed at at-risk youth that did not explicitly
target participation in youth gangs or involvement in youth gang crime. We recognize that
such programs may target common risk factors of many negative social outcomes, including
youth gang membership; however the focus of this review is on those programs that clearly
aimed to reduce youth gang membership or crime.

3.1.4 Types of outcome measures

Studies included to address the objective of assessing the effects of preventive interventions
to reduce youth gang membership (Objective 1) could measure a number of outcomes. These
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included the change in youth gang participation and the change in the negative consequences
of youth gang activities, including levels of crime and violence. We accepted for inclusion all
outcomes related to individual or aggregate measures of participation in youth gangs and/or
youth gang crime. Examples of eligible outcomes include, but are not limited to: individual
measures of arrests, reoffending, or youth gang membership; self-reported, peer-reported or
officially-reported crime; geographically aggregated measures of youth gang participation,
youth gang arrests and/or youth gang violence; and perceptions of youth gang participation
and/or youth gang violence.

Other issues

To address the objective of identifying reasons for implementation success or failure
(Objective 2), we included a broader range of studies that assess the reasons for
implementation success or failure of preventive gang interventions as outlined above. From
these studies we included any research based findings relating to implementation. Examples
of types of findings include those relating to political support, funding, training, the presence
of international aid, community participation, education component, social support
components, and the socio-political context of the implementation of the youth gang focused
intervention.

3.1.5 Study designs

To address the two objectives of this review, we included two different, but potentially
overlapping, sets of studies. Eligible study designs for the two objectives are listed in detail
below.

Study designs for Objective 1: Intervention effectiveness

To be included in the synthesis of intervention effectiveness, studies had to use an
experimental or quasi-experimental evaluation design with a valid comparison group as
defined below. Eligible study types included the following experimental and quasi-
experimental study designs:

randomized control trials
regression discontinuity designs
quasi-experimental, cross-sectional, cohort or panel designs that use multiple
regression analysis and control for some combination of pre-intervention control
variables listed below

4. matched control group designs (with or without baseline measurement)

5. unmatched control pre- and post-test designs, and

6. time-series designs (at least 25 pre- and 25 post-intervention observations).

Studies that use valid comparison (control) groups are those that use randomly assigned
control groups, propensity score matched control groups, or statistically matched control
groups. Appropriate matching variables include: baseline measures of crime, delinquency,
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aggression or gang membership, or pre-intervention socio-demographic characteristics such
as some combination of age, gender, ethnicity, socio-economic status, and education. We
included designs that used non-matched control groups, if the study also took a pre-
intervention baseline measure of the outcome, thereby allowing difference-in-difference
analysis.

Because we anticipated a limited pool of relevant studies to be identified we were very
inclusive in the breadth of eligible studies. The quasi-experimental designs we have included
as eligible can be used to provide causal inference, albeit weaker inference than that which is
provided by RCTs, as they provide a counterfactual by attempting to control for selection
bias. This can be done in a number of different ways, such as: simulating randomization of
the treatment and control groups (regression discontinuity), matching the characteristics of
the treatment and control groups (matched control), statistically accounting for differences
between the treatment and control groups (multiple regression analysis), or providing a
difference-in-difference analysis (short interrupted time series, unmatched control with pre-
test). We do recognize that including a wide range of quasi-experimental study designs may
lead to an increased risk of bias introduced into the analysis. We therefore planned to
conduct meta-analysis separately for randomized and non-randomized research designs, and
conduct moderator analysis on study design to assess whether including these studies would
have changed the estimate of effect size.

We aimed to include studies that measure the outcome at either the individual level or an
aggregate level of geography such as the community; however, we planned to synthesize the
results separately for different levels of analysis.

To be eligible for inclusion in a meta-analysis, the study had to report an effect size, or
provided sufficient detail such that an effect size could be calculated.

Eligible comparison conditions

We aimed to include studies where the control group received no intervention, placement on
a wait-list or “business as usual”. We also aimed to include studies that compared two
treatments without reference to a no-intervention, wait-list or business as usual control
group. We planned to conduct meta-analysis separately for studies that compared two active
treatments.

Study designs for Objective 2: Reasons for implementation success or failure

To be included in the synthesis of factors influencing implementation success, studies were
not required to use experimental or quasi-experimental designs; however, quantitative
studies were not excluded from analysis for Objective 2. In order to capture the broadest
range of evidence that assesses the reasons for implementation success or failure, we
included (1) qualitative or quantitative studies and (2) process evaluations and other types of
implementation evaluations. These studies may use qualitative rather than experimental or
quasi-experimental designs; for example, key informant interviews or focus groups. These
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studies did not need to be linked to the studies of intervention effectiveness, and formed an
additional corpus of literature in which the authors identified mechanisms, activities, people
or resources that influenced the success of the intervention implementation.

We only included studies that empirically assessed the intervention using either a
quantitative or qualitative methodology, and reported on the sampling strategy, data
collection, and the type of analysis. We did not review project documents unless attached to
evaluations, and we excluded descriptive papers and opinion pieces where an analysis of
primary data was not conducted.

At full text screening, we only accepted studies that were on topic and had reported, to some
extent, on sampling strategy, data collection, and type of analysis. All studies that met these
minimum criteria for eligibility, were then assessed for study quality using a modified CASP
checklist. As discussed in more detail in section 3.3.3, a study was rated as low quality and
excluded from the review if:

e the research design was not appropriate to answer the research question, OR
o the sampling strategy was not appropriate to the aims of the research, OR
¢ the analyses were not sufficiently rigorous.

In summary, a study must first report on design, sampling, and analyses to be eligible at full
text screening, and in addition, to meet study quality thresholds for inclusion, a study must
have used appropriate design and sampling, as well as sufficiently rigorous analyses.

3.1.6 Exclusion criteria

The social, political and economic frameworks that form the push and pull factors
influencing youth gang formation are theorized to differ substantially between high income
and low- and middle-income countries. We therefore excluded studies from high income
countries, defined as countries that had not been categorized as low- or middle-income by
the World Bank for at least 50 per cent of the time since 1987.
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3.2 SEARCH METHODS FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES

3.2.1 Search strategy

This systematic review was conducted in August and September 2013, as part of a larger
project focusing on conduct problems and youth crime in low- and middle-income countries
(Murray et al., 2013) and alongside a systematic review on the predictors of youth gang
violence in low- and middle-income countries (Higginson et al., 2014a). The search terms
were broad enough to capture both the corpus of intervention studies and the corpus of
predictive studies, with further refinement occurring at the abstract and title screening stage
for each review.

The search strategy was developed using the Cochrane Collaboration’s Effective Practice and
Organisation of Care Group search strategy for low- and middle-income countries, combined
with selected MeSH/DeCS terms and free text terms relating to conduct problems, crime and
violence. To maximise sensitivity, no methodological filters were used. The full search
strategy is listed in Appendix A.

The search strategy included published and unpublished literature with no date constraints.
We also did not place any language restrictions on the eligibility of documents; however our
search of the literature was conducted in seven languages: English, French, Chinese, Arabic,
Russian, Spanish and Portuguese. The geographic location of studies was limited to
countries located in a LMIC, defined as low- or middle-income according to the World Bank
at least 50 per cent of the time since 1987, when the recordings start 3. Table 1 shows the
countries included in the review.

Table 1: Eligible countries

Existing states  Afghanistan; Albania; Algeria; American Samoa; Angola; Antigua and Barbuda;
Argentina; Armenia; Azerbaijan; Bangladesh; Barbados; Belarus; Belize; Benin;
Bhutan; Bolivia; Bosnia and Herzegovina; Botswana; Brazil; Bulgaria; Burkina Faso;
Burundi; Cambodia; Cameroon; Cape Verde; Central African Republic; Chad; Chile;
China; Colombia; Comoros; Congo, Dem. Rep.; Congo, Rep.; Costa Rica; Cote
d'lvoire; Croatia; Cuba; Czech Republic; Djibouti; Dominica; Dominican Republic;
Ecuador; Egypt, Arab Rep.; El Salvador; Equatorial Guinea; Eritrea; Estonia;
Ethiopia; Fiji; Gabon; Gambia, The; Georgia; Ghana; Grenada; Guatemala; Guinea;
Guinea-Bissau; Guyana; Haiti; Honduras; Hungary; India; Indonesia; Iran, Islamic
Rep.; Iraq; Jamaica; Jordan; Kazakhstan; Kenya; Kiribati; Korea, Dem. Rep.; Kosovo;
Kyrgyz Republic; Lao PDR; Latvia; Lebanon; Lesotho; Liberia; Libya; Lithuania;
Macedonia, FYR; Madagascar; Malawi; Malaysia; Maldives; Mali; Malta; Marshall
Islands; Mauritania; Mauritius; Mexico; Micronesia; Moldova; Mongolia; Montenegro;
Morocco; Mozambique; Myanmar; Namibia; Nepal; Nicaragua; Niger; Nigeria; Oman;
Pakistan; Palau; Panama; Papua New Guinea; Paraguay; Peru; Philippines; Poland;
Puerto Rico; Romania; Russian Federation; Rwanda; Samoa; Sdo Tomé and

3 http://data.worldbank.org/about/country-classifications/country-and-lending-groups
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Principe; Saudi Arabia; Senegal; Serbia; Seychelles; Sierra Leone; Slovak Republic;
Solomon Islands; Somalia; South Africa; South Sudan; Sri Lanka; St. Kitts and Nevis;
St. Lucia; St. Vincent and the Grenadines; Sudan; Suriname; Swaziland; Syrian Arab
Republic; Tajikistan; Tanzania; Thailand; Timor-Leste; Togo; Tonga; Trinidad and
Tobago; Tunisia; Turkey; Turkmenistan; Tuvalu; Uganda; Ukraine; Uruguay;
Uzbekistan; Vanuatu; Venezuela, RB; Vietnam; West Bank and Gaza; Yemen, Rep.;
Zambia; Zimbabwe

Former states  Czechoslovakia ; Gibraltar; Mayotte; Serbia and Montenegro ; USSR ; Yugoslavia

3.2.2 Search locations

We searched a wide range of electronic academic databases, international organization
databases, the websites of NGOs and other organizations. All locations were searched
electronically. The search locations are listed in Table 2.

Table 2: Search locations used in the English language systematic search
(hosting platforms in parentheses)

Search Locations

PsycINFO (Ovid) 1967 to 2013

Ovid MEDLINE(R) In-Process & Other Non-Indexed Citations and Ovid MEDLINE(R) 1946 to Present
EMBASE (Ovid) 1974 to 2013 Week 35

CINAHL (EBSCOhost)

EconLit (EBSCOhost)

Criminal Justice Abstracts (EBSCOHost)

Russian Academy of Sciences Bibliographies (EBSCOHost)
Sociological Abstracts + Social Services Abstracts (ProQuest)

Applied Social Sciences Index and Abstracts (ProQuest)

International Bibliography of the Social Sciences (IBSS) (ProQuest)
ERIC (ProQuest)

Web of Science

LILACS (Note: included Spanish and Portuguese search terms)

SciELO (Note: included Spanish and Portuguese search terms)
National Criminal Justice Reference Service Abstracts Database

JOLIS (IMF, World Bank and International Finance Corporation)

World Bank

Open Grey

ProQuest dissertations

Pakistani Journal of Criminology

African Journal of Criminology and Justice Studies

Asian Journal of Criminology

Indian Journal of Criminology

South African Journal of Criminal Justice

South African Crime Quarterly

Turkish Journal of Criminology

Journal of Gang Research

NBER

IDEAS

International Juvenile Justice Observatory (IJJO) Documentation Center
United Nations Development Programme website

WHO Collaborating Centre for Violence Prevention website (www.preventviolence.info)
Don M. Gottfredson Library of Criminal Justice Gray Literature Database
J-PAL Evaluations Database (www.povertyactionlab.org/evaluations)
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3ie Impact Evaluation Database (http://www.3ieimpact.org/evidence/impact-evaluations/)

Table 3 shows the locations searched in languages other than English. Due to the nature of
database interfaces, the searches in these databases were less complex. The outcome search
terms were used and, where possible, the search terms for child and youth age groups.
Where possible we examined the full set of results from each search; however, in cases where
the search produced an unmanageable number of results that could not be downloaded en
masse, we screened the results online by page until the titles appeared irrelevant, based on
the searcher’s subjective judgement.

Table 3: Search locations used in the non-English language systematic search

Language Search Locations

Arabic Index Medicus for the Eastern Mediterranean Region
King Saud University Repository
YU-DSpace Repository
Google Scholar

Chinese China National Knowledge Infrastructure (CNKI)
Wanfang Data
Chongqing VIP Information Company (CQVIP)
Google Scholar

French African Index Medicus (WHO)
Afrolib (WHO)
Global Health Library
Revue de Médicine tropicale
Refdoc
Google Scholar

Russian Elibrary.ru
Google Scholar

Spanish and Portuguese LILACS
SciELO

Google Scholar

The non-English language searches were conducted by a team of six researchers (four who
spoke the search language as their first language, and two who spoke the search language
fluently).

3.2.3 Iterative approach to searching

We conducted citation searches and citation harvesting from the references of included
studies. We also examined the texts of all documents that had been marked as potentially
useful for reference harvesting during the screening stages. We searched the internet for
further information on, or evaluations of, any interventions identified in these documents,
and found contact details for 50 organizations, which we emailed to request any quantitative
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or qualitative evaluations of the interventions or of their implementation. We emailed our
advisory group, prominent scholars in the field, and a range of NGOs and government
agencies identified as having some likelihood of dealing with gang interventions to locate
further studies that may not yet be published or located in our search. Any new literature of
interest was obtained and assessed for eligibility.

3.3 DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

3.3.1 Selection of studies
Title and abstract screening

As the wider search strategy captured documents that examined a wide variety of youth
behavior problems in low- and middle-income countries, the first step was to search within
the results for terms specific to gangs, allowing the screening to focus on the documents
where either the title or the abstract demonstrated that the document was potentially
relevant to youth gangs. We exported the full search results from EndNote to Microsoft
Access and searched for any occurrence of the gang-specific terms that appear in Table 4.
The search string in Access was a standard Boolean OR string, written in SQL, where the
presence of any of these terms in either the title or the abstract would result in a ‘hit’. This
approach is the equivalent of having performed the original search with the addition of the
following clause: (AND ((TI: gang OR gangs OR maras etc) OR(AB: gang OR gangs OR
maras etc))). The group of studies that contained these terms was considered potentially
eligible and was imported into SysReview, a Microsoft Access database designed for
screening and coding of documents for systematic reviews.
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Table 4: Gang-specific search terms for first step of title and abstract screening

Gang-specific search terms

Gang “Street children”
Gangs “street-children”
Maras “Urban youth”
Pandilla* “Street connected”
“Youth violence” “Street-connected”
“Troublesome youth group” “At risk”

“Deviant youth group” “At-risk”

A team of trained research assistants used a set of inclusion criteria to assess, on the basis of
titles and abstracts, whether the studies returned from the systematic search were potentially
eligible for inclusion in the systematic review. After training to ensure that each reviewer was
adopting the same approach to screening, each document was screened by only one reviewer.
The training included a comprehensive briefing by the review manager, including reading
and discussion of the protocol, followed by each reviewer independently screening a set of 20
studies. The results of the initial screening of the training corpus were then mediated by the
review manager, in consultation with the full review team. Further blocks of 20 studies were
reviewed independently by each member of the review team, and mediated by the review
manager. Once the review team reached an agreement rate of above 95 per cent, the
subsequent screening of each document was conducted by only one reviewer. Any issues or
questions that arose during coding were discussed amongst the review team and the review
manager, and the review manager randomly checked screening decisions to ensure
consistency. Where a document was written in a language other than English, it was
screened by a native speaker of that language where possible. If this was not possible, the
document was translated using Google document translation and screened in English.

The title and abstract screening inclusion criteria were:

all participants are 10-29 years old
2. the study is located in a LMIC, defined according to the World Bank as low- or
middle-income at least 50 per cent of the time since 1987, when the recordings start
3. the document reports on youth gangs

Documents were excluded if the answer to any one of the criteria was unambiguously “No”,
and were classified as potentially eligible otherwise. We erred on the side of inclusivity and
only excluded studies where it was clear that these criteria were not met.

Full text eligibility screening

The full text document was located for all studies screened as potentially eligible at the title
and abstract stage, and attached to SysReview. If dissertations were located that were
potentially eligible for inclusion we contacted the author or their institution for a copy of the
document. In order to narrow down the results of the initial search to the subset of studies
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that specifically focused on preventive interventions in youth gangs, different criteria were
included at the full text eligibility screening stage.

The team of research assistants were trained on full text eligibility screening and each
screened a corpus of 20 eligible studies independently. All screening conducted during
training was double checked by the review manager to ensure accuracy and consistency of
information capture. Screening discrepancies at the training stage were resolved by
discussion between reviewers, in consultation with the review manager if required.

Once training was completed, each document was screened by one research assistant.
However, given the very small number of studies initially screened as eligible, any studies
that were excluded at this stage were then screened a second time by a different researcher,
and any differences in screening decisions were mediated by the review manager.

Where a document was written in a language other than English, it was screened by a native
speaker of that language where possible. If this was not possible, the document was
translated using Google document translation and screened in English.

The full text eligibility screening criteria were:

the document reports on youth gangs

all participants are 10-29 years old

the study is located in a LMIC, defined according to the World Bank as low- or middle-
income at least 50 per cent of the time since 1987, when the recordings start

the study assesses a preventive intervention

the study uses an eligible quantitative study design (including a comparison group)
the study evaluates reasons for the success or failure of the intervention

the study reports on the sampling strategy

the study reports on data collection

© ©N g A

the study reports on the type of analysis
3.3.2 Eligibility of studies for Objective 1 and Objective 2

Documents to address Objective 1 and Objective 2 were drawn from the same search and
screening strategy. The flow of studies for each objective was governed by the responses to
the full text eligibility screening criteria listed above, and documents were allowed to be
included in both the meta-analytic synthesis for Objective 1 and the thematic synthesis for
Objective 2.

Documents were eligible for detailed coding and inclusion in the meta-analysis if they were
coded as ‘Yes’ in each of criteria 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 (above).

Documents were eligible for inclusion in a thematic synthesis of the reasons for
implementation success or failure if they were coded as ‘Yes’ in each of criteria 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7,
8, and 9.

29



3.3.3 Assessment of methodological quality

There were no studies identified as eligible for analysis for Objective 1, therefore no
assessment of methodological quality was conducted for Objective 1.

For the studies included in the analysis for Objective 2, we used a modified version of the
Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) Qualitative Research Checklist 31.05.13, adapted
to deal with descriptive quantitative studies and process evaluations (see Appendix D for
details). The methodological quality of each study was assessed by one reviewer, and all
studies were double checked by the review manager, who was not blind to the assessment.
Coding discrepancies were resolved by discussion between reviewers, in consultation with
the review manager.

We did not include studies where the quality was rated as low. Studies were not excluded
based on a full CASP appraisal, but were excluded based on the ratings on three key items of
the CASP checklist. For the purposes of this review, a study was rated as low quality if the
answer to all of the following items was ‘No’ or ‘Can’t tell’:

e Isthe research design appropriate to answer the research question?
e Was the sampling strategy appropriate to the aims of the research?
e Were the analyses sufficiently rigorous?

Although positive answers to these three questions do not by any means guarantee a high
quality study, this operationalization of low quality provides a minimum threshold of
reporting and analysis for inclusion.4 In practice, no studies were excluded for a low quality
assessment.

3.3.4 Data extraction for meta-analysis

The search and screening process did not locate any studies that were eligible for inclusion in
the review of effectiveness of preventive gang interventions in low- and middle-income
countries. No studies were therefore eligible for meta-analysis. Details of our planned
methods of data extraction, assessment of methodological quality, and methods of synthesis
for Objective 1 can be found in the published protocol (Higginson et al., 2014b). The
remainder of Section 3 discusses the methods used in the qualitative thematic synthesis of
the reasons for the success or failure of intervention implementation.

3.3.5 Data extraction for thematic synthesis

Two review team members with expertise in the analysis of qualitative data conducted the
coding and synthesis of study findings by hand. The eligible studies were initially

4 This operationalisation of a low quality study was suggested by Editor of the Campbell Crime and Justice
coordinating group, David Wilson (personal conversation, 2013).
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categorized according to the type of intervention that was reported. One reviewer read the
full text of each eligible study and recorded all barriers or facilitators of implementation that
were identified by the study authors. In an iterative process, the extracted data was then
tabulated and each study re-examined in light of the collated list to ensure full data capture.
English-language studies were coded by a native English speaker and the Spanish-language
study was coded by a Brazilian-born researcher fluent in Spanish. The iterative process of
data extraction and synthesis was conducted by both reviewers working together.

3.4 METHOD OF SYNTHESIS FOR OBJECTIVE 2: REASONS FOR
IMPLEMENTATION SUCCESS OR FAILURE

To address the second objective of the review and assess the reasons for the implementation
success or failure of preventive youth gang interventions, we conducted a thematic synthesis
of evidence on the reasons for success or failure of the implementation of preventive youth
gang interventions. In this review we aimed to identify mechanisms, activities, people and
resources that mediate between the intervention inputs and outcomes. The synthesis
specifically focuses on practical, policy-focused implications from the literature.

The data on facilitators and barriers extracted from the studies were mapped onto key
themes. Each study was classified by intervention type and the frequency of each key theme
was tabulated across intervention types. The identified factors were examined both within
intervention groups and across intervention groups to examine questions of generalizability.

The synthesis was organised in two parts. The first part was a descriptive analysis. This
included a summary of study characteristics, textual descriptions of the studies, and the
authors’ conclusions about barriers and facilitators of implementation success. The second
part of the review contained a thematic summary. The results were summarized according
to key identified themes, and this section contains an analysis of any barriers and facilitators
of intervention success that cut across the various interventions, and the extent to which the
identified factors were able to be generalized.

3.5 DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PROTOCOL AND REVIEW

In our published protocol (Higginson et al., 2014b) we stated that the thematic synthesis
would lead to the development of logic models for interventions with sufficient data to
enable the construction of a robust model; unfortunately, there were only four studies
identified and they did not assess the same intervention type, so we were unable to develop
any logic models. We had also planned to use Leximancer 4 and NVivo 10 text analytic
software (Leximancer Pty Ltd, 2012; QSR International, 2012) to identify and code the key
themes in the included studies; however, due to the small number of eligible studies located,
this coding was instead conducted by hand.
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4 Results of the search

The systematic search of English language databases yielded a total of 44,312 records, and
the Spanish and Portuguese language search of the Scielo and Lilacs databases provided a
further 10,192 sources. The initial search was designed to provide source documents for
several related systematic reviews, and as anticipated, the search yielded significantly more
hits than were directly relevant to this review. In order to refine the results, we excluded any
document that did not contain one of the gang terms listed in Table 4 (Section 3.3). This
process resulted in the exclusion of 41,928 records, with 2610 remaining to be screened.

The searches in French, Russian, Arabic and Chinese did not generally allow easy export of
results. Some databases allowed an export to Excel, whilst in others no direct export was
possible and the search and screening processes were conducted simultaneously, in the
manner of a grey literature search. The titles and/or abstracts of documents identified as
potentially eligible were screened by a native speaker of the relevant language. None of the
records located in the French, Russian, Arabic or Chinese searches were deemed potentially
eligible at the title and abstract screening stage. Finally, the English language grey literature
search and reference harvesting yielded a total of 291 potentially eligible documents,
bringing the pool of potentially eligible records to be screened for title and abstract eligibility
to 2901.

During title and abstract screening, 2134 studies were excluded from further consideration
on the basis of relevance or duplicate status, and a further 52 documents could not be located
for screening, leaving 714 documents to be screened for full-text eligibility. There were 5
substantive eligibility criteria common to document selection for Objective 1 and Objective 2.
After full-text screening on those 5 criteria, 684 studies were excluded on the basis of
substantive relevance or duplicate status. Documents were screened for each eligibility
criteria in order, and once the first exclusion occurred, no further screening of that document
was done. There were 42 duplicate documents identified in total. After full-text eligibility
screening, 117 documents were excluded because they were not conducted in a low- or
middle-income country. Of the remaining documents, 187 were excluded as they did not
report on youth gangs. A further 320 were excluded as they did not report on a preventive
intervention, and 18 were excluded as the participants did not meet the age criterion.
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Total documents identified in English language
database search (n=44,312)

Figure 3: Flowchart of search and screening process

Non-English language search (French,
Chinese, Russian, Arabic) screened for

eligibility separately (n=0 eligible)

Spanish/Portuguese language database
search (n=10,192)

Documents excluded as neither title nor
abstract contained ‘gang’ terms (n=41,928)

English language grey literature search &
reference harvesting (n=291)

Potentially eligible studies screened for title
and abstract eligibility (n=2901)

Document excluded on title & abstract
(n=2135) (multiple criteria possible):

« Duplicate document (n=99);

> « Book review (n=12)

« Not located in LMIC (n=534);

« Did not report on youth gangs (n=1507);
« Participants not aged 10-29 years (n=7);

Potentially eligible documents to be retrieved for

full-text screening (n=766)

Full-text of document could not be located

——>| (n=52)

Potentially eligible studies screened on full-text (n=714)

Documents excluded at full-text screening (n=684)
(Common criteria for Objectives 1 & 2, first exclusion listed):
« Duplicate document (n=42);
« Not located in LMIC (n=117);
« Does not report on youth gangs (n=187);
« Does not assess a preventive intervention (n=320);
« Participants not aged 10-29 years (n=18)

| |

Documents excluded for Objective 2
Did not evaluate reasons for success or
failure (n=15)

Documents excluded for Objective 1
Ineligible study design (n=30)

\l/ Excluded on method reporting (n=11)

Documents eligible for Objective 1 (n=0) (multiple criteria possible)
« Did not report on sampling strategy (n=9)
« Did not report on data collection (n=9)

« Did not report on type of analysis (n=8)

\

Documents eligible for Objective 2 (n=4)
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At this point the responses to the remaining methodological screening criteria funneled the
documents into those relevant for the meta-analytic synthesis of Objective 1 and those
relevant for the thematic synthesis of Objective 2, with the possibility remaining that a
document may be eligible for both syntheses. None of the remaining 30 documents used an
eligible study design for the meta-analytic review of effectiveness (Objective 1). Of those 30
studies, 15 did not evaluate the reasons for the implementation success or failure, and were
therefore also not eligible for the thematic synthesis (Objective 2). Of the remaining 15
documents, a further 11 were excluded as they did not provide sufficient detail on the
methodology. This left 4 studies that were eligible for inclusion in the thematic synthesis
(Objective 2).

4.1 EXCLUDED STUDIES

The most frequent reasons for exclusion at the full text screening stage were that a study was
not conducted in a low- or middle-income country (n=117), that the document did not report
on youth gangs (n=187) and that the document did not assess a preventive youth gang
intervention (n=320). Of those documents that do assess preventive gang interventions, the
vast majority did not meet minimum methodological standards for eligibility for either
objective (n=26).

Several of the intial searches were conducted on databases that did not allow a search on
abstracts or titles, therefore the full text document was the subject of the intial search.
Subsequently, any references within the document to eligible geographies would have
captured the document, and the geographic constraint of the actual study was often unclear
until the full text screening stage. Many of the studies that were excluded on the basis of
geography were those that reported on gangs in ethnic or immigrant populations in the USA.
Similarly, many of the gang studies conducted in the USA discuss the relationship between
Latin American gangs and gangs in the USA, or the impact of gangs worldwide, and the
study’s focus on a US population was not clear during title and abstract screening. An
example of a study excluded on this criterion is Grant and Feimer’s (2007) study Street
gangs in Indian country: A class of cultures, which focuses on gangs in Native American
reservations in the USA, and not on gangs in India.

A large number of the studies that were conducted in low- and middle-income countries
were not focused on the group based phenomenon of youth gangs. The ‘gang terms’ that
were used to narrow the results of the initial search were broad enough to retain documents
that reported on wider youth phenonema, such as youth violence, at-risk youth more
broadly, and street children. Whilst these terms are often used to describe gangs, they do not
do so exclusively. Many studies examined youth violence, for example, without reference to
this violence occurring in gangs. A large number of studies were excluded because they
focused on street children and social marginalization, but did not situate street children as
gang members or affiliates. Similarly, the term ‘at-risk’ is extremely broad, and whilst it may
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capture youth at risk of gang affiliation, it was more often used to describe young people at
risk of homelessness, abuse or deprivation. An example of a study excluded on this criterion
is Bernat (1999), which examines the criminalization of street children and the state violence
committed against street children in Haiti, yet did not position the street children as gang
involved.

Although there was a large number of documents that reported on the phenomenon of youth
gangs in low- and middle-income countries (n=368), the most common reason for exclusion
was that the study did not assess a preventive gang intervention (n=320). This represents 87
per cent of the identified unique documents relating to youth gangs in low- and middle-
income countries being excluded on this criterion. Many studies described or discussed
youth gangs without reference to interventions, or focused on suppressive interventions that
had no preventive component. An example of a study excluded on this criterion is Adebiyi et
al., (2011), which examines Nigerian secondary school students’ perceptions of safety in the
community and at school, and reports on the prevalence of youth gangs in the community as
a safety issue for students, but does not discuss interventions. A second example is the study
by Biswas et al. (2011), which assessed the factors associated with risky sexual behaviours in
gang-involved youth in El Salvador and the USA. Whilst focusing on youth gang members in
a low- or middle-income country, the only reference to interventions is the authors’
suggestions that their findings “accentuate the need for culturally relevant systemic
interventions that are tailored towards at-risk gang-involved youth” (p.312). A final example
is a paper by Cruz (2010), which examines the evolution of Central American maras and the
impact of hard-line suppressive interventions, and does not report on preventive
interventions.

Finally, of the 30 documents that did meet all the substantive criteria of reporting on a
preventive intervention targeting youth gangs with the majority of members aged 10 to 29 in
low- and middle-income countries, none used an appropriate study design to report on
effectiveness (Objective 1). The majority of these documents reported descriptions of
interventions and an assessment of the interventions’ success, in the opinion of the author or
key informants; however these documents did not report any form of qualitative or
quantitative analyses. Other documents discussed “best practice”, again without reference to
evaluation analyses. Another subset of documents reported a change in youth gang
membership or crime after an intervention, but did not use a comparison group to control
for other factors that may have influenced the results.

Of the 15 documents that evaluated reasons for implementation success or failure, only 4 met
the minimum methodological standard required to be included in the thematic review for
Objective 2. The minimum methodological standard for Objective 2 was that the study must
report on sampling strategy, data collection, and analysis. Eleven studies were excluded from
Objective 2 on one or more methodological grounds: nine did not report their sampling
strategy, nine did not report on their approach to data collection, and eight did not report on
their method of analysis.
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An example of a study that examines a preventive intervention in great depth is Jones’ (1997)
article which outlines the approach taken by the Mexican program JUCONI (Junto con los
Nifos ), and discusses the implications for best practice. This document provides detailed
information on the workings of the program and asserts its success in terms of the
proportion of children leaving the street following contact; however this data on
effectiveness is not compared to a control group, and therefore it is not possible to determine
if this proportion is more or less than would be seen in the absence of the intervention. As a
result, the study cannot be included in the meta-analytic synthesis of effectiveness (Objective
1). Whilst the paper does report on reasons for implementation success or failure, it does not
report on the sampling strategy, data collection, or type of analysis and is therefore ineligible
for inclusion in the thematic synthesis (Objective 2).

The list of excluded studies and reasons for exclusion can be found in Section 9.2.
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5 Results: Synthesis of intervention
effectiveness

As no eligible studies were located, no synthesis of intervention effectiveness was conducted.
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6 Results: Review of reasons for
implementation success or failure

6.1 DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES

Four studies were identified as eligible for inclusion in the thematic synthesis of barriers and
facilitators of intervention implementation. A summary of these four studies follows and a
brief overview is provided in Table 5 (below). The individual studies are described in more
detail in Appendix E.

6.1.1 Population

All four studies were conducted in Latin America and the Caribbean. Brenneman (2009)
conducted field observations and interviews with 63 former gang members in Guatemala,
Honduras, and El Salvador. McLean & Lobban (2009) conducted research in three Jamaican
communities, a household survey of 940 respondents, as well as interviews and focus groups
with key informants. Pastran and Lanzas (2006) conducted focus groups of 24 participants
from six barrios in Nicaragua, as well as semi-structured interviews with project
stakeholders and a document review of project files. Strocka (2009) conducted participant
observation, a pre-post questionnaire, and follow-up observation of 24 participants from
rival manchas in Peru.

6.1.2 Intervention

The four interventions were highly diverse. Three interventions were tertiary, aimed at
assisting gang exit or reducing gang conflict (Brenneman, 2009; McLean & Lobban, 2009;
Strocka, 2009). Brenneman (2009) examined evangelical religious conversion as a method
of assisting gang exit. McLean and Lobban (2009) conducted an evaluation of the Peace
Management Initiative, a program that targets gangs and youth involved in violence through
a combination of mediation, counselling and therapy, and provides social development
programs aimed at bringing together neighbouring communities. Strocka (2009) conducted
a quasi-field experiment evaluating a camping expedition that used social activities,
cooperative activities such as cooking, games, music, drama and sport to bring together rival
manchas under non-violent conditions to reduce conflict. One intervention (Pastran &
Lanzas, 2006) was a secondary intervention aimed at at- risk youth. The project organized
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at-risk adolescents into clubs where they received training and created action plans to
improve their communities.

6.1.3 Study design

Two studies used a purely qualitative study design. Brenneman (2009) used a qualitiative
methodology, coding interviews and observations for common themes. The sample was
selected using snowball sampling. Pastran and Lanzas (2006) used a qualitative
participatory methodology called Systematization of Experiences Approach to distill the
main themes of the intervention. The other two studies used a mixed methods study design.
McLean and Lobban (2009) used a mixed methods evaluative approach, with qualitative
findings guiding the analysis, supported by cross-sectional quantitative survey data, and
police and hospital data. Strocka (2009) conducted a pre-post questionnaire of the
intervention participants, as well as qualitative participant observation during the camp,
along with follow-up observations and conversations with participants.
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Table 5: Summary of key characteristics of included studies

Study Study objectives Intervention Methods of data collection Methods of analysis
Brenneman, Evaluates the impact of Tertiary intervention. Evangelical Interviews & field observations. In- ~ Open-ended coding to allow for
2009 evangelical conversion on gang religious conversion to assist gang exit. depth, semi-structured interviewswith unexpected themes & patterns to
exit. The study sought to 63 former gang members (59 men, 4 emerge. Transcripts were “coded on
understand “what makes a gang women), & experts & practitioners at  several dimensions .... coded
homie trade in his gun for a 27 organisations & ministries. Field paragraph-by paragraph and, in some
Bible?” (p.11) observations of prisons & ‘red zone’  cases, line-by-line for broad themes
neighbourhoods, & evangelical such as religion, family, and violence
conversion campaign targeting gang  as well as more specific sub-themes
members. such as “conversion” and “domestic
violence™ (p.11-12).
McLean &  Independent evaluation of Tertiary intervention. Targets gangs &  Police crime statistics, hospital data  The authors report that analysis “was
Lobban, government programmes aimed at youth involved in violence, through a  of violence related injuries. Field guided by the qualitative findings of the
2009 increasing community safety & combination of mediation, counselling  research in 3 PMI communities, research. Qualitative data were then
security, including the Peace & therapy, & social development. household survey of 940 reinforced by the quantitative findings
Management Initiative (PMI). Incorporates structured activities aimed respondents. Interviews with key of the household survey. In order to
at bridging neighbouring communities  informant at national & local level attempt to identify the outcomes of
& bringing them together. from government, international programmes, the survey findings have
stakeholders, program staff, local been triangulated with police & hospital
partners. Focus groups with data. The emphasis was on identifying
community leaders, young men, “success factors, challenges & lessons
beneficiaries of program services, learnt”.” (p.21)
women & children.
Pastran & Evaluates the project Secondary intervention. Targeted at-  Two focus groups of 12 participants.  Participatory methodology

Lanzas, 2006

Protagonismo de las y los
adolescentes en la disminucion de
la violencia juvenil en diez barrios
del Distrito VI del Municipio de
Managua (Youth leadership in
hindering youth violence in ten
suburbs of the Sixth District of the
Municipality of Managua)

risk youth as leaders & participants of
youth clubs. 150 adolescents were
selected & organised into 10 clubs,
one for each of target barrios. Clubs
elected leaders & received training to
elaborate a local agenda & action plan
to improve their communities, focusing
on issues such as: reproductive health,

18 female, 6 males from six of the
study barrios. Semi-structured
interviews with 6 project
stakeholders. Document review of
project files.

(Systematization of Experiences
approach).
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violence prevention, & youth
leadership.

Strocka,
2009

Study aimed to evaluate the Peru
contact hypothesis, and “test

whether enmity and violent conflict
between manchas could be

reduced by bringing them into

contact with each other under
non-violent and noncompetitive
conditions” (p.108)

Tertiary intervention. Quasi-field
experiment evaluating a camping
expedition with members from two rival
manchas. The intervention “aimed to
change the behaviour & attitudes of
participants and to reduce intergang
conflict” (p.105). The camping
expedition took place over four days in
a bush camp setting outside the city,
involving social activities, cooperative
activities such as cooking, games,
music, drama & sport.

Pre-post questionnaire & participant
observation to record individual &
intergroup interactions. Evaluation
meeting with participants on the final
day. Follow-up via observation &
conversations during the following 3
months. Participants were 25 male
mancha members from 4 different
manchas.

Analysis of survey results using one
way repeated measures ANOVA.
Qualitative data analysis technique not
specified.
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6.2 METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY OF INCLUDED STUDIES

6.2.1 Assessment of methodological quality

Each of the 4 included studies were assessed for methodological quality using the amended
Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) Qualitative Research Checklist tool, shown in
Appendix D. The results of this assessment are shown in Table 6.

Each study reported clearly (if at times briefly) on its methods, and used appropriate
qualitative methods to answer its proposed research questions, although Brenneman (2009)
was not completely clear in its presentation of analyses. Overall, any deficit in study quality
would come about due to the general lack of reporting of relationships between researchers
and participants, conflict of interest, and ethical considerations. None of the studies
comprehensively reported on these aspects of the research; however, this deficit is more
pronounced in McLean and Lobban (2009), Pastran and Lanzas (2006), and Strocka (2009).

As discussed in Section 3, studies were not excluded based on a full CASP appraisal, but were
excluded based on the ratings on three key items of the CASP checklist. Our threshold for
low study quality was that any of the answers to the three highlighted questions (4, 6, & 13)
were No or Can’t Tell (C/T). None of the included studies were assessed as having low study
quality. It is important to note that this does not imply that the studies were high quality
analyses of the barriers or facilitators of implementation of youth gang preventive
interventions. Rather, each study reported clearly on its own aims and analyses. We have
extracted information that is relevant to the aims of this systematic review, but the extracted
information may have been somewhat tangential to the study’s central research question.
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Table 6: Results of CASP assessment for studies included in the synthesis of reasons for

success or failure of intervention implementation

s @
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o s & £
S 4 @ o
@ = a »
1 s the research aim clearly stated? Y Y Y Y
2 Is there a clear link to relevant literature/theoretical framework? Y Y Y Y
3 s the study context described? Y Y Y Y
4 s the research design appropriate to answer the research question? Y Y Y Y
5 Is the sampling procedure clearly described? Y Y Y Y
6 Was the sampling strategy appropriate to the aims of the research? Y Y Y Y
Are sample characteristics clearly reported? (eg. size, location, sample
7 . Y Y Y Y
demographics)
Are data collection methods clearly reported? (eg. focus group, survey,
8 . N . Oy Y Y Y
semi-structured interview, computer assisted telephone interview)
Are data recording methods clearly reported? (eg. video, paper survey,
9 Y Y Y Y
notes)
10 Were the data collection methods appropriate to the aims of the Y Y y Y
research?
11 Are methods of analysis explicitly stated? Y

12 Are the analyses clearly presented?

13 Were the analyses sufficiently rigorous? Y

14 Was trlangu'latlon applied (data, investigator, theory or v v y Y
methodological)?

15 Are the conclusions clearly presented? Y Y Y N
Is the relationship between researchers and participants (and any

16 . e o Y N N N
potential for conflict of interest) explicitly discussed?

17 Were conflict of interest issues appropriately considered? Y CT N N

18 Are ethical considerations related to the research discussed? N N N N

19 Were ethical issues related to the research appropriately considered? N cT  CT  CIT
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6.3 SYNTHESIS OF RESULTS

This synthesis is based on the findings from the data and analysis of the four eligible studies
that identified at least one factor that may help or hinder the implementation of programs
aimed at preventing youth gang violence and youth gang membership in low- and middle-
income countries. Because the studies report on different interventions, we will present a
brief summary of the findings from each study, before highlighting five key cross-cutting
issues.

6.3.1 Promoting gang exit: The Evangelical church. (Brenneman (II), R. E.,
2009)

Brenneman (2009) sought to understand “What makes a gang homie trade in his gun for a
Bible?” (Brenneman, 2009: 11). He conducted in-depth semi-structured interviews with 63
former gang members (59 men, 4 women) in the “Northern Triangle” of Central America
where youth gang violence is pervasive — Guatemala, El Salvador and Honduras. He notes
that the “extended interviews provided first-hand retrospective accounts of joining,
participating in, and eventually leaving the gang from the perspective of the ex-member
himself or herself” (Brenneman, 2009: 300). Brenneman also interviewed experts and
practitioners at 277 organisations and ministries. He undertook field observations of prisons
and ‘red zone’ neighbourhoods, and an evangelical conversion campaign targeting gang
members.

Desistence goes beyond the initial religious conversion and gang exit: It is a lifelong
process. Understanding this commitment is important to successful implementation.

The role of the Evangelical Church in facilitating gang exit is tied to preventing recidivism in
former gang members. Brenneman (2009) cites former gang members as reporting three
basic obstacles to leaving a gang, which are central to the implementation of a gang-exit
strategy through evangelical conversion. Apart from the ‘morgue rule’ whereby gang
members fear they or their families will be killed for leaving, the likelihood of finding
legitimate employment is low. Most gang members have limited formal education. In
addition, they are feared by the general public and locked out of even the most basic jobs.
The third reason cited by ex-gang members was “the addictions associated with la vida loca
(the crazy life)” (Brenneman, 2009: 19). Citing his interviews, Brenneman (2009) suggests
that this makes starting over difficult since “drug abuse, relational conflicts, and an inability
to manage anger not only made finding a job even harder but put them at risk of further
incarceration or elimination by the gang” (Brenneman, 2009: 18-19). Further, he found that
while gang members may ‘leave’, to join the Church, they continue to be monitored by the
gang for life. If they lapse in their dedication to the Church, they become the target of the
gang once again and face the ‘morgue rule’. Brenneman’s research suggests, therefore, that
the Church provides a viable ongoing alternative to gang involvement by enforcing sobriety
and piety, assisting with reintegration into society and employment, and importantly,
providing a ‘free pass’ around the ‘morgue rule’ for former gang members. Although “some
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ex-gang members reported avoiding the ‘morgue rule’ by other means than evangelical
conversion, no exception was as widely referenced as the evangelical escape” (Brenneman,
2009: 16).

Implemention of a gang-exit strategy requires an awareness of the competing attractors of
gang membership

Based on the in-depth interviews conducted with ex-gang members, Brenneman argues that
the Evangelical Church does not play as significant a role in preventing youth joining gangs
in the first place because the attractiveness of gang membership for youth is related to
structural conditions which produce feelings of shame. Brenneman (2009) found that in the
absence of a change to the underlying structural factors that make gang membership
attractive to youth, “religious institutions will be hard-pressed to provide long-term solutions
that keep children from viewing the gang as an attractive alternative in the first place”
(Brenneman, 2009: 25). In analyzing the interview materials, he employs the “theoretical
tools of symbolic interactionism and the sociology of emotions to more carefully specify what
it is about the experience of poverty or abuse that ‘pushes’ youth toward the gang and what it
is about the gang that ‘pulls’ them toward becoming a homie” (Brenneman, 2009: 17).
“Drawing heavily from testimonies of ex-gang members, I argue that joining the gang is not a
one-time, momentary decision but an interactive process” (Brenneman, 2009: 17). From his
interviews with former gang members, Brenneman (2009) found that “disenfranchised
youth are drawn to the gang because it offers the opportunity to avoid acknowledging
feelings of shame, ‘bypassing’ shame through the experience of violence, ‘adult’ pastimes
such as sex and drug abuse, and solidarity from feeling part of a group” (Brenneman, 2009:
18). A gang’s access to money and weapons also makes recruiting and keeping youth easy. An
awareness of pull factors is important to the implementation of gang-exit strategies.

A cornerstone of recruitment of gang members to the Church is the use of converted former
gang members

Based on interviews with stakeholders and ex-gang members, Brenneman argues that the
use of former gang members to recruit new members is a cornerstone of the Pentecotal
Church’s approach. For example, one of Brenneman’s interviewees ministers from his home
through his program “Freed by Christ” and actively encourages gang members to leave the
gang and join the Church (Brenneman, 2009: 10).

6.3.2 Brokering the peace: The Peace Management Initiative (PMI). (McLean,
A., & Lobban, S. B., 2009)

The PMI intervention follows a two-step approach: first the intervention focuses on violence
reduction, followed by livelihood opportunities to address poverty. PMI’s mandate is to
mitigate and defuse community violence. PMI is involved in three main areas of activity:
mediation (for example, brokering peace treaties); counselling (for example, therapeutic and
psychological assistance); and social development (for example, small scale livelihood grants
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to ex-combatants). The PMI intervention was evaluated as part of a larger Government of
Jamaica commissioned study of 10 community security and transformation programs to
establish which methodologies and approaches are influencing progress towards greater
community security and transformation. Of the 10 programs evaluated, only PMI sought
directly to prevent youth gang violence and as such it in the only intervention evaluation
included here.

In order to evaluate PMI, the research team undertook field research in three PMI
communities, conducted a household survey of 940 respondents and analysed police crime
statistics and hospital data of violence related injuries in the PMI areas. They also conducted
interviews with key informants at national and local level from government, international
stakeholders, program staff, local partners and focus groups with community leaders, young
men, beneficiaries of program services, women and children.

PMT’s perceived success is related to its targeting of community priorities through a
bottom-up approach

McLean and Lobban (2009) found that one of the critical factors of PMI is that it adopted a
bottom-up approach to target community priorities (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 55-56). For
example, in the community survey, dispute resolution was an identified community priority
with 76 per cent of respondents saying that improving dispute resolution would have a big
impact on crime and violence in their community. This community priority aligns with the
PMI program aims, where “dispute resolution is at the heart of PMI’s peace brokering work”
(McLean & Lobban, 2009: 60). Not surprisingly, public satisfaction with the program was a
high 85 per cent (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 72), and the vast majority of respondents felt
that PMI had made a significant impact to their safety (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 80). PMI’s
high profile ‘wins’, such as the August Town peace treaty, have made the public aware of its
activities and role and added to public perceptions of its efficacy in reducing gang violence.

There is a need for a joined up approach and an overarching strategy so program
boundaries are clear and interventions can focus on what they do best

The evaluation team found that the lack of an inter-program strategy has impacted PMI in a
specific way, because PMI has no clear downstream and upstream boundaries of the role it
plays. The “assessment team repeatedly heard from different stakeholders that the
organisation is over-stretched” (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 45). In identifying gaps in
program design, McLean & Lobban (2009) argue that, “Because it has established a unique
niche, it is in high demand from the Government to ‘go broader’ and intervene in emerging
conflicts in a wide range of communities. Because of the relationships with warring factions
it develops in communities it comes under pressure locally to ‘go deeper’, remain engaged
and provide development interventions to sustain the peace. The lack of clarity in its
relationships with other programs compounds its challenge as it is unclear who and when it
can ‘handover’ interventions to” (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 47). Based on interviews with key
stakeholders and program staff, the evaluation team likened the challenge of PMI defining
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its role to “that of a runner who ends up having to run all the legs of a relay” (McLean &
Lobban, 2009: 47).

A key to peacebuilding and reducing gang violence involves engaging with the gangs
themselves and making them part of the solution

McLean and Lobban (2009) report that a number of interviewees nationally and locally were
uneasy about “the ethical basis for ‘giving resources to gunmen’ and the police are at times
nervous about PMI’s relationships with ‘shottas™ (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 47). As such,
another gap in program design identified by McLean and Lobban (2009) is the extent to
which stakeholders may not be supportive of PMI’s relationship with the gang members or
shottas because stakeholders do not understand the fundamental role of combatants in the
peacemaking process. The PMI develops relationships with and engages the Don’s and
gangs to broker peace. As a result, PMI actively avoids direct contact with police, playing a
neutral role with staff avoiding outwardly working with the police lest they be seen to be
informers: “working with them, but not getting too close” (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 68).
This strategy allows PMI to access the gangs and build relationships with them over time,
whilst allowing the gang members to play a role in brokering the peace themselves, without
fear of reprisals from law enforcement.

The need to have a grassroots understanding of the complex and often ambivalent
relationship between the local community and the gangs is highlighted in the evaluation. For
example, McLean and Lobban (2009: 87) note that “of the 26% of [survey] respondents who
said that there was a Don in their community, 66% said that this Don does “good or positive
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things””. PMI aims to reduce the influence of gangs in politics and governance. For example,
the researchers found that in August Town and Mountain View, the local governance
structures have emerged out of PeaceCouncils that were formed with the support of PMI to
bring the warring sections of the communities together, and “over time, the membership of
the Council in Mountain View has transitioned from gang leaders to more legitimate

community leaders” (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 66).

6.3.3 Youth leadership in hindering youth violence: Managua, Nicaragua.
(Pastran, 1., & Lanzas, N., 2006)

This intervention aimed to create a basis for adolescents to actively contribute to the
development and reduction of violence (including youth gang violence) within their own
communities. Four NGOs led the intervention consortium, which included other national
and foreign partners including the Nicaraguan Ministry of Health, Ministry of Education,
Ministry of Culture and Sports, The National Police and other community organizations, the
Catholic University of Nijmegan as a technical advisor and CIDENIC — the National
Nicaraguan Agency for Research and Development — as a monitor. The intervention strategy
was to train and form organized groups of adolescents — clubs — in each of ten target
communities. Each club had the same structure with six or seven elected members as leaders
and they would have meetings with the participants where they would elaborate and
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negotiate an agenda to improve their own communities and make quarterly action plans with
specified actions for each of the members. The teenagers received training on how to
elaborate a local agenda of each suburb and turn them into action plans, and they had an
allocated budget administered by the consortium. After that they would gather and elaborate
a common Agenda for the District. In addition to that, adolescents from the target
communities received training in a set of subjects that aimed to address community
problems such as reproductive health, violence prevention, project design, and youth
leadership.

Creating intergroup connections may reduce gang violence

Strengthening the community ties of adolescents with other groups of adolescents was
reported as reducing conflicts between gangs — but only while the connection is active. In
this study, adolescents held sports competitions between different barrios and reportedly
became good friends with teenagers in other neighborhoods (Pastran & Lanzas, 2006: 40).
Based on the content of their interviews, the authors suggest that the potential for violent
conflicts decreased because the claims and demands of young people were addressed though
an alternative channel.

“En Villa Venezuela los jovenes del sector A no se llevan bien con los del G, pero en
los deportes juegan y no hay pleitos, ni roces. Ha disminuido la violencia, porque
antes se agarraban a pedradas todos los dias. A través de los grupos deportivos se
ha logrado una mejor convivencia, antes habia mucho pleitos entre las integrantes
del equipo, ahora estamos mas unidas".

(Adolescente de Villa Venezuela) (Pastran & Lanzas, 2006, p.30)

[Free translation: “In Villa Venezuela the kids from sector A did not get along with
those from sector G, but when they play sports there are no disputes or tensions.
Violence has decreased because before that they would stone fight everyday.
Through the sports groups they have come to getting along better. Before there
were too many disputes among the members of their teams, but now we are more
united.” (Adolescent from Villa Venezuela)]

"Ha disminuido la violencia, la mayoria de los jévenes han cambiado, los que
vienen a molestar son de otros barrios". (Actor social barrio Enrique Schmidt)

[Free translation: It has reduced violence, most young people have changed, those
who come to disturb are from other neighborhoods. (Social Actor/member of the
community neighborhood Enrique Schmidt)]

The involvement of parents is important to interventions involving adolescents
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The authors note that the intervention had limited involvement from parents of club
members and this factor limited the participation and engagement of club members, because
the young people still had a degree of dependence on their parents.

“La participacion de madres y padres en el Proyecto fue limitada, esta situacion
debilité la participacion de los y las adolescentes. El aprendizaje de esto es que
padres y madres juegan un papel importante en la generacién de violencia y
educacion de sus hijos/as.” (Pastran & Lanzas, 2006: 39).

[Free translation: Participation of parents in the intervention was limited and this
situation hindered participation of adolescents. A lesson learned is that parents play
an important role in generation of violence and education of their children.]

Consideration for the role of parents in supporting adolescent involvement in youth
leadership and community development are crucial for sustainability of the initiatives and to
maximize access and engagement (Pastran & Lanzas, 2006: 40). Although this is a clear
conclusion from the study, it is not clear whether this finding is drawn from interviews,
document reviews or focus groups.

6.3.4 A camping expedition with rival manchas: Ayacucho, Peru. (Strocka, C.,
2009)

The Camping Expedition with Rival Manchas in Ayacucho, Peru was part of a much larger,
longer-term particpatory study which aimed to “examine whether, and how, the recent rise
in mancha activity was linked to the previous political violence” (Strocka: 105) and “explore
the characteristics and social functions of the local manchas” (Strocka: 105). The camping
expedition component of the research project constituted an intervention that “aimed to
change the behaviour and attitudes of participants and to reduce intergang conflict by means
of a quasi-field experiment” (Strocka: 105). The camping expedition took place over four
days in a bush camp setting outside the city. Participants were 25 male mancha members
from 4 different manchas. It was designed to find “a way to break the vicious circle of violent
intergroup conflict” and to “test whether enmity and violent conflict between manchas could
be reduced by bringing them into contact with each other under non-violent and non
competitive conditions” (Strocka: 108). The evaluation involved a pre-post questionnaire
and participant observation to record individual & intergroup interactions. Evaluation
meeting with participants from each of the four participating manchas were held on the final
day. Follow-ups via observation and conversations took place during the following three
months.

Contact interventions to reduce tension and violence between gang members may have a
role to play in stabilizing gang relationships and reducing violence as a lead-in to larger
intervention programs aimed at mancheros, but they must be integrated with these
programs to take place immediately prior to or within a few months of program
implementation.
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Follow-up observations and conversations suggested that positive outcomes from the camp
persisted for the first three months following the camp, and some mancheros were even able
to visit one another across turf boundaries. In the three months there was no report of any
violence between the four participant manchas, although all of the participant manchas were
involved in street violence with non-participant manchas during this time. Two of the
manchas implemented the community improvement project they had planned during the
camp with the support of other local community organizations (Strocka, 2009: 128).

However, within a matter of months of the end of the larger project, emails from members of
two of the manchas with the author indicated that “four manchas that partcipated in the
camp are again fiercly fighting each other.” (Strocka, 2009: 129). Strocka (2009) suggests
that the short-term peace following the bush camp intervention was based on the intergroup
contact at an individual level. However, unlike gang membership in other parts of Latin
America, mancha membership is considered a “transitory life phase” with mancha members
“free to leave at any time” (Strocka, 2009: 107). Strocka notes that the partcipants in her
study indicated that they had joined the gangs voluntarily and were free to leave at any time.
The very rapid turnover of mancha membership, through maturing out, imprisonment and
murder mitigates against the longer term sustainability of any change, as individuals leave
the group (Strocka, 2009: 129).

Based on these findings, there may be scope for carefully facilitated contact interventions as
a lead in to education, employment and cultural programs which may otherwise be
destabilized by enmity and violence of different manchas participating in the programs.
However, the author suggests that contact interventions would need to align with and be
timed to precede the planned programs as closely as possible (Strocka, 2009: 129).

Intergroup contact interventions may have the capacity to break down stereotypes about
gangs and gang activity

Partcipants in the bush camp filled in a questionnaire a few days before the camp and
another at the end of the camp. The measure aimed to test for an improvement in intergroup
relations, a reduction in reported negative intergroup emotions, and increase in reported
positive intergroup emotions and a decrease in violent intergroup conflict alongside the
development of friendships between members of rival manchas (Strocka: 114). Mean scores
of perceived relations between the four manchas measured before and after the camp;
between members within each mancha and level of identification with the mancha of origin.

Quantitative assessment of the intervention was based on a one-way repeated measures
analysis of variance conducted to compare relations between the four rival manchas at T1
and T2. There was statistically significant improvement of intergroup relations over time
which corresponds to an effect size of Partial Eta Squared =.67. These intergroup relations
improved on average and for all possible ingroup-outgroup pairs (Strocka: 126). There was
no improvement in intragroup relations or identification with the mancha. The number of
new cross-mancha friendships was also recorded at the end of the camp with only one of 21
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participants indicating that they didn’t make any new friendships (Strocka: 128). Whilst this
quantitative evaluation did not meet the thresholds of robustness for impact evaluation as
there was no control group, it does provide some indication of a change in outgroup relations
that may be due to implementation, particularly as there was no corresponding change in
ingroup relations.

Strocka (2009) argues that the evidence from the study has policy implications because it
demonstrates the possibility of breaking down some of the stereotypes about mancheros and
mancha violence through contact interventions. The author suggests that the study
undermines “widespread assumptions that manchas exist ‘for the sake of violence’ or that

2%

individual members are ‘violent by nature’” (Strocka: 2009: 30). By cooking, learning,
planning and playing together, the study demonstrated the ability of individual manchas to

form friendships across gang boundaries and desist from violence in the short term.
6.3.5 Cross-cutting themes and issues

The limited number of studies which were eligible for inclusion necessitates that all findings
from this review are tentative. Rather than providing a clear menu of best-practices, these
tentative findings should be considered as points for consideration to direct further rigorous
evaluations of programs targeted at youth gangs. The following five themes are noted as
cutting across more than one of the included studies.

1. Interventions at both the secondary (Pastran & Lanzas, 2006) and tertiary (Strocka, 20009;
McLean & Lobban, 2009) levels that target youth at risk and youth gang members must
appeal to youth. The arts, sport, dance and drama were used in three of the four studies to
broker engagement across gang turf and to draw youth together in mutual support to combat
high levels of social exclusion associated with gang membership.

2. Strengthening the community ties of at-risk adolescents with other groups of adolescents
may reduce conflicts between gangs, but only if ties are kept active. Three studies (McLean &
Lobban, 2009; Pastran, & Lanzas, 2006; Strocka, 2009), referenced the fragility of programs
which aimed to bring youth together across gang lines. The fluidity and fragility of youth
gang structure mitigates against longer-term impact of interventions based on individual
contact.

3. The ability of service providers to intervene to provide alternative opportunities for youth
is severely hampered by ongoing violence and gang involvement. Two authors make this
point: Strocka (2009) and McLean and Lobban (2009). Demobilization and reconciliation
activities are at the core of both of these programs as a condition for social and economic
interventions aimed at comparing structural disadvantage. The intervention of the
Evangelical Church in providing alternative social and economic opportunities is also
premised on a cessation on the part of gang members from gang activities (Brenneman,
20009).
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4. The leadership role of gang members and at risk youth in interventions was considered to
be vital. Engaging with gang members and at risk youth and identifying their challenges and
priorities was at the core of each of the four programs. In the contact camping expedition,
mancha leaders were involved in the design and implementation of the program from the
outset (Strocka, 2009). In the case of the PMI, the success of the intervention rested on the
involvement of gang leaders to bring about peace (McLean & Lobban, 2009). In the case of
Evangelical conversion, the church acted as a conduit to ‘unbecoming a homie’, but it was the
gang member’s agency that was required to sever gang ties (Brenneman, 2009). In the case
of the secondary intervention with youth leaders in Nicaragua (Pastran, & Lanzas, 2006) the
youth set the agenda for action.
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<7  Discussion

7.1 SUMMARY OF MAIN RESULTS

7.1.1  Effectiveness of preventive gang interventions

This systematic review was unable to draw conclusions on the effectiveness of preventive
gang interventions, as there was no sufficiently robust empirical evaluations that met the
inclusion criteria.

7.1.2 Reasons for implementation success or failure

The review of reasons for success or failure of the implementation of preventive gang
interventions was a synthesis of the findings from quantitative or qualitative evaluations of
interventions, where the study met three basic methodological benchmarks (reporting on
sampling, data collection and analysis). The search and screening process identified four
eligible studies. There were three tertiary interventions and one secondary intervention, all
of which were conducted in Latin America or the Caribbean, and none of which were
published in peer-reviewed journals. The review synthesized the conclusions, lessons
learned, gaps, and implementation success or failure factors raised by the evaluation
authors. The eligible studies were quite disparate in nature, offering specialized findings for
gang intervention; however, four tentative common themes were identified.

First, for an intervention to be successfully implemented, it must appeal to youth. Programs
that provided alternate avenues of engagement for youth, such as art, sport, dance and
drama were identified as engaging youth in alternative activities, which helped to combat the
social exclusion associated with gang membership.

Second, programs that aim to strengthen community ties can be short lived if the programs
are not sustained through ongoing activities. Bringing together youth across gang lines may
help form inter-group ties whilst the program is underway, but the interpersonal
relationships formed may not be enough to sustain a lasting peace, particularly where there
is high turnover of gang membership. Similarly, gang exit via evangelical conversion is only
respected by the gang for as long as religious involvement is actively maintained.

Thirdly, ongoing violence hampers programs that offer alternative opportunities for youth.
Two of the studies identify that demobilization and reconciliation activities are central to the
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sustainability of social and economic interventions.

Finally, active engagement from gang members and at-risk youth is central to the
implementation of preventive interventions. Each of the studies identified that it was
important to engage the youth and allow them to retain a sense of agency if the program was
to be successfully implemented.

7.2 OVERALL COMPLETENESS AND APPLICABILITY OF EVIDENCE

7.2.1 Completeness of the evidence

This review had a very broad scope — geographically, substantively and methodologically.
Nonetheless, only four studies were identified that evaluated the reasons for implementation
success or failure, and no studies were identified that evaluated the effectiveness of
preventive gang interventions. As such, this review cannot draw conclusions about the
effectiveness of gang preventive interventions, despite the abundance of programs that are
implemented in low- and middle-income countries, and can only draw on the author
conclusions from a very limited number of studies to discuss the barriers and facilitators of
successful interventions.

Despite the extremely low numbers of eligible studies, we are confident that the number of
studies identified is complete in the sense that all eligible studies have been identified. The
search of the published and unpublished literature was extensive and conducted in multiple
languages. The screening process was thorough; to ensure that no studies had been missed
in the screening, we rescreened each study that had been identified as located in a low- or
middle-income country and related to youth gangs in the broadest sense. We conducted an
extensive document harvesting exercise; all interventions mentioned in these documents
were researched and we attempted to identify and contact the agency in charge of the
program. We emailed our advisory group of experts in the field, as well as NGOs and
government agencies that we had identified as being likely to deal with gang interventions.
No further eligible studies were identified.

7.2.2 Reasons for the lack of evidence

It seems there is a lack of studies evaluating the effectiveness of preventive interventions
targeting youth gangs in low- and middle-income countries for three main reasons. Firstly,
much of the literature was focused on the broader categories of youth violence or armed
violence (particularly the literature from African nations), and does not specifically address
gangs or gang membership. Secondly, we suggest that much of the focus of the gang
literature (particularly the literature from Latin America) is more on the lived experience of
the gang member and less on the effectiveness or otherwise of preventive interventions. And
thirdly, there is a large literature that makes claims of intervention effectiveness, but as we
have seen, none of the literature evaluates these claims using robust quantitative study
designs, and only a very small subset (n=4) provide robustly reported qualitative evaluations
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of reasons for implementation success or failure.

Many documents make reference to preventive interventions and their “known”
effectiveness, but frequently this knowledge is theoretically derived, the product of author
opinion, or only supported by pre-post analyses of outcomes with no control group — a
quantitative approach that is associated with a high risk of bias. Many studies examine
interventions that are focused on at-risk youth more broadly, and whilst there may be
applicability to youth gangs, the direct associations are not explicitly tested. Our reference
harvesting exercise searched for any further information on all interventions that were
identified in full text documents, yet we were not able to locate any further quantitative or
qualitative evidence of effectiveness or implementation success.

7.2.3 Applicability of the evidence

It is an understatement to say that the evidence on preventive gang interventions in low- and
middle-income countries is sparse, and with such a small number of studies, it is important
to note that these findings are unlikely to be generalizable. Of note, none of the included
studies were conducted outside of Latin America or the Caribbean, and so this review has no
ability to conclude anything about other geographic contexts.

7.3 QUALITY OF THE EVIDENCE

None of the four studies that form the basis of the review of reasons for implementation
success or failure were evaluated as having a low study quality, based on their assessment
against the Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) Qualitative Research Checklist tool.
It is important to note, however, that these studies are assessed as qualitative research only,
and that any quantitative evaluation components do not reach a minimum methodological
standard. They are therefore of sufficient quality to be used to identify barriers or facilitators
of implementation success, but not to establish whether the programs were actually
successful in reducing gang membership or gang crime.

7.4 LIMITATIONS AND POTENTIAL BIASES IN THE REVIEW
PROCESS

The major limitation of this review is the complete lack of evidence on program effectiveness,
and the very small number of studies identified that assessed implementation success.
Consequently, there is limited geographic coverage about implementation success, and due
to the diversity of the interventions identified, there is no capacity to triangulate the findings
using multiple interventions of the same type. The review identified three tertiary
interventions and only one secondary intervention, with no evidence at all available on the
implementation of primary preventive gang interventions. These limitations are significant.
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It is plausible that with a broader scope to the review that we would have identified more
studies. There are two scope constraints that may have contributed to the limited findings:
the definition of youth gangs, and the restriction to low- and middle-income countries.
Future reviews may wish to expand our criteria to examine other forms of gangs and high-
income countries. Similarly, a synthesis of studies that estimate the prevalence of gangs
internationally would make a strong contribution to the literature.

7.5 AGREEMENTS AND DISAGREEMENTS WITH OTHER STUDIES
OR REVIEWS

There are currently no other systematic reviews of the effectiveness of preventive gang
interventions in either low- and middle-income countries against which to assess our
findings.
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8 Authors’ Conclusions

8.1 IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE AND POLICY

This systematic review searched for both quantitative and qualitative evidence on preventive
gang interventions in low- and middle-income countries, and located a very small number of
studies with which to evaluate the barriers and facilitators of successful program
implementation. For policy-makers and practitioners, we suggest that the key themes can be
used as reminders of the issues that can influence the implementation of a new preventive
gang intervention. The results of the review suggest that secondary or tertiary preventive
gang interventions may more likely to be viewed as successfully implemented where there is:

e arange of program components that appeal to youth,

e programs that offer continuity of social ties outside of the gang,

e arecognition that ongoing violence and gang involvement can severely limit
successful implementation, and

e active engagement of youth, where their agency is embraced and leadership is
offered.

8.2 IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH

This review highlights the lack of robust evaluation research from which policy-makers and
practitioners can hope to identify best-practice in gang reduction in low- and middle-income
countries. It is clear from the results of the search that there is interest in the topic from
academics, NGOs and government agencies; indeed, the review identified over 350
documents focusing on youth gangs in low- and middle-income countries. Similarly, we
know that there is a range of preventive interventions being implemented in the field; the
document harvesting exercise identified 78 specific interventions that were discussed in the
literature.

What is missing is evaluation research methodologically robust that can be used to assess the
impact of preventive interventions. We urge researchers, policy-makers and practitioners to
address this imbalance when new preventive gang interventions are put in the field, and to
incorporate evaluations into the lifecycle of implementation.
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In particular, we encourage future research to include the types of evaluations that can be
used to address causal questions. To establish whether a program is effective in changing a
particular outcome (such as gang membership), the evaluation must control for other
potential influences on the outcome. Ideally, the study design would use a randomized
control trial methodology (RCT), as this is the most rigorous experimental design.

RCTs take a set of subjects or places, and randomly assign each subject or place to one of two
groups: the intervention or treatment group where the program is implemented; or a control
condition where the program is not implemented. When the outcome is measured after the
program has taken place, any difference between the treatment group and the control group
can be confidently attributed to the program.

When it is either impractical or unethical to randomly assign the participants, quasi-
experimental techniques can be used, where alternate sources of impact on the outcome are
controlled for. This can be accomplished by creating two groups that are matched on
important characteristics (again, one with the program and one without) or by taking
measurements of the outcome before and after the program in both groups and comparing
whether the change in the treatment group is different to that seen in the control group.

Unfortunately, these techniques are not yet widely used in the evaluation of crime prevention
programs in low- and middle-income countries. Indeed, gang research in high-income
countries also frequently suffers from a lack of robustness in evaluation. Many researchers
rely on measuring the difference in the outcome before and after the intervention, but only
amongst the participants or location that had the intervention. This pre-post approach leads
to results that are highly biased, as without a control group it is not possible to know whether
the change in the outcome is different to what might have occurred without the intervention,
and is instead simply a reflection of a wider trend.

There are a huge number of preventive gang programs currently in the field, and many
studies that assert their effectiveness. Unfortunately there is no rigorous evidence to
substantiate those assertions. We urge the research community to engage with the
practitioner community and develop a program of rigorous evaluation, both quantitative and
qualitative, in order to establish a benchmark for best practice and to systematically capture
important organizational learning.
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11 Appendices

APPENDIX A: SEARCH STRATEGY STRUCTURE

AANDBANDD
or
CANDD

Concept Search terms

aggression

antisocial behaviour
behavior disorder

behavior problem

bullying

conduct disorder

conduct problem

crime

criminal behavior

disruptive behaviour disorder
externalising

externalizing

gang

homicide

oppositional defiant disorder
school violence

social behavior disorders
violence

violent crime

workplace violence

child
youth
infant

B baby
toddler
adolescent
teenager

juvenile delinquency
C child behavior disorders
school violence
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o Africa or Central Africa or Latin America or Caribbean or West Indies or Eastern Europe or
Soviet or South America or Arab or Middle East or Latin America or Central America

» Afghanistan or Albania or Algeria or Angola or Antigua or Barbuda or Argentina or Armenia or
Armenian or Aruba or Azerbaijan or Bahrain or Bangladesh or Barbados or Benin or Byelarus or
Byelorussian or Belarus or Belorussian or Belorussia or Belize or Bhutan or Bolivia or Bosnia or
Herzegovina or Hercegovina or Botswana or Brasil or Brazil or Bulgaria or Burkina Faso or
Burkina Fasso or Upper Volta or Burundi or Urundi or Cambodia or Khmer Republic or
Kampuchea or Cameroon or Cameroons or Cameron or Camerons or Cape Verde or Central
African Republic or Chad or Chile or China or Colombia or Comoros or Comoro Islands or
Comores or Mayotte or Congo or Zaire or Costa Rica or Cote d'Ivoire or Ivory Coast or Croatia
or Cuba or Cyprus or Czechoslovakia or Czech Republic or Slovakia or Slovak Republic or
Djibouti or French Somaliland or Dominica or Dominican Republic or East Timor or East Timur
or Timor Leste or Ecuador or Egypt or United Arab Republic or EI Salvador or Eritrea or Estonia
or Ethiopia or Fiji or Gabon or Gabonese Republic or Gambia or Gaza or Georgia Republic or
Georgian Republic or Ghana or Gold Coast or Greece or Grenada or Guatemala or Guinea or
Guam or Guiana or Guyana or Haiti or Honduras or Hungary or India or Maldives or Indonesia or
Iran or Iraq or Isle of Man or Jamaica or Jordan or Kazakhstan or Kazakh or Kenya or Kiribati or
Korea or Kosovo or Kyrgyzstan or Kirghizia or Kyrgyz Republic or Kirghiz or Kirgizstan or Lao
PDR or Laos or Latvia or Lebanon or Lesotho or Basutoland or Liberia or Libya or Lithuania or
Macedonia or Madagascar or Malagasy Republic or Malaysia or Malaya or Malay or Sabah or
Sarawak or Malawi or Nyasaland or Mali or Malta or Marshall Islands or Mauritania or Mauritius
or Agalega Islands or Mexico or Micronesia or Middle East or Moldova or Moldovia or Moldovian
or Mongolia or Montenegro or Morocco or Ifni or Mozambique or Myanmar or Myanma or Burma
or Namibia or Nepal or Netherlands Antilles or New Caledonia or Nicaragua or Niger or Nigeria
or Northern Mariana Islands or Oman or Muscat or Pakistan or Palau or Palestine or Panama or
Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Philipines or Phillipines or Phillippines or Poland or Portugal
or Puerto Rico or Romania or Rumania or Roumania or Russia or Russian or Rwanda or
Ruanda or Saint Kitts or St Kitts or Nevis or Saint Lucia or St Lucia or Saint Vincent or St
Vincent or Grenadines or Samoa or Samoan Islands or Navigator Island or Navigator Islands or
Sao Tome or Saudi Arabia or Senegal or Serbia or Montenegro or Seychelles or Sierra Leone or
Slovenia or Sri Lanka or Ceylon or Solomon Islands or Somalia or South Africa or Sudan or
Suriname or Surinam or Swaziland or Syria or Tajikistan or Tadzhikistan or Tadjikistan or
Tadzhik or Tanzania or Thailand or Togo or Togolese Republic or Tonga or Trinidad or Tobago
or Tunisia or Turkey or Turkmenistan or Turkmen or Uganda or Ukraine or Uruguay or USSR or
Soviet Union or Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or Uzbekistan or Uzbek or Vanuatu or New
Hebrides or Venezuela or Vietnam or Viet Nam or West Bank or Yemen or Yugoslavia or
Zambia or Zimbabwe or Rhodesia

¢ LMICs

o developing/less developed/under developed/underserved/deprived/poor countries

o transitional countries
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MeSH
terms:

developing countries

juvenile delinquency
child behavior disorders
social behavior disorders
conduct disorder
aggression

crime

bullying

homicide

child

infant

child health services
child welfare

child behavior

child care

child development

115



Non-English search terms

Chinese

French

Cbullying

fk g [ @

bullying / school violence
Wbl iz | e 2

child behaviour disorder
JLEAT N [B] &

child conduct problems
JUEE S ATREIER / dndT e
child conduct problems + risk
factors

JLESLATRIE + ke E %
conduct disorder

juvenile delinquency

HOEEE | DFEEE

juvenile delinquency + factors
HAOFEERE + fufe R R

juvenile delinquency + risk factors
FAOFIUE + LR R

school violence

158 el kv [R) @A el 2% /)

school violence risk factors

ehd & ) fa B B 5%

young people aggression

AT DEREAT
Adolescent homicide

adolescent homicide

école trouble oppositionnel avec provocation
school Oppositional Defiant Disorder
enfant violence

child violence

jeune risqué

young risky

juvenile délinquance
juvenile delinquency
comportement délinquance juvenile
behavior juvenile delinquency
conduite Afrique

conduct Africa

crime Congo

crime Congo

gang Cote d'lvoire

gang Cote d'lvoire
harcélement/ mobbing Cameroun
harassment / bullying Cameroon
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Arabic

Child

Jik

Youth

Ll

Infant

&=

Baby

C:LA.AJ dA.L:

Toddler

Adolescent / Teenager
B8l

Child development
Jahall et / Jakal) ) sk
Adolescent development
Craal yall 485

Conduct problems

A b (KL

Conduct disorders

48 sl iyl sl
Oppositional defiant disorder
‘;..'a\)ic}ﬂ Lﬁ&;ﬂ\ BIES
Aggression

3l gaellf elaic Y

Bullying

dahlllf Hen

Homicide

JE

Crime

da >

Gang

alac

Violence

Caie

Social behaviour disorders
elaia! ) il el
Criminal behaviour
BRSO FE A

Violent crime

dagiall 230 yall

Antisocial behaviour

Behaviour problem
48 sl JSLE)
Behaviour disorder
S sl bl el

Disruptive behaviour disorder
Tan Al Ol peaill Gl el
Juvenile delinquency
Elaall 7 sia [ ElaalY) Gl )
Child behaviour disorders
Jalall & gl i) laal
School violence

oI (& el [ syl il
Egypt

‘)-AAA

Sudan

O gaal)

Algeria

il )

Morocco

S

Iraq

3 sl

Saudi Arabia

303 grd) Ay el ASLAd)
Yemen

Ol

Syria

L

Tunisia

o

Chad

K\t

Somalia

Il guall

Libya

Jordan

QJ‘)‘Y\

Eritrea

L))

United Arab Emirates
sasiall Ay yall &l !
Palestine

Lebanon

ol

Kuwait
<y oSl
Mauritania




School violence

Ll ) se

psiquiatria infantil
comportamento infantil
comportamento do adolescente
desenvolvimento do adolescente
comportamento do adolescente

weladll = aiell / el aiall Oman

Workplace violence Oles

Jasll (S (8 il Qatar

Sk

Djibouti

TS

Bahrain

ol

Comoros

el e
@ crianca Bullying
C:é” lactente agressao
g adolescente homicidio
g

violéncia doméstica

transtornos do

comportamento

transtornos do comportamento social
transtorno da Conduta

ONNO3UYUOHHOE PACCMPOUCHBEO
Heno6UHOBeHUs.

NPeCcmynHOCMb HEeCOBEPUIEHHOICTHUX
paccmpoicmea coyuanbHo20 N08eoeHUs
IKCMepHAIU3ayusl

banoa

NPecmynHoOCMb HEeCOBEPUIEHHOICTNHUX
Hacuaue 8 wKoje

quadrilha transtorno desafiador de oposi¢do
crime transtorno desafiador-opositivo
comportamento anti-social transtornos do comportamento infantil
violéncia delinquéncia juvenil

S Hacunue pebenox

‘@ 0nno3uYUOHHO-6bI3bIBAIOUCE nosedenue  oemiu

03: 8bl3blearouee onno3uyuoHHoe MOJI00€dCh
paccmpoucmeo MaadeHey
ONnno3uyUOHHO-6bI3bIBAIOULEE p€6€HOK
paccmpoucmeo noopocmox
ONnnNoO3uUYyUOHHOE 6bl3bledrouiee 6leJluH2
paccmpoucmeo azpeccusHoe nogedeHue

Ppaccmpoicmeo noseoetust
AHMUCOYUATIbHOE NOBEOCHUE
ouccoyuanbHoe nogeoexue




< Nifio violencia doméstica

< lactante transtorno da conduta

& adolescente trastorno de la conducta
psiquiatria infantil social
conducta infantil trastorno del comportamiento

conducta del adolescente
desarrollo del adolescente
conducta del adolescente

trastorno desafiante por oposicion
trastorno de oposicion desafiante
transtorno da personalidade anti-social

pandilla trastornos de la conducta infantil

crimen delincuente

conducta anti-social delincuentes

violencia delinquencia

acoso escolar delinquencia femenina delinquencia juvenil

agresion delincuencial

homicidio delincuenciales
Database Search strategy Hits
PsycINFO (Ovid) 1. developing countries/ 4480
1967 to 2013 2. (Africa or "Latin America" or Caribbean or "West Indies" or "Eastern Europe" or Soviet or

"South America" or "Middle East" or "Latin America" or "Central America").hw,ti,ab.
3. (Afghanistan or Albania or Algeria or Angola or Antigua or Barbuda or Argentina or Armenia

or Armenian or Aruba or Azerbaijan or Bahrain or Bangladesh or Barbados or Benin or
Byelarus or Byelorussian or Belarus or Belorussian or Belorussia or Belize or Bhutan or
Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or Hercegovina or Botswana or Brasil or Brazil or Bulgaria
or Burkina Faso or Burkina Fasso or Upper Volta or Burundi or Urundi or Cambodia or Khmer
Republic or Kampuchea or Cameroon or Cameroons or Cameron or Camerons or Cape
Verde or Central African Republic or Chad or Chile or China or Colombia or Comoros or
Comoro Islands or Comores or Mayotte or Congo or Zaire or Costa Rica or Cote d'Ivoire or
Ivory Coast or Croatia or Cuba or Cyprus or Czechoslovakia or Czech Republic or Slovakia
or Slovak Republic or Djibouti or French Somaliland or Dominica or Dominican Republic or
East Timor or East Timur or Timor Leste or Ecuador or Egypt or United Arab Republic or El
Salvador or Eritrea or Estonia or Ethiopia or Fiji or Gabon or Gabonese Republic or Gambia
or Gaza or Georgia Republic or Georgian Republic or Ghana or Gold Coast or Greece or
Grenada or Guatemala or Guinea or Guam or Guiana or Guyana or Haiti or Honduras or
Hungary or India or Maldives or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or Isle of Man or Jamaica or Jordan
or Kazakhstan or Kazakh or Kenya or Kiribati or Korea or Kosovo or Kyrgyzstan or Kirghizia
or Kyrgyz Republic or Kirghiz or Kirgizstan or Lao PDR or Laos or Latvia or Lebanon or
Lesotho or Basutoland or Liberia or Libya or Lithuania or Macedonia or Madagascar or
Malagasy Republic or Malaysia or Malaya or Malay or Sabah or Sarawak or Malawi or
Nyasaland or Mali or Malta or Marshall Islands or Mauritania or Mauritius or Agalega Islands
or Mexico or Micronesia or Middle East or Moldova or Moldovia or Moldovian or Mongolia or
Montenegro or Morocco or Ifni or Mozambique or Myanmar or Myanma or Burma or Namibia
or Nepal or Netherlands Antilles or New Caledonia or Nicaragua or Niger or Nigeria or
Northern Mariana Islands or Oman or Muscat or Pakistan or Palau or Palestine or Panama
or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Philipines or Phillipines or Phillippines or Poland or
Portugal or Puerto Rico or Romania or Rumania or Roumania or Russia or Russian or
Rwanda or Ruanda or Saint Kitts or St Kitts or Nevis or Saint Lucia or St Lucia or Saint Vincent
or St Vincent or Grenadines or Samoa or Samoan Islands or Navigator Island or Navigator
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Islands or Sao Tome or Saudi Arabia or Senegal or Serbia or Montenegro or Seychelles or
Sierra Leone or Slovenia or Sri Lanka or Ceylon or Solomon Islands or Somalia or South
Africa or Sudan or Suriname or Surinam or Swaziland or Syria or Tajikistan or Tadzhikistan
or Tadjikistan or Tadzhik or Tanzania or Thailand or Togo or Togolese Republic or Tonga or
Trinidad or Tobago or Tunisia or Turkey or Turkmenistan or Turkmen or Uganda or Ukraine
or Uruguay or USSR or Soviet Union or Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or Uzbekistan or
Uzbek or Vanuatu or New Hebrides or Venezuela or Vietnam or Viet Nam or West Bank or
Yemen or Yugoslavia or Zambia or Zimbabwe or Rhodesia).hw,ti,ab,cp.

((developing or less* developed or under developed or underdeveloped or middle income or
low* income or underserved or under served or deprived or poor* or foreign) adj (countr* or
nation? or population? or world or region*)).hw,ti,ab.

((developing or less* developed or under de veloped or underdeveloped or middle income or
low* income) adj (economy or economies)).hw,ti,ab.

(Imic or Imics or third world or lami countr*).hw,ti,ab.

transitional countr*.hw,ti,ab.

ORN-7

antisocial behavior/

. conduct disorder/

. exp behavior problems/

. behavior disorders/

. impulse control disorders/

. adjustment disorders/

. violence/

. exp violent crime/

. workplace violence/

. crime/

. criminal behavior/

. crime.mp.

. Crimes.mp.

. criminal*.mp.

. exp homicide/

. homicid*.mp.

. exp perpetrators/

. attack behavior/

. acting out/

. exp gangs/

. gang.mp.

. gangs.mp.

. exp bullying/

. bully*.mp.

. aggress*.mp.

. aggressive behavior/

. (conduct adj1 problem*).mp.

. (behavio?r adj1 problem*).mp.

. (conduct adj1 disorder*).mp.

. (behavio?r adj1 disorder*).mp.

. (antisocial adj1 behavio?r*).mp.
. (anti-social adj1 behavio?r*).mp.
. (oppositional adj1 defiant adj1 disorder*).af.
. (disruptive adj1 behavio?r adj1 disorder*).af.
. (externalizing adj1 behavio?r adj1 problem*).mp.
. externalizing.mp.

. externalising.mp.
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46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.

54.
95.
56.
57.
98.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
1.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
7.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.

externalized.mp.
externalised.mp.
externaliz*.mp.
externalis*.mp.

(childhood adj1 externalizing adj1 behavio?r).mp.

(externalizing adj1 behavio?r).mp.
(externalising adj1 behavio?r).mp.

OR/9-52

exp Childhood Development/
Adolescent development/
Child Welfare/
Child Care/
baby.ti,ab.
babies.ti,ab.
toddler.ti,ab.
toddlers.ti,ab.
adolescen® ti,ab.
adolescent.ti,ab.
adolescents.ti,ab.
adolescence.ti,ab.
child*.ti,ab.
child.ti,ab.
children* ti,ab.
childhood* ti,ab.
childhood.ti,ab.
youth*.ti,ab.
youth.ti,ab.
youths.ti,ab.
student™.ti,ab.
Students.ti,ab.
Student.ti,ab.
teen* ti,ab.
teenager.ti,ab.
teenagers.ti,ab.
boy.ti,ab.
boys.ti,ab.
girl.ti,ab.
girls.ti,ab.
pupil.ti,ab.
pupils.ti,ab.
pupil*.ti,ab.
youngster*.ti,ab.
youngster.ti,ab.
youngsters.ti,ab.
juvenile® ti,ab.
juvenile.ti,ab.
juveniles.ti,ab.
Infant*.ti,ab.
infant.ti,ab.
infants.ti,ab.
young adj1 adult*.ti,ab.
OR/54-96

8 and 53
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http://ovidsp.uk.ovid.com/sp-3.9.1a/ovidweb.cgi?S=MMCLPDKNBGHFBPOIFNNKFCOFPKALAA00&Controlled+Vocabulary=thes+Childhood+Development&

99. 97 and 98

100.exp juvenile delinquency/

101. (juvenile adj1 delinquen*).mp.
102. school violence/

103. OR/100-102

104.8 and 103

Ovid
MEDLINE(R) In-
Process & Other
Non-Indexed
Citations and
Ovid
MEDLINE(R)
1946 to
Present

Ovid
MEDLINE(R) In-
Process & Other
Non-Indexed
Citations and
Ovid
MEDLINE(R)
1946 to Presen
. Ovid
MEDLINE(R) In-
Process & Other
Non-Indexed
Citations and
Ovid
MEDLINE(R)
1946 to Prese

1.
2.

Developing Countries.sh.

(Africa or Central Africa or Latin America or Caribbean or West Indies or Eastern Europe or
Soviet or South America or Arab or Middle East or Latin America or Central
America).hw kf ti,ab,cp.

(Afghanistan or Albania or Algeria or Angola or Antigua or Barbuda or Argentina or Armenia
or Armenian or Aruba or Azerbaijan or Bahrain or Bangladesh or Barbados or Benin or
Byelarus or Byelorussian or Belarus or Belorussian or Belorussia or Belize or Bhutan or
Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or Hercegovina or Botswana or Brasil or Brazil or Bulgaria
or Burkina Faso or Burkina Fasso or Upper Volta or Burundi or Urundi or Cambodia or Khmer
Republic or Kampuchea or Cameroon or Cameroons or Cameron or Camerons or Cape
Verde or Central African Republic or Chad or Chile or China or Colombia or Comoros or
Comoro Islands or Comores or Mayotte or Congo or Zaire or Costa Rica or Cote d'lvoire or
Ivory Coast or Croatia or Cuba or Cyprus or Czechoslovakia or Czech Republic or Slovakia
or Slovak Republic or Djibouti or French Somaliland or Dominica or Dominican Republic or
East Timor or East Timur or Timor Leste or Ecuador or Egypt or United Arab Republic or El
Salvador or Eritrea or Estonia or Ethiopia or Fiji or Gabon or Gabonese Republic or Gambia
or Gaza or Georgia Republic or Georgian Republic or Ghana or Gold Coast or Greece or
Grenada or Guatemala or Guinea or Guam or Guiana or Guyana or Haiti or Honduras or
Hungary or India or Maldives or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or Isle of Man or Jamaica or Jordan
or Kazakhstan or Kazakh or Kenya or Kiribati or Korea or Kosovo or Kyrgyzstan or Kirghizia
or Kyrgyz Republic or Kirghiz or Kirgizstan or Lao PDR or Laos or Latvia or Lebanon or
Lesotho or Basutoland or Liberia or Libya or Lithuania or Macedonia or Madagascar or
Malagasy Republic or Malaysia or Malaya or Malay or Sabah or Sarawak or Malawi or
Nyasaland or Mali or Malta or Marshall Islands or Mauritania or Mauritius or Agalega Islands
or Mexico or Micronesia or Middle East or Moldova or Moldovia or Moldovian or Mongolia or
Montenegro or Morocco or Ifni or Mozambique or Myanmar or Myanma or Burma or Namibia
or Nepal or Netherlands Antilles or New Caledonia or Nicaragua or Niger or Nigeria or
Northern Mariana Islands or Oman or Muscat or Pakistan or Palau or Palestine or Panama
or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Philipines or Phillipines or Phillippines or Poland or
Portugal or Puerto Rico or Romania or Rumania or Roumania or Russia or Russian or
Rwanda or Ruanda or Saint Kitts or St Kitts or Nevis or Saint Lucia or St Lucia or Saint Vincent
or St Vincent or Grenadines or Samoa or Samoan Islands or Navigator Island or Navigator
Islands or Sao Tome or Saudi Arabia or Senegal or Serbia or Montenegro or Seychelles or
Sierra Leone or Slovenia or Sri Lanka or Ceylon or Solomon Islands or Somalia or South
Africa or Sudan or Suriname or Surinam or Swaziland or Syria or Tajikistan or Tadzhikistan
or Tadjikistan or Tadzhik or Tanzania or Thailand or Togo or Togolese Republic or Tonga or
Trinidad or Tobago or Tunisia or Turkey or Turkmenistan or Turkmen or Uganda or Ukraine
or Uruguay or USSR or Soviet Union or Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or Uzbekistan or
Uzbek or Vanuatu or New Hebrides or Venezuela or Vietnam or Viet Nam or West Bank or
Yemen or Yugoslavia or Zambia or Zimbabwe or Rhodesia).hw,kf ti,ab,cp.

((developing or less* developed or under developed or underdeveloped or middle income or
low* income or underserved or under served or deprived or poor* or foreign) adj (countr* or
nation? or population? or world or region®)).ti,ab.

((developing or less* developed or under developed or underdeveloped or middle income or
low* income) adj (economy or economies)).ti,ab.

(Imic or Imics or third world or lami countr*).ti,ab.
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10.
1.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.

54.
95.
56.
57.

transitional countr*.ti,ab.
or/1-8

juvenile delinquency.sh.

(juvenile adj1 delinquen®).mp.

"Child Behavior Disorders".sh.

(school adj1 violence).mp.

(childhood adj1 externalizing adj1 behavio?r).mp.
or/9-13

8and 14

Social Behavior Disorders.sh.
conduct disorder.sh.
(conduct adj1 disorder*).mp.
aggression.sh.
aggress*.mp.

(acting adj1 out).mp.
(aggressive adj1 behavio?r).mp.
(behavio?r* adj1 problem*).mp.

(behavio?r* adj1 disorder*).mp.

(conduct adj1 problem*).mp.

(conduct adj1 disorder*).mp.

(impulse adj1 control adj1 disorder*).mp.
(antisocial adj1 behavio?r*).mp.

(anti-social adj1 behavio?r*).mp.
(oppositional adj1 defiant adj1 disorder*).af.
(disruptive adj1 behavio?r adj1 disorder®).af.
violen*.mp.

(violent adj1 crime*).mp.

exp crime/

crime.mp.

crimes.mp.

criminal®.mp.

(criminal behavio?r*).mp.

bully*.mp

bullying.sh.

gang.mp.

gangs.mp.

homicid*.mp.

homicide.sh.

(externalizing adj1 behavio?r adj1 problem*).mp.
externalizing.mp.

externalising.mp.

externalized.mp.

externalised.mp.

externaliz*.mp.

externalis*.mp.

(externalizing adj1 behavio?r).mp.

or/16-52

exp child/

"Child Health Services".sh.
"Child Welfare".sh.

"Child Behavior".sh.
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58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
7.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.

99

"Child Care".sh.
“Child Development".sh.
Infant.sh.
baby.ti,ab.
babies.ti,ab.
toddler.ti,ab.
toddlers.ti,ab.
adolescen® ti,ab.
adolescent.ti,ab.
adolescents.ti,ab.
adolescence.ti,ab.
child*.ti,ab.
child.ti,ab.
children* ti,ab.
childhood* ti,ab.
childhood.ti,ab.
youth*.ti,ab.
youth.ti,ab.
youths.ti,ab.
student®.ti,ab.
student.ti,ab.
students.ti,ab.
teen*.ti,ab.
teenager.ti,ab.
teenagers.ti,ab.
boy.ti,ab.
boys.ti,ab.
girl.ti,ab.
girls.ti,ab.
pupil.ti,ab.
pupils.ti,ab.
pupil*.ti,ab.
youngster*.ti,ab.
youngster.ti,ab.
youngsters.ti,ab.
juvenile® ti,ab.
juvenile.ti,ab.
juveniles.ti,ab.
infant*.ti,ab.
infant.ti,ab.
infants.ti,ab.

. (young adj1 adult*).ti,ab.

100.0r/54-99

10

1.8 and 53 and 100

EMBASE (Ovid)
1974 to 2013
Using EMTREE

1.
2.
3.

Exp developing country/

(Developing adj1 Countr*).hwti,ab,cp.

(Africa or Central Africa or Latin America or Caribbean or West Indies or Eastern Europe or
Soviet or South America or Arab or Middle East or Latin America or Central
America).hw,ti,ab,cp.

(Afghanistan or Albania or Algeria or Angola or Antigua or Barbuda or Argentina or Armenia
or Armenian or Aruba or Azerbaijan or Bahrain or Bangladesh or Barbados or Benin or
Byelarus or Byelorussian or Belarus or Belorussian or Belorussia or Belize or Bhutan or
Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or Hercegovina or Botswana or Brasil or Brazil or Bulgaria

14260
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SV e

1.
12.
13.
14.

15
16
17
18
19
20
21

0.

or Burkina Faso or Burkina Fasso or Upper Volta or Burundi or Urundi or Cambodia or Khmer
Republic or Kampuchea or Cameroon or Cameroons or Cameron or Camerons or Cape
Verde or Central African Republic or Chad or Chile or China or Colombia or Comoros or
Comoro Islands or Comores or Mayotte or Congo or Zaire or Costa Rica or Cote d'lvoire or
Ivory Coast or Croatia or Cuba or Cyprus or Czechoslovakia or Czech Republic or Slovakia
or Slovak Republic or Djibouti or French Somaliland or Dominica or Dominican Republic or
East Timor or East Timur or Timor Leste or Ecuador or Egypt or United Arab Republic or El
Salvador or Eritrea or Estonia or Ethiopia or Fiji or Gabon or Gabonese Republic or Gambia
or Gaza or Georgia Republic or Georgian Republic or Ghana or Gold Coast or Greece or
Grenada or Guatemala or Guinea or Guam or Guiana or Guyana or Haiti or Honduras or
Hungary or India or Maldives or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or Isle of Man or Jamaica or Jordan
or Kazakhstan or Kazakh or Kenya or Kiribati or Korea or Kosovo or Kyrgyzstan or Kirghizia
or Kyrgyz Republic or Kirghiz or Kirgizstan or Lao PDR or Laos or Latvia or Lebanon or
Lesotho or Basutoland or Liberia or Libya or Lithuania or Macedonia or Madagascar or
Malagasy Republic or Malaysia or Malaya or Malay or Sabah or Sarawak or Malawi or
Nyasaland or Mali or Malta or Marshall Islands or Mauritania or Mauritius or Agalega Islands
or Mexico or Micronesia or Middle East or Moldova or Moldovia or Moldovian or Mongolia or
Montenegro or Morocco or Ifni or Mozambique or Myanmar or Myanma or Burma or Namibia
or Nepal or Netherlands Antilles or New Caledonia or Nicaragua or Niger or Nigeria or
Northern Mariana Islands or Oman or Muscat or Pakistan or Palau or Palestine or Panama
or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Philipines or Phillipines or Phillippines or Poland or
Portugal or Puerto Rico or Romania or Rumania or Roumania or Russia or Russian or
Rwanda or Ruanda or Saint Kitts or St Kitts or Nevis or Saint Lucia or St Lucia or Saint Vincent
or St Vincent or Grenadines or Samoa or Samoan Islands or Navigator Island or Navigator
Islands or Sao Tome or Saudi Arabia or Senegal or Serbia or Montenegro or Seychelles or
Sierra Leone or Slovenia or Sri Lanka or Ceylon or Solomon Islands or Somalia or South
Africa or Sudan or Suriname or Surinam or Swaziland or Syria or Tajikistan or Tadzhikistan
or Tadjikistan or Tadzhik or Tanzania or Thailand or Togo or Togolese Republic or Tonga or
Trinidad or Tobago or Tunisia or Turkey or Turkmenistan or Turkmen or Uganda or Ukraine
or Uruguay or USSR or Soviet Union or Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or Uzbekistan or
Uzbek or Vanuatu or New Hebrides or Venezuela or Vietnam or Viet Nam or West Bank or
Yemen or Yugoslavia or Zambia or Zimbabwe or Rhodesia).hw,ti,ab,cp.

((developing or less* developed or under developed or underdeveloped or middle income or
low* income or underserved or under served or deprived or poor* or foreign) adj1 (countr* or
nation? or population? or world or region®)).ti,ab.

((developing or less* developed or under developed or underdeveloped or middle income or
low* income) adj1 (economy or economies)).ti,ab.

(low adj3 middle adj1 countr*).ti,ab.

(Imic or Imics or third world or lami countr*).ti,ab.

(transitional countr*).ti,ab.

or/1-9

exp delinquency/

(juvenile adj1 delinquen®).mp.
(school adj1 violence).mp.
or/11-13

(conduct adj1 problem*).mp.

(conduct adj1 disorder*).mp.

(behavio?r* adj1 problem*).mp.

(behavio?r adj1 disorder*).mp.

(oppositional adj1 defiant adj1 disorder*).af.
(disruptive adj1 behavio?r adj1 disorder*).af.
(impulse adj1 control adj1 disorder*).mp.
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22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
95.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.

1.
72.
73.
74.

(criminal adj1 behavio?r*).mp.
(violent adj1 crime*).mp.
homicid*.mp.
homicide.mp.
homicides.mp.

conduct disorder/
aggression.mp.
aggressive.mp.
aggress*.mp.
violen*.mp.

violent.mp.

violence.mp.

crime.mp.

crimes.mp

criminal®.mp.

gang.mp.

gangs.mp.

bully*.mp.

bully.mp.

bullying.mp.

(aggressive adj1 behavio?r).mp.
(antisocial adj1 behavio?r).mp.
(anti-social adj1 behavio?r*).mp.

exp aggression/
homicide/

gang/

crime/

criminal behavior/
abnormal behavior/
behavior disorder/
disruptive behaviour/
criminology/

homicide/

acting out/

violence/

workplace violence/
impulse control disorder/
oppositional defiant disorder/
conduct disorder/

(externalizing adj1 behavio?r adj1 problem*).mp.

(externalizing adj1 behavio?r)
(externalising adj1 behavio?r)
externalizing.mp.
externalising.mp.
externalized.mp.
externalised.mp.
externaliz*.mp.
externalis*.mp.

or/15-69

exp child/
adolescent.sh.
Infant.sh.
baby.ti,ab.

.mp.
.mp.
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75. babies.ti,ab.
76. toddler.ti,ab.
77. toddlers.ti,ab.
78. adolescen® ti,ab.
79. adolescent.ti,ab.
80. adolescents.ti,ab.
81. adolescence.ti,ab.
82. child*.ti,ab.

83. child.ti,ab.

84. children®.ti,ab.
85. childhood* ti,ab.
86. childhood.ti,ab.
87. youth™.ti,ab.

88. youth.ti,ab.

89. youths.ti,ab.
90. student®.ti,ab.
91. students.ti,ab.
92. student.ti,ab.
93. teen*.ti,ab.

94. teenager.ti,ab.
95. teenagers.ti,ab.
96. boy.ti,ab.

97. boys.ti,ab.

98. girl.ti,ab.

99. qgirls.ti,ab.
100.pupil.ti,ab.
101.pupils.ti,ab.
102.pupil*.ti,ab.
103.youngster*.ti,ab.
104.youngster.ti,ab.
105.youngsters.ti,ab.
106.juvenile*.ti,ab.
107.juvenile.ti,ab.
108.juveniles.ti,ab.
109.Infant* ti,ab.
110.infant.ti,ab.
111.infants.ti,ab.
112.(young adj1 adult*).ti,ab.
113.0r/71-112
114.10 and 70
115.113 and 114

CINAHL 1. Tl (“developing country” or “developing countries” or “developing nation” or “developing 3052

(EBSCO) nations” or less* W1 “developed country” or less* W1 “developed countries” or less* W1
“developed nation” or less* W1 “developed nations” or “third world” or “under developed” or
“middle income” or “low income” or “underserved country” or “underserved countries” or
“underserved nation” or “underserved nations” or “under served country” or “under served
countries” or “under served nation” or “under served nations” or “underserved population” or
“underserved populations” or “under served population” or “under served populations” or
“deprived country” or “deprived countries” or “deprived nation” or “deprived nations” or poor*
W1 country or poor* W1 countries or poor* W1 nation* or poor* W1 population® or Imic or
Imics)
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. AB (“developing country” or “developing countries” or “developing nation” or “developing
nations” or less* W1 “developed country” or less* W1 “developed countries” or less* W1
“developed nation” or less* W1 “developed nations” or “third world” or “under developed” or
“middle income” or “low income” or “underserved country” or “underserved countries” or
“underserved nation” or “underserved nations” or “under served country” or “under served
countries” or “under served nation” or “under served nations” or “underserved population” or
“underserved populations” or “under served population” or “under served populations” or
“deprived country” or “deprived countries” or “deprived nation” or “deprived nations” or poor*
W1 country or poor* W1 countries or poor* W1 nation* or poor* W1 population* or Imic or
Imics)

. MW (Afghanistan or Bangladesh or Benin or “Burkina Faso” or Burundi or Cambodia or
“Central African Republic” or Chad or Comoros or Congo or “Cote d’Ivoire” or Eritrea or
Ethiopia or Gambia or Ghana or Guinea or Haiti or India or Kenya or Korea or Kyrgyz or
Kyrgyzstan or Lao or Laos or Liberia or Madagascar or Malawi or Mali or Mauritania or
Melanesia or Mongolia or Mozambique or Burma or Myanmar or Nepal or Niger or Nigeria or
Pakistan or Rwanda or “Salomon Islands” or “Sao Tome” or Senegal or “Sierra Leone” or
Somalia or Sudan or Tajikistan or Tanzania or Timor or Togo or Uganda or Uzbekistan or
Vietnam or “Viet Nam” or Yemen or Zambia or Zimbabwe)

. Tl (Afghanistan or Bangladesh or Benin or “Burkina Faso” or Burundi or Cambodia or “Central
African Republic” or Chad or Comoros or Congo or “Cote d'lvoire” or Eritrea or Ethiopia or
Gambia or Ghana or Guinea or Haiti or India or Kenya or Korea or Kyrgyz or Kyrgyzstan or
Lao or Laos or Liberia or Madagascar or Malawi or Mali or Mauritania or Melanesia or Mongolia
or Mozambique or Burma or Myanmar or Nepal or Niger or Nigeria or Pakistan or Rwanda or
“Salomon lIslands” or “Sao Tome” or Senegal or “Sierra Leone” or Somalia or Sudan or
Tajikistan or Tanzania or Timor or Togo or Uganda or Uzbekistan or Vietnam or “Viet Nam” or
Yemen or Zambia or Zimbabwe)

. AB (Afghanistan or Bangladesh or Benin or “Burkina Faso” or Burundi or Cambodia or “Central
African Republic” or Chad or Comoros or Congo or “Cote d'lvoire” or Eritrea or Ethiopia or
Gambia or Ghana or Guinea or Haiti or India or Kenya or Korea or Kyrgyz or Kyrgyzstan or
Lao or Laos or Liberia or Madagascar or Malawi or Mali or Mauritania or Melanesia or Mongolia
or Mozambique or Burma or Myanmar or Nepal or Niger or Nigeria or Pakistan or Rwanda or
“Salomon Islands” or “Sao Tome” or Senegal or “Sierra Leone” or Somalia or Sudan or
Tajikistan or Tanzania or Timor or Togo or Uganda or Uzbekistan or Vietnam or “Viet Nam” or
Yemen or Zambia or Zimbabwe)

. MW (Albania or Algeria or Angola or Armenia or Azerbaijan or Belarus or Bhutan or Bolivia or
Bosnia or Herzegovina or “Cape Verde” or Cameroon or China or Colombia or Congo or Cuba
or Djibouti or “Dominican Republic” or Ecuador or Egypt or “El Salvador” or Fiji or Gaza or
Georgia or Guam or Guatemala or Guyana or Honduras or “Indian Ocean Islands” or Indonesia
or Iran or lraq or Jamaica or Jordan or Kiribati or Lesotho or Macedonia or Maldives or
‘Marshall Islands” or Micronesia or “Middle East” or Moldova or Morocco or Namibia or
Nicaragua or Palestin® or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Samoa or “Sri Lanka” or
Suriname or Swaziland or Syria or “Syrian Arab Republic” or Thailand or Tonga or Tunisia or
Turkmenistan or Ukraine or Vanuatu or “West Bank” ) or Tl ( Albania or Algeria or Angola or
Armenia or Azerbaijan or Belarus or Bhutan or Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or “Cape
Verde” or Cameroon or China or Colombia or Congo or Cuba or Djibouti or “Dominican
Republic’ or Ecuador or Egypt or “El Salvador” or Fiji or Gaza or Georgia or Guam or
Guatemala or Guyana or Honduras or “Indian Ocean Islands” or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or
Jamaica or Jordan or Kiribati or Lesotho or Macedonia or Maldives or “Marshall Islands” or
Micronesia or “Middle East” or Moldova or Morocco or Namibia or Nicaragua or Palestin* or
Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Samoa or “Sri Lanka” or Suriname or Swaziland or Syria

128



or “Syrian Arab Republic” or Thailand or Tonga or Tunisia or Turkmenistan or Ukraine or
Vanuatu or “West Bank” Albania or Algeria or Angola or Armenia or Azerbaijan or Belarus or
Bhutan or Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or “Cape Verde” or Cameroon or China or
Colombia or Congo or Cuba or Djibouti or “Dominican Republic” or Ecuador or Egypt or “El
Salvador” or Fiji or Gaza or Georgia or Guam or Guatemala or Guyana or Honduras or “Indian
Ocean Islands” or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or Jamaica or Jordan or Kiribati or Lesotho or
Macedonia or Maldives or “Marshall Islands” or Micronesia or “Middle East” or Moldova or
Morocco or Namibia or Nicaragua or Palestin* or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Samoa
or “Sri Lanka” or Suriname or Swaziland or Syria or “Syrian Arab Republic” or Thailand or
Tonga or Tunisia or Turkmenistan or Ukraine or Vanuatu or “West Bank”)

7. AB (Albania or Algeria or Angola or Armenia or Azerbaijan or Belarus or Bhutan or Bolivia or
Bosnia or Herzegovina or “Cape Verde” or Cameroon or China or Colombia or Congo or Cuba
or Dijibouti or “Dominican Republic” or Ecuador or Egypt or “El Salvador” or Fiji or Gaza or
Georgia or Guam or Guatemala or Guyana or Honduras or “Indian Ocean Islands” or Indonesia
or Iran or lraq or Jamaica or Jordan or Kiribati or Lesotho or Macedonia or Maldives or
“Marshall Islands” or Micronesia or “Middle East” or Moldova or Morocco or Namibia or
Nicaragua or Palestin® or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Samoa or “Sri Lanka” or
Suriname or Swaziland or Syria or “Syrian Arab Republic” or Thailand or Tonga or Tunisia or
Turkmenistan or Ukraine or Vanuatu or “West Bank”)

8. MW (“American Samoa” or Argentina or Belize or Botswana or Brazil or Bulgaria or Chile or
Comoros or “Costa Rica” or Croatia or Dominica or Guinea or Gabon or Grenada or
Grenadines or Hungary or Kazakhstan or Latvia or Lebanon or Libia or libyan or Libya or
Lithuania or Malaysia or Mauritius or Mayotte or Mexico or Micronesia or Montenegro or Nevis
or “Northern Mariana Islands” or Oman or Palau or Panama or Poland or Romania or Russia
or “Russian Federation” or Samoa or “Saint Lucia” or “St Lucia” or “Saint Kitts” or “St Kitts” or
“Saint Vincent” or “St Vincent” or Serbia or Seychelles or Slovakia or “Slovak Republic” or
“South Africa” or Turkey or Uruguay or Venezuela or Yugoslavia)

9. TI (“American Samoa” or Argentina or Belize or Botswana or Brazil or Bulgaria or Chile or
Comoros or “Costa Rica” or Croatia or Dominica or Guinea or Gabon or Grenada or
Grenadines or Hungary or Kazakhstan or Latvia or Lebanon or Libia or libyan or Libya or
Lithuania or Malaysia or Mauritius or Mayotte or Mexico or Micronesia or Montenegro or Nevis
or “Northern Mariana Islands” or Oman or Palau or Panama or Poland or Romania or Russia
or “Russian Federation” or Samoa or “Saint Lucia” or “St Lucia” or “Saint Kitts” or “St Kitts” or
“Saint Vincent” or “St Vincent” or Serbia or Seychelles or Slovakia or “Slovak Republic” or
“South Africa” or Turkey or Uruguay or Venezuela or Yugoslavia)

10.AB (“American Samoa” or Argentina or Belize or Botswana or Brazil or Bulgaria or Chile or
Comoros or “Costa Rica” or Croatia or Dominica or Guinea or Gabon or Grenada or
Grenadines or Hungary or Kazakhstan or Latvia or Lebanon or Libia or libyan or Libya or
Lithuania or Malaysia or Mauritius or Mayotte or Mexico or Micronesia or Montenegro or Nevis
or “Northern Mariana Islands” or Oman or Palau or Panama or Poland or Romania or Russia
or “Russian Federation” or Samoa or “Saint Lucia” or “St Lucia” or “Saint Kitts” or “St Kitts” or
“Saint Vincent” or “St Vincent” or Serbia or Seychelles or Slovakia or “Slovak Republic” or
“South Africa” or Turkey or Uruguay or Venezuela or Yugoslavia)

11.TI (Africa or Asia or “South America” or “Latin America” or “Central America”)
12.AB (Africa or Asia or “South America” or “Latin America” or “Central America”)

13.(MH “Asiat”)
14.(MH “West Indies+”)
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15.(MH “South America+")
16.(MH “Latin America”)
17.(MH “Central America+”)
18.(MH “Africat”)

19.(MH “Developing Countries”)

20.  or/1-19

21.(MH "Juvenile Delinquency")
22.AB (juvenile N1 delinquen®)
23.AB (school N1 violence)
24.(MH "Juvenile Offenders+")
25.(MH "Child Behavior Disorders")
26. or/21-25

27. 20 and 26

28.(MH "Aggression")

29.(MH "Social Behavior Disorders")
30.(MH "Crime")

31.(MH "Violence")

32.(MH "Homicide")

33.(MH "Assault and Battery")
34.(MH "Aggression+")

35.AB (conduct N1 problem®)
36.AB (behavio#r N1 problem®)
37.AB (antisocial N1 behavio#r)
38.AB (disruptive N1 behavio#r)
39.AB (conduct N1 disorder*)
40.AB (behavio#r N1 disorder*)
41.AB (aggressive N1 behavio#r)
42.AB (aggression)

43.AB (aggressive)

44 AB (antisocial N1 behavio#r)
45.AB (anti-social N1 behavio#r)
46.AB (gang)

47.AB (gangs)

48.AB (criminal N1 behavio#r)
49.AB (violent N1 crime)

50.AB (homicid*)

51.AB (violence)

52.AB (violent)

53.AB (crime)

54.AB (crimes)

55.AB (criminal*)

56.AB (bully)

57.AB (bullying)

58.AB (delinquent®)

60.AB
61.7X
62.TX
63.AB
64.AB
65.AB

delinquenc®)

oppositional N1 defiant N1 disorder*)
disruptive N1 behavio#r N1 disorder®)
externalizing N1 behavio#r N1 problem®)
externalizing)

externalising)

PNy
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66.AB (externalized)
67.AB (externalised)
68.AB (externaliz*)
69.AB (externalis®)
(

70.AB (externalizing N1 behavio#r)
71.AB (externalising N1 behavio#r)

72.0r [28-71
73.20 AND 72

74.(MH " Child+")
75.(MH "Adolescence")
76.AB (Adolescen®)
77.AB (Adolescence)
78.AB (Adolescent)
79.AB (adolescents)
80.AB (Child*)
81.AB (child)
82.AB (children)
83.AB (childhood)
84.AB (youth*)
85.AB (youth)
86.AB (youths)
87.AB (student®)
88.AB (Students)

89.AB (Student)

90.AB (teen®)

91.AB (teenager)

92.AB (teenagers)

93.AB (boy*)

94.AB (boy)

95.AB (boys)

96.AB (girl*)

97.AB (girl)

98.AB (girls)

99.AB (pupil)

100.  AB (pupils)

101.  AB (pupil*)

102.  AB (youngster®)
103.  AB (youngster)
104. AB (youngsters)
105.  AB (juvenile®)

106. AB (juvenile)

107.  AB (juveniles)

108. AB (young N1 adult®)

109. AB (infant)
110.  AB (infants)
111.  AB (infant)
112.  AB (baby*)
113.  AB (baby)
114.  AB (babies)
115.  AB (toddler)
116. AB (toddler*)
AB (

17. toddlers)
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118.  or/74-117
119. 20 and 118

Criminal Justice 1. Tl (“developing country” or “developing countries” or “developing nation” or “developing 4,168
Abstracts nations” or less* W1 “developed country” or less* W1 “developed countries” or less* W1
(EBSCOHost) “developed nation” or less* W1 “developed nations” or “third world” or “under developed” or

“middle income” or “low income” or “underserved country” or “‘underserved countries” or
“underserved nation” or “underserved nations” or “under served country” or “under served
countries” or “under served nation” or “under served nations” or “underserved population” or
“underserved populations” or “under served population” or “under served populations” or
“deprived country” or “deprived countries” or “deprived nation” or “deprived nations” or poor*
W1 country or poor* W1 countries or poor* W1 nation* or poor* W1 population® or Imic or
Imics)

2. AB (“developing country” or “developing countries” or “developing nation” or “developing
nations” or less* W1 “developed country” or less* W1 “developed countries” or less* W1
“developed nation” or less* W1 “developed nations” or “third world” or “under developed” or
“middle income” or “low income” or “underserved country” or “underserved countries” or
“underserved nation” or “underserved nations” or “under served country” or “under served
countries” or “under served nation” or “under served nations” or “underserved population” or
“underserved populations” or “under served population” or “under served populations” or
“deprived country” or “deprived countries” or “deprived nation” or “deprived nations” or poor*
W1 country or poor* W1 countries or poor* W1 nation* or poor* W1 population* or Imic or
Imics)

3. MW (Afghanistan or Bangladesh or Benin or “Burkina Faso” or Burundi or Cambodia or
“Central African Republic” or Chad or Comoros or Congo or “Cote d’Ivoire” or Eritrea or
Ethiopia or Gambia or Ghana or Guinea or Haiti or India or Kenya or Korea or Kyrgyz or
Kyrgyzstan or Lao or Laos or Liberia or Madagascar or Malawi or Mali or Mauritania or
Melanesia or Mongolia or Mozambique or Burma or Myanmar or Nepal or Niger or Nigeria or
Pakistan or Rwanda or “Salomon Islands” or “Sao Tome” or Senegal or “Sierra Leone” or
Somalia or Sudan or Tajikistan or Tanzania or Timor or Togo or Uganda or Uzbekistan or
Vietnam or “Viet Nam” or Yemen or Zambia or Zimbabwe)

4. TI (Afghanistan or Bangladesh or Benin or “Burkina Faso” or Burundi or Cambodia or “Central
African Republic” or Chad or Comoros or Congo or “Cote d'lvoire” or Eritrea or Ethiopia or
Gambia or Ghana or Guinea or Haiti or India or Kenya or Korea or Kyrgyz or Kyrgyzstan or
Lao or Laos or Liberia or Madagascar or Malawi or Mali or Mauritania or Melanesia or Mongolia
or Mozambique or Burma or Myanmar or Nepal or Niger or Nigeria or Pakistan or Rwanda or
“‘Salomon Islands” or “Sao Tome” or Senegal or “Sierra Leone” or Somalia or Sudan or
Tajikistan or Tanzania or Timor or Togo or Uganda or Uzbekistan or Vietnam or “Viet Nam” or
Yemen or Zambia or Zimbabwe)

5. AB (Afghanistan or Bangladesh or Benin or “Burkina Faso” or Burundi or Cambodia or “Central
African Republic” or Chad or Comoros or Congo or “Cote d’Ivoire” or Eritrea or Ethiopia or
Gambia or Ghana or Guinea or Haiti or India or Kenya or Korea or Kyrgyz or Kyrgyzstan or
Lao or Laos or Liberia or Madagascar or Malawi or Mali or Mauritania or Melanesia or Mongolia
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or Mozambique or Burma or Myanmar or Nepal or Niger or Nigeria or Pakistan or Rwanda or
“Salomon lIslands” or “Sao Tome” or Senegal or “Sierra Leone” or Somalia or Sudan or
Tajikistan or Tanzania or Timor or Togo or Uganda or Uzbekistan or Vietnam or “Viet Nam” or
Yemen or Zambia or Zimbabwe)

MW (Albania or Algeria or Angola or Armenia or Azerbaijan or Belarus or Bhutan or Bolivia or
Bosnia or Herzegovina or “Cape Verde” or Cameroon or China or Colombia or Congo or Cuba
or Djibouti or “Dominican Republic” or Ecuador or Egypt or “El Salvador” or Fiji or Gaza or
Georgia or Guam or Guatemala or Guyana or Honduras or “Indian Ocean Islands” or Indonesia
or Iran or Iraq or Jamaica or Jordan or Kiribati or Lesotho or Macedonia or Maldives or
“Marshall Islands” or Micronesia or “Middle East” or Moldova or Morocco or Namibia or
Nicaragua or Palestin® or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Samoa or “Sri Lanka” or
Suriname or Swaziland or Syria or “Syrian Arab Republic” or Thailand or Tonga or Tunisia or
Turkmenistan or Ukraine or Vanuatu or “West Bank” ) or Tl ( Albania or Algeria or Angola or
Armenia or Azerbaijan or Belarus or Bhutan or Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or “Cape
Verde” or Cameroon or China or Colombia or Congo or Cuba or Djibouti or “Dominican
Republic’ or Ecuador or Egypt or “El Salvador’ or Fiji or Gaza or Georgia or Guam or
Guatemala or Guyana or Honduras or “Indian Ocean Islands” or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or
Jamaica or Jordan or Kiribati or Lesotho or Macedonia or Maldives or “Marshall Islands” or
Micronesia or “Middle East” or Moldova or Morocco or Namibia or Nicaragua or Palestin® or
Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Samoa or “Sri Lanka” or Suriname or Swaziland or Syria
or “Syrian Arab Republic” or Thailand or Tonga or Tunisia or Turkmenistan or Ukraine or
Vanuatu or “West Bank” Albania or Algeria or Angola or Armenia or Azerbaijan or Belarus or
Bhutan or Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or “Cape Verde” or Cameroon or China or
Colombia or Congo or Cuba or Djibouti or “Dominican Republic” or Ecuador or Egypt or “El
Salvador” or Fiji or Gaza or Georgia or Guam or Guatemala or Guyana or Honduras or “Indian
Ocean Islands” or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or Jamaica or Jordan or Kiribati or Lesotho or
Macedonia or Maldives or “Marshall Islands” or Micronesia or “Middle East” or Moldova or
Morocco or Namibia or Nicaragua or Palestin* or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Samoa
or “Sri Lanka” or Suriname or Swaziland or Syria or “Syrian Arab Republic” or Thailand or
Tonga or Tunisia or Turkmenistan or Ukraine or Vanuatu or “West Bank”)

AB (Albania or Algeria or Angola or Armenia or Azerbaijan or Belarus or Bhutan or Bolivia or
Bosnia or Herzegovina or “Cape Verde” or Cameroon or China or Colombia or Congo or Cuba
or Djibouti or “Dominican Republic” or Ecuador or Egypt or “El Salvador” or Fiji or Gaza or
Georgia or Guam or Guatemala or Guyana or Honduras or “Indian Ocean Islands” or Indonesia
or Iran or Iraq or Jamaica or Jordan or Kiribati or Lesotho or Macedonia or Maldives or
“Marshall Islands” or Micronesia or “Middle East” or Moldova or Morocco or Namibia or
Nicaragua or Palestin® or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Samoa or “Sri Lanka” or
Suriname or Swaziland or Syria or “Syrian Arab Republic” or Thailand or Tonga or Tunisia or
Turkmenistan or Ukraine or Vanuatu or “West Bank”)

MW (*American Samoa” or Argentina or Belize or Botswana or Brazil or Bulgaria or Chile or
Comoros or “Costa Rica” or Croatia or Dominica or Guinea or Gabon or Grenada or
Grenadines or Hungary or Kazakhstan or Latvia or Lebanon or Libia or libyan or Libya or
Lithuania or Malaysia or Mauritius or Mayotte or Mexico or Micronesia or Montenegro or Nevis
or “Northern Mariana Islands” or Oman or Palau or Panama or Poland or Romania or Russia
or “Russian Federation” or Samoa or “Saint Lucia” or “St Lucia” or “Saint Kitts” or “St Kitts” or
“Saint Vincent” or “St Vincent” or Serbia or Seychelles or Slovakia or “Slovak Republic” or
“South Africa” or Turkey or Uruguay or Venezuela or Yugoslavia)

TI (*American Samoa” or Argentina or Belize or Botswana or Brazil or Bulgaria or Chile or
Comoros or “Costa Rica” or Croatia or Dominica or Guinea or Gabon or Grenada or
Grenadines or Hungary or Kazakhstan or Latvia or Lebanon or Libia or libyan or Libya or
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.

Lithuania or Malaysia or Mauritius or Mayotte or Mexico or Micronesia or Montenegro or Nevis
or “Northern Mariana Islands” or Oman or Palau or Panama or Poland or Romania or Russia
or “Russian Federation” or Samoa or “Saint Lucia” or “St Lucia” or “Saint Kitts” or “St Kitts” or
“Saint Vincent” or “St Vincent” or Serbia or Seychelles or Slovakia or “Slovak Republic” or
“South Africa” or Turkey or Uruguay or Venezuela or Yugoslavia)

AB (“American Samoa” or Argentina or Belize or Botswana or Brazil or Bulgaria or Chile or
Comoros or “Costa Rica” or Croatia or Dominica or Guinea or Gabon or Grenada or
Grenadines or Hungary or Kazakhstan or Latvia or Lebanon or Libia or libyan or Libya or
Lithuania or Malaysia or Mauritius or Mayotte or Mexico or Micronesia or Montenegro or Nevis
or “Northern Mariana Islands” or Oman or Palau or Panama or Poland or Romania or Russia
or “Russian Federation” or Samoa or “Saint Lucia” or “St Lucia” or “Saint Kitts” or “St Kitts” or
“Saint Vincent” or “St Vincent” or Serbia or Seychelles or Slovakia or “Slovak Republic” or
“South Africa” or Turkey or Uruguay or Venezuela or Yugoslavia)

Tl (Africa or Asia or “South America” or “Latin America” or “Central America”)
AB (Africa or Asia or “South America” or “Latin America” or “Central America”)
(MH “Asiat")

(MH “West Indies+”)

(MH “South Americat”)

(MH “Latin America”)

(MH “Central America+”)

(MH “Africat”)

(MH “Developing Countries”)

or/1-19

(MH "Juvenile Delinquency")
AB (juvenile N1 delinquen®)

AB (school N1 violence)

(MH "Juvenile Offenders+")
(MH "Child Behavior Disorders")
or/21-25

20 AND 26

(MH "Aggression")
(MH "Social Behavior Disorders")
(MH "Crime")
(MH "Violence")
(MH "Homicide")

(MH "Assault and Battery")
(MH "Aggression+")

AB (conduct N1 problem®)
AB (behavio#r N1 problem®)
AB (disruptive N1 behavio#r)
AB (conduct N1 disorder®)
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39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
94.
95.
56.
57.

959.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
1.
72.

73.
74.
75.
76.
7.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.

AB (behavio#r N1 disorder™)
AB (aggressive N1 behavio#r)
AB (aggression)

AB (aggressive)

AB (antisocial N1 behavio#r)
AB (anti-social N1 behavio#r)
AB (gang)

AB (gangs)

AB (criminal N1 behavio#r)
AB (violent N1 crime)
AB (homicid*)

AB (violence)

AB (violent)

AB (crime)

AB (crimes)

AB (criminal*)

AB (bully)

AB (bullying)

AB (delinquent®)

AB (delinquenc®)

TX (oppositional N1 defiant N1 disorder*)
TX (disruptive N1 behavio#r N1 disorder*)
AB (externalizing N1 behavio#r N1 problem®)
AB (externalizing)

AB (externalising)

AB (externalized)

AB (externalised)

AB (externaliz*)

AB (externalis®)

AB (externalizing N1 behavio#r)

AB (externalising N1 behavio#r)

or /28-70

20 AND 71

(MH " Child+")

(MH "Adolescence")
AB (Adolescen®)
AB (Adolescence)
AB (Adolescent)
AB (adolescents)
AB (Child*)

AB (child)

AB (children)

AB (childhood)
AB (youth®)

AB (youth)

AB (youths)

AB (student®)

AB (Students)

AB (Student)

AB (teen®)

AB (teenager)

AB (teenagers)
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100.AB (pupil*)
101.AB (youngster*)
102.AB (youngster)
103.AB (youngsters)
104.AB (juvenile*)
105.AB (juvenile)
106.AB (juveniles)
107.AB (young N1 adult®)
108.AB (infant”)
109.AB (infants)
110.AB (infant)
111.AB (baby?)
112.AB (baby)
(
(
(
(

92. AB (boy*)
93. AB (boy)
94. AB (boys)
95. AB (girl®)
96. AB (girl)
97. AB (girls)
98. AB (pupil)
99. AB (pupils)

(

(

(

113.AB (babies)
114.AB (toddler)
115.AB (toddler*)
116.AB (toddlers)

117.0r/73-116
118.20 and 117

Russian Same as EconlLit 68

Academy of
Sciences

Bibliographies
(EBSCOHost)

EconlLit 1. Tl (“developing country” or “developing countries” or “developing nation” or “developing 124

(EBSCOhost) nations” or less* W1 “developed country” or less* W1 “developed countries” or less* W1
“developed nation” or less* W1 “developed nations” or “third world” or “under developed” or
“middle income” or “low income” or “underserved country” or “underserved countries” or
“underserved nation” or “underserved nations” or “under served country” or “under served
countries” or “under served nation” or “under served nations” or “underserved population” or
“underserved populations” or “under served population” or “under served populations” or
“deprived country” or “deprived countries” or “deprived nation” or “deprived nations” or poor*
W1 country or poor* W1 countries or poor* W1 nation* or poor* W1 population® or Imic or
Imics)

2. AB (“developing country” or “developing countries” or “developing nation” or “developing
nations” or less* W1 “developed country” or less* W1 “developed countries” or less* W1
“developed nation” or less* W1 “developed nations” or “third world” or “under developed” or
‘middle income” or “low income” or “underserved country” or “underserved countries” or
“underserved nation” or underserved nations” or “under served country” or “‘under served
countries” or “under served nation” or “under served nations” or “underserved population” or
“underserved populatlons under served population” o under served populations” or
“deprived country” o deprlved countries” or “deprived natlon or “deprived nations” or poor*
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W1 country or poor* W1 countries or poor* W1 nation* or poor* W1 population* or Imic or
Imics)

MW (Afghanistan or Bangladesh or Benin or “Burkina Faso” or Burundi or Cambodia or
“Central African Republic” or Chad or Comoros or Congo or “Cote d’Ivoire” or Eritrea or
Ethiopia or Gambia or Ghana or Guinea or Haiti or India or Kenya or Korea or Kyrgyz or
Kyrgyzstan or Lao or Laos or Liberia or Madagascar or Malawi or Mali or Mauritania or
Melanesia or Mongolia or Mozambique or Burma or Myanmar or Nepal or Niger or Nigeria or
Pakistan or Rwanda or “Salomon Islands” or “Sao Tome” or Senegal or “Sierra Leone” or
Somalia or Sudan or Tajikistan or Tanzania or Timor or Togo or Uganda or Uzbekistan or
Vietnam or “Viet Nam” or Yemen or Zambia or Zimbabwe)

Tl (Afghanistan or Bangladesh or Benin or “Burkina Faso” or Burundi or Cambodia or “Central
African Republic” or Chad or Comoros or Congo or “Cote d'lvoire” or Eritrea or Ethiopia or
Gambia or Ghana or Guinea or Haiti or India or Kenya or Korea or Kyrgyz or Kyrgyzstan or
Lao or Laos or Liberia or Madagascar or Malawi or Mali or Mauritania or Melanesia or Mongolia
or Mozambique or Burma or Myanmar or Nepal or Niger or Nigeria or Pakistan or Rwanda or
“Salomon Islands” or “Sao Tome” or Senegal or “Sierra Leone” or Somalia or Sudan or
Tajikistan or Tanzania or Timor or Togo or Uganda or Uzbekistan or Vietnam or “Viet Nam” or
Yemen or Zambia or Zimbabwe)

AB (Afghanistan or Bangladesh or Benin or “Burkina Faso” or Burundi or Cambodia or “Central
African Republic” or Chad or Comoros or Congo or “Cote d'lvoire” or Eritrea or Ethiopia or
Gambia or Ghana or Guinea or Haiti or India or Kenya or Korea or Kyrgyz or Kyrgyzstan or
Lao or Laos or Liberia or Madagascar or Malawi or Mali or Mauritania or Melanesia or Mongolia
or Mozambique or Burma or Myanmar or Nepal or Niger or Nigeria or Pakistan or Rwanda or
“Salomon Islands” or “Sao Tome” or Senegal or “Sierra Leone” or Somalia or Sudan or
Tajikistan or Tanzania or Timor or Togo or Uganda or Uzbekistan or Vietnam or “Viet Nam” or
Yemen or Zambia or Zimbabwe)

MW (Albania or Algeria or Angola or Armenia or Azerbaijan or Belarus or Bhutan or Bolivia or
Bosnia or Herzegovina or “Cape Verde” or Cameroon or China or Colombia or Congo or Cuba
or Djibouti or “Dominican Republic” or Ecuador or Egypt or “El Salvador” or Fiji or Gaza or
Georgia or Guam or Guatemala or Guyana or Honduras or “Indian Ocean Islands” or Indonesia
or Iran or Iraq or Jamaica or Jordan or Kiribati or Lesotho or Macedonia or Maldives or
“Marshall Islands” or Micronesia or “Middle East” or Moldova or Morocco or Namibia or
Nicaragua or Palestin® or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Samoa or “Sri Lanka” or
Suriname or Swaziland or Syria or “Syrian Arab Republic” or Thailand or Tonga or Tunisia or
Turkmenistan or Ukraine or Vanuatu or “West Bank” ) or Tl ( Albania or Algeria or Angola or
Armenia or Azerbaijan or Belarus or Bhutan or Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or “Cape
Verde” or Cameroon or China or Colombia or Congo or Cuba or Djibouti or “Dominican
Republic’ or Ecuador or Egypt or “El Salvador’ or Fiji or Gaza or Georgia or Guam or
Guatemala or Guyana or Honduras or “Indian Ocean Islands” or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or
Jamaica or Jordan or Kiribati or Lesotho or Macedonia or Maldives or “Marshall Islands” or
Micronesia or “Middle East” or Moldova or Morocco or Namibia or Nicaragua or Palestin® or
Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Samoa or “Sri Lanka” or Suriname or Swaziland or Syria
or “Syrian Arab Republic” or Thailand or Tonga or Tunisia or Turkmenistan or Ukraine or
Vanuatu or “West Bank” Albania or Algeria or Angola or Armenia or Azerbaijan or Belarus or
Bhutan or Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or “Cape Verde” or Cameroon or China or
Colombia or Congo or Cuba or Djibouti or “Dominican Republic” or Ecuador or Egypt or “El
Salvador” or Fiji or Gaza or Georgia or Guam or Guatemala or Guyana or Honduras or “Indian
Ocean Islands” or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or Jamaica or Jordan or Kiribati or Lesotho or
Macedonia or Maldives or “Marshall Islands” or Micronesia or “Middle East” or Moldova or
Morocco or Namibia or Nicaragua or Palestin* or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Samoa
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

or “Sri Lanka” or Suriname or Swaziland or Syria or “Syrian Arab Republic” or Thailand or
Tonga or Tunisia or Turkmenistan or Ukraine or Vanuatu or “West Bank”)

AB (Albania or Algeria or Angola or Armenia or Azerbaijan or Belarus or Bhutan or Bolivia or
Bosnia or Herzegovina or “Cape Verde” or Cameroon or China or Colombia or Congo or Cuba
or Dijibouti or “Dominican Republic” or Ecuador or Egypt or “El Salvador” or Fiji or Gaza or
Georgia or Guam or Guatemala or Guyana or Honduras or “Indian Ocean Islands” or Indonesia
or Iran or Iraq or Jamaica or Jordan or Kiribati or Lesotho or Macedonia or Maldives or
“Marshall Islands” or Micronesia or “Middle East” or Moldova or Morocco or Namibia or
Nicaragua or Palestin® or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Samoa or “Sri Lanka” or
Suriname or Swaziland or Syria or “Syrian Arab Republic” or Thailand or Tonga or Tunisia or
Turkmenistan or Ukraine or Vanuatu or “West Bank”)

MW (“American Samoa” or Argentina or Belize or Botswana or Brazil or Bulgaria or Chile or
Comoros or “Costa Rica” or Croatia or Dominica or Guinea or Gabon or Grenada or
Grenadines or Hungary or Kazakhstan or Latvia or Lebanon or Libia or libyan or Libya or
Lithuania or Malaysia or Mauritius or Mayotte or Mexico or Micronesia or Montenegro or Nevis
or “Northern Mariana Islands” or Oman or Palau or Panama or Poland or Romania or Russia
or “Russian Federation” or Samoa or “Saint Lucia” or “St Lucia” or “Saint Kitts” or “St Kitts” or
“Saint Vincent” or “St Vincent” or Serbia or Seychelles or Slovakia or “Slovak Republic” or
“South Africa” or Turkey or Uruguay or Venezuela or Yugoslavia)

TI (*American Samoa” or Argentina or Belize or Botswana or Brazil or Bulgaria or Chile or
Comoros or “Costa Rica” or Croatia or Dominica or Guinea or Gabon or Grenada or
Grenadines or Hungary or Kazakhstan or Latvia or Lebanon or Libia or libyan or Libya or
Lithuania or Malaysia or Mauritius or Mayotte or Mexico or Micronesia or Montenegro or Nevis
or “Northern Mariana Islands” or Oman or Palau or Panama or Poland or Romania or Russia
or “Russian Federation” or Samoa or “Saint Lucia” or “St Lucia” or “Saint Kitts” or “St Kitts” or
“Saint Vincent” or “St Vincent” or Serbia or Seychelles or Slovakia or “Slovak Republic” or
“South Africa” or Turkey or Uruguay or Venezuela or Yugoslavia)

AB (“American Samoa” or Argentina or Belize or Botswana or Brazil or Bulgaria or Chile or
Comoros or “Costa Rica” or Croatia or Dominica or Guinea or Gabon or Grenada or
Grenadines or Hungary or Kazakhstan or Latvia or Lebanon or Libia or libyan or Libya or
Lithuania or Malaysia or Mauritius or Mayotte or Mexico or Micronesia or Montenegro or Nevis
or “Northern Mariana Islands” or Oman or Palau or Panama or Poland or Romania or Russia
or “Russian Federation” or Samoa or “Saint Lucia” or “St Lucia” or “Saint Kitts” or “St Kitts” or
“Saint Vincent” or “St Vincent” or Serbia or Seychelles or Slovakia or “Slovak Republic” or
“South Africa” or Turkey or Uruguay or Venezuela or Yugoslavia)

Tl (Africa or Asia or “South America” or “Latin America” or “Central America”)

AB (Africa or Asia or “South America” or “Latin America” or “Central America”)

(SU “Asiat”)

(SU “West Indies+")

(SU “South America+")

(SU “Latin America”)

(SU “Central America+")
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18.

19.

20.

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

28. S
29. §
30. S
31. S
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43. A
44.
45. A
46.
47.
48.
49. A
50. A
51.
52.
53.
54.
95.
56.

58. AB
59. TX
60. TX
61. AB
62. AB
63. AB
64. AB
65. AB
66. AB
67. AB

(SU “Africat”)
(SU “Developing Countries”)
or/1-19

(SU "Juvenile Delinquency")
AB (juvenile N1 delinquen®)

AB (school N1 violence)

(SU "Juvenile Offenders+")

(SU "Child Behavior Disorders")
or/21-25

20 and 26

U ("Crime")

U ("Aggression")

U ("Bullying")

U ("Violence")

(SU "Violence")

(SU "Homicide")

AB (conduct N1 problem®)

AB (behavio#r N1 problem®)

AB (disruptive N1 behavio#r)

AB (conduct N1 disorder*)

AB (behavio#r N1 disorder®)

AB (aggressive N1 behavio#r)

AB (aggression)

AB (aggressive)

AB (antisocial N1 behavio#r)
anti-social N1 behavio#r)

AB

B (
8|
AB (criminal N1 behavio#r)
AB (violent N1 crime)
AB (homicid*)
B (violence)
(wolent)
(cri

(cri
AB (criminal®)
AB (bully)
(
(

AB (bullying)
AB (delinquent®)

(delinquenc®)
(oppositional N1 defiant N1 disorder*)
(disruptive N1 behavio#r N1 disorder*)
(externalizing N1 behavio#r N1 problem®)
(externalizing)

(externalising)

(externalized)

(externalised)

(externaliz®)

(externalis*®)
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68. AB (externalizing N1 behavio#r)
69. AB (externalising N1 behavio#r)
70. or /28-69

71. 20AND 70

72. (SU" Child+")
73. (SU "Adolescence”)

74. AB (Adolescen®)
75. AB (Adolescence)
76. AB (Adolescent)
77. AB (adolescents)
78. AB (Child*)

79. AB (child)

80. AB (children)
81. AB (childhood)
82. AB (youth®)

83. AB (youth)

84. AB (youths)

85. AB (student®)
86. AB (Students)
87. AB (Student)
88. AB (teen)

89. AB (teenager)
90. AB (teenagers)
91. AB (boy*)

92. AB (boy)

93. AB (boys)

94. AB (girl*)

95. AB (girl)

96. AB (girls)

97. AB (pupil)

98. AB (pupils)

99. AB (pupil*)
100.AB (youngster®)
101.AB (youngster)
102.AB (youngsters)

103.AB (juvenile*)
104.AB (juvenile)
105.AB (juveniles)
106.AB (young N1 adult®)
107.AB (infant*)
108.AB (infants)
109.AB (infant)
110.AB (baby?)
111.AB (baby)
112.AB (babies)
113.AB (toddler)
114.AB (toddler*)
115.AB (toddlers)
116.0r/72-115
117.20 and 116

Py

Sociological 1. ab(Africa or Asia or "Latin America" or "South America" or Caribbean or "West Indies" or 3404
Abstracts "Eastern Europe" or Soviet or Arab or "Middle East" or "Latin America" or "Central America")
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+

Social Services
Abstracts
(ProQuest)

OR (ab(Afghanistan or Albania or Algeria or Angola or Antigua or Barbuda or Argentina or
Armenia or Armenian or Aruba or Azerbaijan or Bahrain or Bangladesh or Barbados or Benin
or Byelarus or Byelorussian or Belarus or Belorussian or Belorussia or Belize or Bhutan or
Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or Hercegovina or Botswana or Brasil or Brazil or Bulgaria
or Burkina Faso or Burkina Fasso or Upper Volta or Burundi or Urundi or Cambodia or Khmer
Republic or Kampuchea or Cameroon or Cameroons or Cameron or Camerons or Cape
Verde or Central African Republic or Chad or Chile or China or Colombia or Comoros or
Comoro Islands or Comores or Mayotte or Congo or Zaire or Costa Rica or Cote d'lvoire or
Ivory Coast or Croatia or Cuba or Cyprus or Czechoslovakia or Czech Republic or Slovakia
or Slovak Republic or Djibouti or French Somaliland or Dominica or Dominican Republic or
East Timor or East Timur or Timor Leste or Ecuador or Egypt or United Arab Republic or El
Salvador or Eritrea or Estonia or Ethiopia or Fiji or Gabon or Gabonese Republic or Gambia
or Gaza or Georgia Republic or Georgian Republic or Ghana or Gold Coast or Greece or
Grenada or Guatemala or Guinea or Guam or Guiana or Guyana or Haiti or Honduras or
Hungary or India or Maldives or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or Isle of Man or Jamaica or Jordan
or Kazakhstan or Kazakh or Kenya or Kiribati or Korea or Kosovo or Kyrgyzstan or Kirghizia
or Kyrgyz Republic or Kirghiz or Kirgizstan or Lao PDR or Laos or Latvia or Lebanon or
Lesotho or Basutoland or Liberia or Libya or Lithuania or Macedonia or Madagascar or
Malagasy Republic or Malaysia or Malaya or Malay or Sabah or Sarawak or Malawi or
Nyasaland or Mali or Malta or Marshall Islands or Mauritania or Mauritius or Agalega Islands
or Mexico or Micronesia or Middle East or Moldova or Moldovia or Moldovian or Mongolia or
Montenegro or Morocco or Ifni or Mozambique or Myanmar or Myanma or Burma or Namibia
or Nepal or Netherlands Antilles or New Caledonia or Nicaragua or Niger or Nigeria or
Northern Mariana Islands or Oman or Muscat or Pakistan or Palau or Palestine or Panama
or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Philipines or Phillipines or Phillippines or Poland or
Portugal or Puerto Rico or Romania or Rumania or Roumania or Russia or Russian or
Rwanda or Ruanda or Saint Kitts or St Kitts or Nevis or Saint Lucia or St Lucia or Saint Vincent
or St Vincent or Grenadines or Samoa or Samoan Islands or Navigator Island or Navigator
Islands or Sao Tome or Saudi Arabia or Senegal or Serbia or Montenegro or Seychelles or
Sierra Leone or Slovenia or Sri Lanka or Ceylon or Solomon Islands or Somalia or South
Africa or Sudan or Suriname or Surinam or Swaziland or Syria or Tajikistan or Tadzhikistan
or Tadjikistan or Tadzhik or Tanzania or Thailand or Togo or Togolese Republic or Tonga or
Trinidad or Tobago or Tunisia or Turkey or Turkmenistan or Turkmen or Uganda or Ukraine
or Uruguay or USSR or Soviet Union or Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or Uzbekistan or
Uzbek or Vanuatu or New Hebrides or Venezuela or Vietnam or Viet Nam or West Bank or
Yemen or Yugoslavia or Zambia or Zimbabwe or Rhodesia)) OR (AB “Developing Countries”)
OR (ab(developing NEAR/1 world)) OR (ab(poor* NEAR/1 nation*)) OR (ab(developing
NEAR/1 countr*)) OR (ab(developing NEAR/1 region*)) OR (ab(third NEAR/1 world)) OR
SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Developing Countries")

AB(delinquent®) OR AB(delinquenc*) OR AB(school NEAR/1 violence) OR AB(juvenile
NEAR/1 delinquency) OR AB(juvenile NEAR/1 delinquent) OR AB(juvenile NEAR/1
delinquents) OR SU.exact("JUVENILE DELINQUENCY") OR SU.exact("DELINQUENCY")
OR SU.exact("JUVENILE OFFENDERS")

1and 2

(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Crime"))  OR  (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Aggression"))  OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Behavior Problems")) OR (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Violence")) OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Gangs")) OR (ab(gang*)) OR (ab(conduct NEAR/1 problem*)) OR
(ab(behavio*r NEAR/1 problem*)) OR (ab(conduct NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR (ab(antisocial
NEAR/1 behavio*r*)) OR (ab(oppositional NEAR/1 defiant NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR (AB
"Aggression") OR (AB "Social Behavior Disorders") OR (AB "Crime") OR (AB "Violence") OR
(AB "Homicide") OR (AB "Assault and Battery") OR (AB "Aggression") OR (AB(conduct
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NEAR/1 problem*)) OR (AB(behavio#r NEAR/1 problem*)) OR (AB(disruptive NEAR/1
behavio#r)) OR (AB(conduct NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR (AB(behavio#r NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR
(AB(aggressive NEAR/1  behavio#r)) OR (AB(aggression) OR  AB(aggressive)) OR
(AB(antisocial NEAR/1 behavio#r)) OR (AB(anti-social NEAR/1 behavio#r)) OR (AB(gang))
OR (AB(gangs)) OR (AB(criminal N1 behavio#r)) OR (AB(violent NEAR/1 crime)) OR
(AB(homicid*)) OR (AB(violence)) OR (AB(violent)) OR (AB(crime)) OR (AB(crimes)) OR
(AB(criminal*)) OR (AB(bully)) OR (AB(bullying)) OR TX (oppositional N1 defiant N1
disorder*) OR TX (disruptive N1 behavio#r N1 disorder®)

(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Adolescents”)) OR  (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Infants"))  OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Children")) OR (AB "Adolescence") OR AB(Adolescen*) OR
AB(Adolescence) OR AB(Adolescent) OR AB(adolescents) OR AB(Child*) OR AB(child) OR
AB(children) OR AB(childhood) OR AB(youth*) OR AB(youth) OR AB(youths) OR
AB(student*) OR AB(Students) OR AB(Student) OR AB(teen*) OR AB(teenager) OR
AB(teenagers) OR AB(boy*) OR AB(boy) OR AB(boys) OR AB(girl*) OR AB(girl) OR AB(girls)
OR AB(pupil) OR AB(pupils) OR AB(pupil*) OR AB(youngster*) OR AB(youngster) OR
AB(youngsters) OR AB(juvenile*) OR AB(juvenile) OR AB(juveniles) OR AB(young NEAR/1
adult) OR AB(infant*) OR AB(infants) OR AB(infant) OR AB(baby*) OR AB(baby) OR
AB(babies) OR AB(toddler) OR AB(toddler*) OR AB(toddlers)’

4and5

1 and 6

Applied Social
Sciences Index
and fAbstracts
(ProQuest)

1.

(ab(Africa or Asia or "Latin America" or "South America" or Caribbean or "West Indies" or
"Eastern Europe" or Soviet or Arab or "Middle East" or "Latin America" or "Central America"))
OR (ab(Afghanistan or Albania or Algeria or Angola or Antigua or Barbuda or Argentina or
Armenia or Armenian or Aruba or Azerbaijan or Bahrain or Bangladesh or Barbados or Benin
or Byelarus or Byelorussian or Belarus or Belorussian or Belorussia or Belize or Bhutan or
Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or Hercegovina or Botswana or Brasil or Brazil or Bulgaria
or Burkina Faso or Burkina Fasso or Upper Volta or Burundi or Urundi or Cambodia or Khmer
Republic or Kampuchea or Cameroon or Cameroons or Cameron or Camerons or Cape
Verde or Central African Republic or Chad or Chile or China or Colombia or Comoros or
Comoro Islands or Comores or Mayotte or Congo or Zaire or Costa Rica or Cote d'lvoire or
Ivory Coast or Croatia or Cuba or Cyprus or Czechoslovakia or Czech Republic or Slovakia
or Slovak Republic or Djibouti or French Somaliland or Dominica or Dominican Republic or
East Timor or East Timur or Timor Leste or Ecuador or Egypt or United Arab Republic or El
Salvador or Eritrea or Estonia or Ethiopia or Fiji or Gabon or Gabonese Republic or Gambia
or Gaza or Georgia Republic or Georgian Republic or Ghana or Gold Coast or Greece or
Grenada or Guatemala or Guinea or Guam or Guiana or Guyana or Haiti or Honduras or
Hungary or India or Maldives or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or Isle of Man or Jamaica or Jordan
or Kazakhstan or Kazakh or Kenya or Kiribati or Korea or Kosovo or Kyrgyzstan or Kirghizia
or Kyrgyz Republic or Kirghiz or Kirgizstan or Lao PDR or Laos or Latvia or Lebanon or
Lesotho or Basutoland or Liberia or Libya or Lithuania or Macedonia or Madagascar or
Malagasy Republic or Malaysia or Malaya or Malay or Sabah or Sarawak or Malawi or
Nyasaland or Mali or Malta or Marshall Islands or Mauritania or Mauritius or Agalega Islands
or Mexico or Micronesia or Middle East or Moldova or Moldovia or Moldovian or Mongolia or
Montenegro or Morocco or Ifni or Mozambique or Myanmar or Myanma or Burma or Namibia
or Nepal or Netherlands Antilles or New Caledonia or Nicaragua or Niger or Nigeria or
Northern Mariana Islands or Oman or Muscat or Pakistan or Palau or Palestine or Panama
or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Philipines or Phillipines or Phillippines or Poland or
Portugal or Puerto Rico or Romania or Rumania or Roumania or Russia or Russian or
Rwanda or Ruanda or Saint Kitts or St Kitts or Nevis or Saint Lucia or St Lucia or Saint Vincent
or St Vincent or Grenadines or Samoa or Samoan Islands or Navigator Island or Navigator
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Islands or Sao Tome or Saudi Arabia or Senegal or Serbia or Montenegro or Seychelles or
Sierra Leone or Slovenia or Sri Lanka or Ceylon or Solomon Islands or Somalia or South
Africa or Sudan or Suriname or Surinam or Swaziland or Syria or Tajikistan or Tadzhikistan
or Tadjikistan or Tadzhik or Tanzania or Thailand or Togo or Togolese Republic or Tonga or
Trinidad or Tobago or Tunisia or Turkey or Turkmenistan or Turkmen or Uganda or Ukraine
or Uruguay or USSR or Soviet Union or Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or Uzbekistan or
Uzbek or Vanuatu or New Hebrides or Venezuela or Vietnam or Viet Nam or West Bank or
Yemen or Yugoslavia or Zambia or Zimbabwe or Rhodesia)) OR (AB “Developing Countries”)
OR (ab(developing NEAR/1 world)) OR (ab(poor* NEAR/1 nation*)) OR (ab(developing
NEAR/1 countr*)) OR (ab(developing NEAR/1 region*)) OR (ab(third NEAR/1 world)) OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE"Developing Countries")

(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Crime"))  OR  (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Aggression"))  OR
(SU.EXACT("Bullying")) OR (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Violence")) OR (SU.EXACT ("Criminal
behaviour")) OR (SU.EXACT ("Oppositional defiant disorder")) OR SU.exact("CONDUCT
DISORDERS") OR (ab(gang*)) OR (ab(conduct NEAR/1 problem*)) OR (ab(behavio*r
NEAR/1 problem®)) OR (ab(conduct NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR (ab(antisocial NEAR/1
behavio*r*)) OR (ab(oppositional NEAR/1 defiant NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR (AB "Aggression")
OR (AB "Social Behavior Disorders") OR (AB "Crime") OR (AB "Violence") OR (AB
"Homicide") OR (AB "Assault and Battery") OR (AB "Aggression”) OR (AB(conduct NEAR/1
problem*)) OR (AB(behavio#r NEAR/1 problem*)) OR (AB(disruptive NEAR/1 behavio#r))
OR (AB(conduct NEAR/1 disorder)) OR (AB(behavio#r NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR
(AB(aggressive NEAR/1  behavio#r)) OR (AB(aggression) OR  AB(aggressive)) OR
(AB(antisocial NEAR/1 behavio#r)) OR (AB(anti-social NEAR/1 behavio#r)) OR (AB(gang))
OR (AB(gangs)) OR (AB(criminal N1 behavio#r)) OR (AB(violent NEAR/1 crime)) OR
(AB(homicid*)) OR (AB(violence)) OR (AB(violent)) OR (AB(crime)) OR (AB(crimes)) OR
(AB(criminal*)) OR (AB(bully)) OR (AB(bullying)) OR TX (oppositional N1 defiant N1
disorder*) OR TX (disruptive N1 behavio#r N1 disorder*)

AB(delinquent®) OR AB(delinquenc*) OR AB(school NEAR/1 violence) OR AB(juvenile
NEAR/1 delinquency) OR AB(juvenile NEAR/1 delinquent) OR AB(juvenile NEAR/1
delinquents) OR SU.exact("JUVENILE DELINQUENCY") OR SU.exact("DELINQUENCY")
OR SU.exact("JUVENILE OFFENDERS")

(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE"Children") OR (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Adolescence")) OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Youth")) OR (AB "Adolescence") OR AB(Adolescen*) OR
AB(Adolescence) OR AB(Adolescent) OR AB(adolescents) OR AB(Child*) OR AB(child) OR
AB(children) OR AB(childhood) OR AB(youth*) OR AB(youth) OR AB(youths) OR
AB(student*) OR AB(Students) OR AB(Student) OR AB(teen*) OR AB(teenager) OR
AB(teenagers) OR AB(boy*) OR AB(boy) OR AB(boys) OR AB(girl*) OR AB(girl) OR AB(girls)
OR AB(pupil) OR AB(pupils) OR AB(pupil*) OR AB(youngster*) OR AB(youngster) OR
AB(youngsters) OR AB(juvenile*) OR AB(juvenile) OR AB(juveniles) OR AB(young NEAR/1
adult*) OR AB(infant*) OR AB(infants) OR AB(infant) OR AB(baby*) OR AB(baby) OR
AB(babies) OR AB(toddler) OR AB(toddler*) OR AB(toddlers)

International
Bibliography of
the Social
Sciences (IBSS)
(ProQuest)

(ab(Africa or Asia or "Latin America" or "South America" or Caribbean or "West Indies" or
"Eastern Europe" or Soviet or Arab or "Middle East" or "Latin America" or "Central America"))
OR (ab(Afghanistan or Albania or Algeria or Angola or Antigua or Barbuda or Argentina or
Armenia or Armenian or Aruba or Azerbaijan or Bahrain or Bangladesh or Barbados or Benin
or Byelarus or Byelorussian or Belarus or Belorussian or Belorussia or Belize or Bhutan or
Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or Hercegovina or Botswana or Brasil or Brazil or Bulgaria
or Burkina Faso or Burkina Fasso or Upper Volta or Burundi or Urundi or Cambodia or Khmer
Republic or Kampuchea or Cameroon or Cameroons or Cameron or Camerons or Cape
Verde or Central African Republic or Chad or Chile or China or Colombia or Comoros or
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Comoro Islands or Comores or Mayotte or Congo or Zaire or Costa Rica or Cote d'lvoire or
Ivory Coast or Croatia or Cuba or Cyprus or Czechoslovakia or Czech Republic or Slovakia
or Slovak Republic or Djibouti or French Somaliland or Dominica or Dominican Republic or
East Timor or East Timur or Timor Leste or Ecuador or Egypt or United Arab Republic or El
Salvador or Eritrea or Estonia or Ethiopia or Fiji or Gabon or Gabonese Republic or Gambia
or Gaza or Georgia Republic or Georgian Republic or Ghana or Gold Coast or Greece or
Grenada or Guatemala or Guinea or Guam or Guiana or Guyana or Haiti or Honduras or
Hungary or India or Maldives or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or Isle of Man or Jamaica or Jordan
or Kazakhstan or Kazakh or Kenya or Kiribati or Korea or Kosovo or Kyrgyzstan or Kirghizia
or Kyrgyz Republic or Kirghiz or Kirgizstan or Lao PDR or Laos or Latvia or Lebanon or
Lesotho or Basutoland or Liberia or Libya or Lithuania or Macedonia or Madagascar or
Malagasy Republic or Malaysia or Malaya or Malay or Sabah or Sarawak or Malawi or
Nyasaland or Mali or Malta or Marshall Islands or Mauritania or Mauritius or Agalega Islands
or Mexico or Micronesia or Middle East or Moldova or Moldovia or Moldovian or Mongolia or
Montenegro or Morocco or Ifni or Mozambique or Myanmar or Myanma or Burma or Namibia
or Nepal or Netherlands Antilles or New Caledonia or Nicaragua or Niger or Nigeria or
Northern Mariana Islands or Oman or Muscat or Pakistan or Palau or Palestine or Panama
or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Philipines or Phillipines or Phillippines or Poland or
Portugal or Puerto Rico or Romania or Rumania or Roumania or Russia or Russian or
Rwanda or Ruanda or Saint Kitts or St Kitts or Nevis or Saint Lucia or St Lucia or Saint Vincent
or St Vincent or Grenadines or Samoa or Samoan Islands or Navigator Island or Navigator
Islands or Sao Tome or Saudi Arabia or Senegal or Serbia or Montenegro or Seychelles or
Sierra Leone or Slovenia or Sri Lanka or Ceylon or Solomon Islands or Somalia or South
Africa or Sudan or Suriname or Surinam or Swaziland or Syria or Tajikistan or Tadzhikistan
or Tadjikistan or Tadzhik or Tanzania or Thailand or Togo or Togolese Republic or Tonga or
Trinidad or Tobago or Tunisia or Turkey or Turkmenistan or Turkmen or Uganda or Ukraine
or Uruguay or USSR or Soviet Union or Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or Uzbekistan or
Uzbek or Vanuatu or New Hebrides or Venezuela or Vietnam or Viet Nam or West Bank or
Yemen or Yugoslavia or Zambia or Zimbabwe or Rhodesia)) OR (AB “Developing Countries”)
OR (ab(developing NEAR/1 world)) OR (ab(poor* NEAR/1 nation*)) OR (ab(developing
NEAR/1 countr*)) OR (ab(developing NEAR/1 region*)) OR (ab(third NEAR/1 world)) OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Developing Countries"))

(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Crime"))  OR  (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Aggression"))  OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Bullying")) OR (SU.EXACT ("Violence")) OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Gang"))  OR (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Crime")) ~ OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Aggression")) OR  (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Bullying"))  OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Violence")) OR (ab(gang*)) OR (ab(conduct NEAR/1 problem*)) OR
(ab(behavio*r NEAR/1 problem*)) OR (ab(conduct NEAR/1 disorder®)) OR (ab(antisocial
NEAR/1 behavio*r*)) OR (ab(oppositional NEAR/1 defiant NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR (AB
"Aggression") OR (AB "Social Behavior Disorders") OR (AB "Crime") OR (AB "Violence") OR
(AB "Homicide") OR (AB "Assault and Battery") OR (AB "Aggression") OR (AB(conduct
NEAR/1 problem*)) OR (AB(behavio#r NEAR/1 problem*)) OR (AB(disruptive NEAR/1
behavio#r)) OR (AB(conduct NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR (AB(behavio#r NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR
(AB(aggressive NEAR/1  behavio#r)) OR (AB(aggression) OR  AB(aggressive)) OR
(AB(antisocial NEAR/1 behavio#r)) OR (AB(anti-social NEAR/1 behavio#r)) OR (AB(gang))
OR (AB(gangs)) OR (AB(criminal N1 behavio#r)) OR (AB(violent NEAR/1 crime)) OR
(AB(homicid*)) OR (AB(violence)) OR (AB(violent)) OR (AB(crime)) OR (AB(crimes)) OR
(AB(criminal*)) OR (AB(bully)) OR (AB(bullying))

AB(delinquent®) OR AB(delinquenc*) OR TX (oppositional N1 defiant N1 disorder*) OR TX
(disruptive N1 behavio#r N1 disorder*) OR AB(school NEAR/1 violence) OR AB(juvenile
NEAR/1 delinquency) OR AB(juvenile NEAR/1 delinquent) OR AB(juvenile NEAR/1
delinquents)
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4. (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Children")) OR (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Adolescence")) OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Youth")) OR (AB "Adolescence") OR AB(Adolescen®) OR
AB(Adolescence) OR AB(Adolescent) OR AB(adolescents) OR AB(Child*) OR AB(child) OR
AB(children) OR AB(childhood) OR AB(youth*) OR AB(youth) OR AB(youths) OR
AB(student*) OR AB(Students) OR AB(Student) OR AB(teen*) OR AB(teenager) OR
AB(teenagers) OR AB(boy*) OR AB(boy) OR AB(boys) OR AB(girl*) OR AB(girl) OR AB(girls)
OR AB(pupil) OR AB(pupils) OR AB(pupil*) OR AB(youngster*) OR AB(youngster) OR
AB(youngsters) OR AB(juvenile*) OR AB(juvenile) OR AB(juveniles) OR AB(young NEAR/1
adult) OR AB(infant*) OR AB(infants) OR AB(infant) OR AB(baby*) OR AB(baby) OR
AB(babies) OR AB(toddler) OR AB(toddler*) OR AB(toddlers)

ERIC (ProQuest) 1. (ab(Africa or Asia or "Latin America" or "South America" or Caribbean or "West Indies" or 1325
"Eastern Europe" or Soviet or Arab or "Middle East" or "Latin America" or "Central America"))
OR (ab(Afghanistan or Albania or Algeria or Angola or Antigua or Barbuda or Argentina or
Armenia or Armenian or Aruba or Azerbaijan or Bahrain or Bangladesh or Barbados or Benin
or Byelarus or Byelorussian or Belarus or Belorussian or Belorussia or Belize or Bhutan or
Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or Hercegovina or Botswana or Brasil or Brazil or Bulgaria
or Burkina Faso or Burkina Fasso or Upper Volta or Burundi or Urundi or Cambodia or Khmer
Republic or Kampuchea or Cameroon or Cameroons or Cameron or Camerons or Cape
Verde or Central African Republic or Chad or Chile or China or Colombia or Comoros or
Comoro Islands or Comores or Mayotte or Congo or Zaire or Costa Rica or Cote d'lvoire or
Ivory Coast or Croatia or Cuba or Cyprus or Czechoslovakia or Czech Republic or Slovakia
or Slovak Republic or Djibouti or French Somaliland or Dominica or Dominican Republic or
East Timor or East Timur or Timor Leste or Ecuador or Egypt or United Arab Republic or El
Salvador or Eritrea or Estonia or Ethiopia or Fiji or Gabon or Gabonese Republic or Gambia
or Gaza or Georgia Republic or Georgian Republic or Ghana or Gold Coast or Greece or
Grenada or Guatemala or Guinea or Guam or Guiana or Guyana or Haiti or Honduras or
Hungary or India or Maldives or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or Isle of Man or Jamaica or Jordan
or Kazakhstan or Kazakh or Kenya or Kiribati or Korea or Kosovo or Kyrgyzstan or Kirghizia
or Kyrgyz Republic or Kirghiz or Kirgizstan or Lao PDR or Laos or Latvia or Lebanon or
Lesotho or Basutoland or Liberia or Libya or Lithuania or Macedonia or Madagascar or
Malagasy Republic or Malaysia or Malaya or Malay or Sabah or Sarawak or Malawi or
Nyasaland or Mali or Malta or Marshall Islands or Mauritania or Mauritius or Agalega Islands
or Mexico or Micronesia or Middle East or Moldova or Moldovia or Moldovian or Mongolia or
Montenegro or Morocco or Ifni or Mozambique or Myanmar or Myanma or Burma or Namibia
or Nepal or Netherlands Antilles or New Caledonia or Nicaragua or Niger or Nigeria or
Northern Mariana Islands or Oman or Muscat or Pakistan or Palau or Palestine or Panama
or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or Philipines or Phillipines or Phillippines or Poland or
Portugal or Puerto Rico or Romania or Rumania or Roumania or Russia or Russian or
Rwanda or Ruanda or Saint Kitts or St Kitts or Nevis or Saint Lucia or St Lucia or Saint Vincent
or St Vincent or Grenadines or Samoa or Samoan Islands or Navigator Island or Navigator
Islands or Sao Tome or Saudi Arabia or Senegal or Serbia or Montenegro or Seychelles or
Sierra Leone or Slovenia or Sri Lanka or Ceylon or Solomon Islands or Somalia or South
Africa or Sudan or Suriname or Surinam or Swaziland or Syria or Tajikistan or Tadzhikistan
or Tadjikistan or Tadzhik or Tanzania or Thailand or Togo or Togolese Republic or Tonga or
Trinidad or Tobago or Tunisia or Turkey or Turkmenistan or Turkmen or Uganda or Ukraine
or Uruguay or USSR or Soviet Union or Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or Uzbekistan or
Uzbek or Vanuatu or New Hebrides or Venezuela or Vietnam or Viet Nam or West Bank or
Yemen or Yugoslavia or Zambia or Zimbabwe or Rhodesia)) OR (AB “Developing Countries”)
OR (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Developing Countries")) OR (ab(developing NEAR/1 world)) OR
(ab(poor* NEAR/1 nation*)) OR (ab(developing NEAR/1 countr®)) OR (ab(developing NEAR/1
region*)) OR (ab(third NEAR/1 world)) OR (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Foreign Countries")) OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Developing Nations"))
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6.

7.

AB(delinquent*) OR AB(delinquenc*) OR TX (oppositional N1 defiant N1 disorder*) OR TX
(disruptive N1 behavio#r N1 disorder*) OR AB(school NEAR/1 violence) OR AB(juvenile
NEAR/1 delinquency) OR AB(juvenile NEAR/1 delinquent) OR AB(juvenile NEAR/1
delinquents)

1and 2

(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Crime")) ~ OR  (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Aggression"))  OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Bullying")) OR (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Violence")) OR (ab(gang®))
OR (ab(conduct NEAR/1 problem*)) OR (ab(behavio*r NEAR/1 problem*)) OR (ab(conduct
NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR (ab(antisocial NEAR/1 behavio*r*)) OR (ab(oppositional NEAR/1
defiant NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR (AB "Aggression") OR (AB "Social Behavior Disorders") OR
(AB "Crime") OR (AB "Violence") OR (AB "Homicide") OR (AB "Assault and Battery") OR (AB
"Aggression") OR  (AB(conduct NEAR/1 problem*)) OR (AB(behavio#r NEAR/1 problem®))
OR (AB(disruptive NEAR/1 behavio#r)) OR (AB(conduct NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR
(AB(behavio#r NEAR/1 disorder*)) OR (AB(aggressive NEAR/1  behavio#r)) OR
(AB(aggression) OR AB(aggressive)) OR (AB(antisocial NEAR/1 behavio#r)) OR (AB(anti-
social NEAR/1 behavio#r)) OR (AB(gang)) OR (AB(gangs)) OR (AB(criminal N1 behavio#r))
OR (AB(violent NEAR/1 crime)) OR (AB(homicid*)) OR (AB(violence)) OR (AB(violent)) OR
(AB(crime)) OR (AB(crimes)) OR (AB(criminal*)) OR (AB(bully)) OR (AB(bullying))

(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Adolescents")) OR (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Early Adolescents"))
OR (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Children")) OR (SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Youth")) OR
(SU.EXACT.EXPLODE("Late Adolescents")) OR (AB "Adolescence") OR AB(Adolescen®)
OR AB(Adolescence) OR AB(Adolescent) OR AB(adolescents) OR AB(Child*) OR AB(child)
OR AB(children) OR AB(childhood) OR AB(youth*) OR AB(youth) OR AB(youths) OR
AB(student*) OR AB(Students) OR AB(Student) OR AB(teen*) OR AB(teenager) OR
AB(teenagers) OR AB(boy*) OR AB(boy) OR AB(boys) OR AB(girl*) OR AB(girl) OR AB(girls)
OR AB(pupil) OR AB(pupils) OR AB(pupil*) OR AB(youngster*) OR AB(youngster) OR
AB(youngsters) OR AB(juvenile*) OR AB(juvenile) OR AB(juveniles) OR AB(young NEAR/1
adult) OR AB(infant*) OR AB(infants) OR AB(infant) OR AB(baby*) OR AB(baby) OR
AB(babies) OR AB(toddler) OR AB(toddler*) OR AB(toddlers)

4 and 5

1 and 6

National
Criminal
Justice
Reference
Service
Abstracts
Database

“‘Developing Countries”

91

Web of Science

©CoOoNDOTRwWwh =~

Topic=(infants)
Topic=(infant)
Topic=(Infant*)
Topic=(juveniles)
Topic=(juvenile)
Topic=(juvenile*)
Topic=(youngsters)
Topic=(youngster)
Topic=(youngster®)

6248
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https://www.ncjrs.gov/App/search/thesaurussearch.aspx
https://www.ncjrs.gov/App/search/thesaurussearch.aspx
https://www.ncjrs.gov/App/search/thesaurussearch.aspx
https://www.ncjrs.gov/App/search/thesaurussearch.aspx
https://www.ncjrs.gov/App/search/thesaurussearch.aspx
https://www.ncjrs.gov/App/search/thesaurussearch.aspx
https://www.ncjrs.gov/App/search/thesaurussearch.aspx

10.
1.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.

Topic=(pupil*)
Topic=(pupils)
Topic=(pupil)
Topic=(girls)
Topic=(girl)
Topic=(boys)
Topic=(boy)
Topic=(teenagers)
Topic=(teenager)
Topic=(teen*)
Topic=(students)
Topic=(student)
Topic=(student*)
Topic=(youths)
Topic=(youth)
Topic=(youth*)
Topic=(childhood)
Topic=(childhood*)
Topic=(children*)
Topic=(child)

Topic=(child*)
Topic=(adolescence)
Topic=(adolescents)
Topic=(adolescent)
Topic=(adolescen®)
Topic=(toddlers)
Topic=(toddler)
Topic=(babies)

Topic=(baby)

Topic=(young NEAR/1 adult*)
Or/1-39

Topic=(externalis*)
Topic=(externaliz*)
Topic=(externalised)
Topic=(externalized)
Topic=(externalising)
Topic=(externalizing)
Topic=(bully)
Topic=(bullying)
Topic=(bully*)

Topic=(criminal NEAR/1 behavio$r*)

Topic=(crimes)
Topic=(crime)
Topic=(violent NEAR/1 crime*)

Topic=(aggressive NEAR/1 behavio$r*)

Topic=(anti-social)
Topic=(antisocial)
Topic=(aggressive)
Topic=(aggress®)
Topic=(aggression)

(
=(
(
=(
(
=(
=(
(
=(
(
Topic=(criminal™)
=(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

Topic=(antisocial NEAR/1 behavio$r*)
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62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
.
2.
73.
74.

75.
76.
7.
78.

79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.

Topic=(disruptive NEAR/1 behavio$r NEAR/1 disorder*)
Topic=(oppositional NEAR/1 defiant NEAR/1 disorder*)
Topic=(behavio$r NEAR/1 disorder*)
Topic=(behavio$r NEAR/1 problem*)

Topic=(conduct NEAR/1 disorder*)

Topic=(conduct NEAR/1 problem®)

Topic=(gangs)

Topic=(gang)

Topic=(homicide™)

Topic=(violen*)

Topic=(violence)

Topic=(violent)

Or/41-73

Topic=(school NEAR/1 violence)
Topic=(juvenile NEAR/1 delinquent)
Topic=(juvenile NEAR/1 delinquency)

Topic=((“middle income”) NEAR/1 (economy or economies))

Or/ 75-77
Topic=(deprived NEAR/1 (countr* OR nation*))
Topic=((“less developed”) NEAR/1 (countr* OR nation*))
Topic=((“under developed”) NEAR/1 (countr* OR nation*))
Topic=((“low income”) NEAR/1 (economy or economies))
Topic=((“under developed”) NEAR/1 (economy or economies))
(
(

=(d
(
=(
=(
(
=(
Topic=((“under developed”) NEAR/1 (economy or economies))
Topic=(“less developed” NEAR/1 (economy or economies))
Topic=((“under developed”) NEAR/1 (economy or economies))
Topic=(underdeveloped NEAR/1 (economy or economies))
Topic=(
Topic=(
Topic=(
(
(
=(
(

(poor) NEAR/1 (countr* OR nation®))
(developing NEAR/1 nation*))
(developing NEAR/1 region®))
Topic=((developing NEAR/1 countr*))

Topic=((developing NEAR/1 world))

Topic=((developing) NEAR/1 (economy or economies))

Topic=(third NEAR/1 world)

Topic=(Afghanistan or Albania or Algeria or Angola or Antigua or Barbuda or Argentina or
Armenia or Armenian or Aruba or Azerbaijan or Bahrain or Bangladesh or Barbados or Benin
or Byelarus or Byelorussian or Belarus or Belorussian or Belorussia or Belize or Bhutan or
Bolivia or Bosnia or Herzegovina or Hercegovina or Botswana or Brasil or Brazil or Bulgaria
or Burkina Faso or Burkina Fasso or Upper Volta or Burundi or Urundi or Cambodia or Khmer
Republic or Kampuchea or Cameroon or Cameroons or Cameron or Camerons or Cape Verde
or Central African Republic or Chad or Chile or China or Colombia or Comoros or Comoro
Islands or Comores or Mayotte or Congo or Zaire or Costa Rica or Cote d'lvoire or Ivory Coast
or Croatia or Cuba or Cyprus or Czechoslovakia or Czech Republic or Slovakia or Slovak
Republic or Djibouti or French Somaliland or Dominica or Dominican Republic or East Timor
or East Timur or Timor Leste or Ecuador or Egypt or United Arab Republic or EI Salvador or
Eritrea or Estonia or Ethiopia or Fiji or Gabon or Gabonese Republic or Gambia or Gaza or
Georgia Republic or Georgian Republic or Ghana or Gold Coast or Greece or Grenada or
Guatemala or Guinea or Guam or Guiana or Guyana or Haiti or Honduras or Hungary or India
or Maldives or Indonesia or Iran or Iraq or Isle of Man or Jamaica or Jordan or Kazakhstan or
Kazakh or Kenya or Kiribati or Korea or Kosovo or Kyrgyzstan or Kirghizia or Kyrgyz Republic
or Kirghiz or Kirgizstan or Lao PDR or Laos or Latvia or Lebanon or Lesotho or Basutoland or
Liberia or Libya or Lithuania or Macedonia or Madagascar or Malagasy Republic or Malaysia
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or Malaya or Malay or Sabah or Sarawak or Malawi or Nyasaland or Mali or Malta or Marshall
Islands or Mauritania or Mauritius or Agalega Islands or Mexico or Micronesia or Middle East
or Moldova or Moldovia or Moldovian or Mongolia or Montenegro or Morocco or Ifni or
Mozambique or Myanmar or Myanma or Burma or Namibia or Nepal or Netherlands Antilles
or New Caledonia or Nicaragua or Niger or Nigeria or Northern Mariana Islands or Oman or
Muscat or Pakistan or Palau or Palestine or Panama or Paraguay or Peru or Philippines or
Philipines or Phillipines or Phillippines or Poland or Portugal or Puerto Rico or Romania or
Rumania or Roumania or Russia or Russian or Rwanda or Ruanda or Saint Kitts or St Kitts or
Nevis or Saint Lucia or St Lucia or Saint Vincent or St Vincent or Grenadines or Samoa or
Samoan Islands or Navigator Island or Navigator Islands or Sao Tome or Saudi Arabia or
Senegal or Serbia or Montenegro or Seychelles or Sierra Leone or Slovenia or Sri Lanka or
Ceylon or Solomon Islands or Somalia or South Africa or Sudan or Suriname or Surinam or
Swaziland or Syria or Tajikistan or Tadzhikistan or Tadjikistan or Tadzhik or Tanzania or
Thailand or Togo or Togolese Republic or Tonga or Trinidad or Tobago or Tunisia or Turkey
or Turkmenistan or Turkmen or Uganda or Ukraine or Uruguay or USSR or Soviet Union or
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or Uzbekistan or Uzbek or Vanuatu or New Hebrides or
Venezuela or Vietnam or Viet Nam or West Bank or Yemen or Yugoslavia or Zambia or
Zimbabwe or Rhodesia)

97. Topic=(Africa or "Latin America" or "South America" or Caribbean or "West Indies" or "Eastern
Europe" or Soviet or Arab or "Middle East" or "Latin America" or "Central America")

98. Or/79-97

99. 40 and 74

100.99 and 98

101.78 and 98

JOLIS (IMF,
World Bank and
International
Finance
Corporation)

http://external.worldbankimflib.org/uhtbin/cgisirsi/?ps=Uvm3MkrFSe/JL/0/49

(aggression OR violence OR homicide OR gang OR bully OR crime OR “juvenile delinquency” OR
“conduct problem” OR “conduct disorder” OR “behavior problem” OR “behavior disorder”)

AND

(adolescent OR child OR youth OR student OR teen OR boy OR girl OR pupil OR youngster OR
juvenile OR infant)

80

World Bank

https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/discover?scope=%2F &query=%28aggression+OR+violence+

OR+homicide+OR+gang+OR+bully+OR+crime+OR+%E2%80%9Cjuvenile+delinquency%E2%80%

9D+0OR+%E2%80%9Cconduct+problem%E2%80%9D+0R+%E2%80%9Cconduct+disorder%E2%8
0%9D+0R+%E2%80%9Cbehavior+problem%E2%80%9D+0R+%E2%80%9Cbehavior+disorder%E
2%80%9D%29+AND+%28adolescent+OR+child+OR+youth+OR+student+OR+teen+OR+boy+OR+

girl+OR+pupil+OR+youngster+OR+juvenile+OR+infant%29&submit=Go

(aggression OR violence OR homicide OR gang OR bully OR crime OR “juvenile delinquency” OR
“conduct problem” OR *“conduct disorder” OR “behavior problem” OR “behavior disorder”’) AND
(adolescent OR child OR youth OR student OR teen OR boy OR girl OR pupil OR youngster OR
juvenile OR infant)

1236

LILACS

RUN 1

(child OR nifio OR crianga OR infant OR lactante OR lactente OR Adolescent OR Adolescente OR
“Child Psychiatry” OR “Psiquiatria Infantil” OR “Psiquiatria Infantil” OR “Child Behavior” OR “Conducta
Infantil” OR “Comportamento Infantil” OR “Adolescent Behavior” OR “Conducta del Adolescente” OR
“Comportamento do Adolescente” OR Adolescent Development” OR “Desarrollo del Adolescente” OR
“‘Desenvolvimento do Adolescente” OR “Adolescent Behavior” OR “Conducta del Adolescente” OR
“Comportamento do Adolescente”)

[Subject descriptor]

AND
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gang OR gangs OR pandilla OR quadrilha OR crimes OR criminal OR Crimen OR Crime OR (antisocial
AND behavio$r) OR antisocial OR anti-social OR “antisocial behavio$r” OR “anti-social behavior” OR
“comportamento anti-social” OR “conducta anti-social” OR violen$ OR Violencia OR Violéncia OR
violence OR violent OR violen$ OR bully$ OR “Acoso Escolar” OR Bullying OR aggress$ OR
aggression OR Agresion OR Agressdo OR Homicidio OR Homicidio OR Acoso Escolar OR bullying OR
domestic violence OR Violencia Doméstica OR Violéncia Doméstica OR conducta antisocial

[Words]

370

RUN 2

child OR children OR adolescent OR Adolescente OR child$ OR adolescen$ OR youth$ OR student$
OR teen$ OR boy$ OR girl$ OR pupil$ OR youngster$ OR juvenile$ OR infant$ OR infan$ OR baby
OR babies OR preschool OR preschool$ OR crianga OR infant OR infants OR lactante OR lactente OR
neonat$ OR baby OR babies OR kid OR kids OR toddler$ OR jévenes OR nifia OR nifio OR crianca
OR newborn

[Words]

AND

“Domestic Violence” OR “Violencia Doméstica” OR “Violéncia Doméstica” OR “Social Behavior
Disorders” OR “Trastorno de la Conducta Social” OR “Transtornos do Comportamento Social” OR
aggression OR Agresidn OR Agressé@o OR Homicide OR Homicidio OR Homicidio OR bully OR “Acoso
Escolar” OR Bullying OR “oppositional defiant disorder” OR “trastorno desafiante por oposicion” OR
“transtorno desafiador de oposigdo” OR “conduct disorder” OR “Trastorno del Comportamiento” OR
“Transtorno da Conduta” OR “transtorno desafiador-opositivo” OR “conducta antisocial” or “transtorno
da conduta” OR “transtorno da personalidade anti-social” OR “Transtornos do

Comportamento”

[Subject descriptor]

228

RUN 3

child OR nifio OR crianga OR infant OR lactante OR lactente OR Adolescent OR Adolescente OR “Child
Psychiatry” OR “Psiquiatria Infantil” OR “Psiquiatria Infantil” OR “Child Behavior” OR “Conducta Infantil”
OR “Comportamento Infantil” OR “Adolescent Behavior” OR “Conducta del Adolescente” OR
“Comportamento do Adolescente” OR Adolescent Development” OR “Desarrollo del Adolescente” OR
“‘Desenvolvimento do Adolescente” OR “Adolescent Behavior” OR “Conducta del Adolescente” OR
“Comportamento do Adolescente” OR “Adolescent Psychiatry” OR “Psiquiatria del Adolescente” OR
“Psiquiatria do Adolescente”

[Subject descriptor]

AND

“Domestic Violence” OR “Violencia Doméstica” OR “Violéncia Doméstica” OR “Social Behavior
Disorders” OR “Trastorno de la Conducta Social” OR “Transtornos do Comportamento Social” OR
aggression OR Agresion OR Agressdo OR Homicide OR Homicidio OR Homicidio OR bully OR “Acoso
Escolar’ OR Bullying OR “oppositional defiant disorder” OR “trastorno desafiante por oposicion” OR
“transtorno desafiador de oposi¢do” OR “conduct disorder” OR “Trastorno del Comportamiento” OR
“Transtorno da Conduta” OR “transtorno desafiador-opositivo” OR “conducta antisocial” or “transtorno
da conduta” OR *“transtorno da personalidade anti-social” OR “Transtornos do

Comportamento”

[Subject descriptor]

4538

RUN 4

child OR children OR adolescent OR Adolescente OR child$ OR adolescen$ OR youth$ OR student$
OR teen$ OR boy$ OR girl$ OR pupil$ OR youngster$ OR juvenile$ OR infant$ OR infan$ OR baby
OR babies OR preschool OR preschool$ OR crianga OR infant OR infants OR lactante OR lactente OR
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neonat$ OR baby OR babies OR kid OR kids OR toddler$ OR jovenes OR nifia OR nifio OR crianga
OR newborn

[Words]

AND

gang OR gangs OR pandilla OR quadrilha OR crimes OR criminal OR Crimen OR Crime OR antisocial
OR anti-social OR “antisocial behavio$r” OR “anti-social behavior” OR “comportamento anti-social” OR
“conducta anti-social” OR “conducta antisocial” OR violen$ OR Violencia OR Violéncia OR violence OR
violent OR bully$ OR “Acoso Escolar” OR Bullying OR aggress$ OR aggression OR Agresion OR
Agressdo OR Homicidio OR Homicidio OR Acoso Escolar OR “domestic violence” OR “Violencia
Domeéstica” OR “Violéncia Doméstica”

[Words]

NOT

liposarcoma

473

RUN 5

“Child Behavior Disorders” OR “delinquencia” OR “delinquencia femenina” OR “delinquencia juvenil” or
delincuencial or delincuenciales or delincuente or delincuentes OR “juvenile delinquency” OR
delincuen$ OR “Delincuencia Juvenil” OR “Delinquéncia Juvenil” OR “Transtornos do Comportamento
Infantil” OR Delinquencia or Delinquen$ or “Trastornos de la Conducta Infantil” or Transtornos do
“Comportamento Infantil”

[Words]

SCIELO

RUN 1-60

child OR nifio OR crianga OR infant OR lactante OR lactente OR Adolescent OR Adolescente OR child
OR children OR adolescent OR child$ OR adolescen$ OR youth$ OR student$ OR teen$ OR boy$ OR
girl$ OR pupil$ OR youngster$ OR juvenile$ OR infant$ OR infan$ OR baby OR babies OR preschool
OR preschool$ OR crianga OR infant OR infants OR lactante OR lactente OR neonat$ OR baby OR
babies OR kid OR kids OR toddler$ OR jovenes OR nifia OR nifio OR crianga OR newborn

[All indexes]

AND

“Acoso Escolar” OR “Violéncia Doméstica” OR Transtornos do Comportamento OR “Transtornos do
Comportamento Social” OR Agressdo OR Homicidio OR Bullying OR “transtorno desafiador-opositivo”
OR “Transtorno da Conduta” OR “conducta antisocial” or “transtorno da conduta” OR “transtorno da
personalidade anti-social”

[Subject descriptor]

RUN 2 - 1189

child OR nifio OR crianga OR infant OR lactante OR lactente OR Adolescent OR Adolescente OR child
OR children OR adolescent OR child$ OR adolescen$ OR youth$ OR student$ OR teen$ OR boy$ OR
girl$ OR pupil$ OR youngster$ OR juvenile$ OR infant$ OR infan$ OR baby OR babies OR preschool
OR preschool$ OR crianga OR infant OR infants OR lactante OR lactente OR neonat$ OR baby OR
babies OR kid OR kids OR toddler$ OR jovenes OR nifia OR nifio OR crianga OR newborn

[All indexes]

AND

gang OR gangs OR pandila OR quadriha OR crimes OR criminal OR crimen OR crime OR
“‘comportamento anti-social” OR “conducta anti-social” OR violence OR violen$ OR Violencia OR
Violéncia OR violent OR bully$ OR aggress$ OR aggression OR Agresion OR Agressao OR Homicidio
OR Homicidio OR Acoso Escolar OR bullying OR domestic violence OR Violencia Doméstica OR
Violéncia Doméstica OR conducta antisocial OR “Transtorno da Conduta” OR “transtorno desafiador
de oposigdo” OR “transtorno da personalidade anti-social’OR “Transtornos do Comportamento”

[All indexes]
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RUN 3-9

“delinquencia” OR “delinquencia femenina” OR “delinquencia juvenil” or delincuencial or
delincuenciales or delincuente or delincuentes OR “Transtornos do Comportamento Infantil”

[Subject descriptor]

RUN 4-106
Delinquencia or Delinquen$ or Transtornos do Comportamento Infantil
[All indexes]
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APPENDIX B: DOCUMENT CODING PROTOCOL

Reference information
1. Document ID
Study author/s
Study title
Publication year
Full APA-style reference

© gk w DN

Reference type:

a. Book
Journal article (peer reviewed)
Dissertation or thesis
Government report

Police report

-~ ® o o0 o

Technical report
Conference paper
h. Other (specify)

Q@

7. Coder’'s name; date coded
Study details
8. Country of intervention

9. Document language

10.Date of research
a. Start:
b. Finish:
11.Source of funding for study

a. Government

b. Foreign government

c. Local university/research body
d. Foreign university/research body
e. Other

12.Term/s used by author to describe gang
a. Gang
b. Pandilla
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c. Maras
d. Street children
e. Other

13. Author definition of gang

a. Eurogang definition
b. Not specified
c. Other

14.Sample age

15. Intervention name

16. Intervention strategy

17.Intervention design

18.Level of intervention

a. Primary

b. Secondary

c. Tertiary

d. Combination of above categories
19.Bodies involved in implementation (tick all applicable)

a. Police/ Justice system

b. Health Service

c. Other government departments

d. University/research agency

e. Other
20.Evaluated by
21.Conflict context?

a. Yes
b. No
22.0Other relevant contextual information?

a. Yes (describe)

b. No
23.Issues in implementation?

a. Yes (describe)

b. No problems
c. No information included
24.Ethical issues?
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a. Yes (describe)
b. No
Methodology

25.Type of study
a. randomized experiment
b. randomized experiment with units of analysis discrepancy or very small
number of aggregate units
guasi-experiment: interrupted time series
d. quasi-experiment: regression discontinuity
e. quasi-experiment: nonequivalent comparison group case control
design
f.  Within-group comparison (i.e., pretest-posttest)
26.Randomisation to the comparison made in the effect size
a. Participants were randomly assigned to treatment and comparison
conditions
b. participants were haphazardly assigned to treatment and comparison
conditions
c. participants were neither randomly nor haphazardly assigned to
treatment and comparison conditions
d. Based on a within-participants comparison (e.g., a pretest-posttest
design following the same participants over time)
e. Unknown
27.Comparison group present?
a. Yes (matched by)
b. No
28. Similarity of the control group

a. Internal — Another group from the same pool of Ss —all participants
started off as part of one group.

b. External—A group from a patently different pool of participants

c. Archival/historical—Data taken from past study (e.g., past experiment;
normative data on a test)

d. Other

e. Unknown.

29. Type of Comparison condition

155 The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org



Wait List Control Group
No Treatment Control Group

Placebo Control Group

o o T p

“Treatment as usual”
e. An alternative treatment

30. Unit of treatment

31.Unit of analysis

32.Sample size

a. Total sample size

b. Sample size of comparison group

c. Sample size of intervention group

d. Sample size of treatment group for this effect size

e. Sample size of treatment comparison for this effect size
33.Was attrition a problem?

a. Yes (describe)

b. No

c. Not applicable

34.Initial response rate
Risk of Bias (Use the IDCG Risk of Bias checklist to help answer 35-42):

35.Mechanism of assignment: was the allocation or identification mechanism

able to control for selection bias?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Unclear
36.Group equivalence: was the method of analysis executed adequately to
ensure comparability of groups throughout the study and prevent
confounding?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Unclear
37.Hawthorne and John Henry effects: was the process of being observed
causing motivation bias?
a. Yes
b. No
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c. Unclear
38. Spill-overs: was the study adequately protected against performance bias?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Unclear
39. Selective outcome reporting: was the study free from outcome reporting bias?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Unclear
40. Selective analysis reporting: was the study free from analysis reporting bias?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Unclear
41.0ther: was the study free from other sources of bias?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Unclear
42.Confidence intervals
a. Yes
b. No
c. Unclear

43.Sample age

44.Sample gender
a. Male
b. Female
c. Mixed
45. Sample socio-economic status
a. Low
b. Average
c. High
d. Mixed
e. Other

Outcomes (complete for each outcome reported)

46.0utcome
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47.Conceptual definition of outcome

48. Operation definition

49.Where was the outcome variable obtained?
a. Official data (government/police)

Self-reported

Peer-reported

Family-reported

Practitioner-reported (including school)

Other

50.Raw difference favours (i.e. shows more success for):

-~ ® oo T

(a) Treatment group
(b) Control group
(c) Neither (exactly equal)
(d) Cannot tell
51.Did a test of statistical significance indicate statistically significant differences
between groups/time points?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Can'ttell
d. NJ/A (no testing completed)
52.Was a standardized effect size reported?
a. Yes
b. No
If Yes:
53. Effect size measure
54 Effect size

55.Standard error of effect size

56. Effect size reported on page number
If No:

57.Are data available to calculate effect size?

a. Yes
b. No

58. Type of data effect size can be calculated from:
a. Means and standard deviations
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Frequencies or proportions (dichotomous)
Frequencies or proportions (polychotomous)
Unadjusted correlation coefficient

Multiple regression coefficients (unstandardized)

-~ ® oo T

Multiple regression coefficients (standardized)
t-value or F-value

Chi-square (df=1)

i. Other (specify)

= «Q

Means and Standard Deviations
59.Treatment group mean.
60.Control group mean. __
61. Treatment group standard deviation.
62.Control group standard deviation.
Proportions or frequencies
63.n of treatment group with a successful outcome.

64.n of control group with a successful outcome.

65. Proportion of treatment group with a successful outcome.

66. Proportion of treatment group with a successful outcome.

Regression coefficients and correlations

67.Unadjusted correlation coefficient

68. Standardized regression coefficient
69. Unstandardized regression coefficient
70. Standard deviation of predictor

71.Control variables

Significance Tests
72.t-value
73.F-value
74.Chi-square value (df=1)
Calculated Effect Size
75.Effectsize
76.Standard error of effect size
Authors conclusion
77.What did the authors conclude about the relationship?
1 Program reduced gang membership
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2 Program increased gang membership
3 Program had no effect on gang membership

4 Unclear/no conclusion stated by authors
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APPENDIX C: IDCG RISK OF BIAS TOOL

Tool to assess risk of bias and internal validity of social experiments and quasi-
experiments’

The following tool enables the consistent assessment of internal validity of social experiments and
quasi-experiments including randomised control trials (RCTs), regression discontinuity designs
(RDDs), non-randomised studies based on participant self-selection (panel data models, propensity
score and covariate matching, and cross-sectional regression), and studies using instrumental
variables estimation for causal identification. The tool consists of eight evaluation criteria to identify
threats to validity arising due to the following sources: selection bias, confounding, motivation bias,
performance bias, outcome reporting bias, analysis reporting bias, other sources of bias, and threats
to the correct calculation of statistical significance of the effect. Application of the tool is likely to
require advanced knowledge of statistics and econometrics.

1. Mechanism of assignment: was the allocation or identification mechanism
able to control for selection bias?

a) For Randomised assignment (RCTs),

Score “YES” if:

e arandom component in the sequence generation process is described (e.g. referring to a random
number table)s;

e and if the unit of allocation was at group level (geographical/ social/ institutional unit) and
allocation was performed on all units at the start of the study,

e or if the unit of allocation was by beneficiary or group and there was some form of centralised
allocation mechanism such as an on-site computer system;

e and if the unit of allocation is based on a sufficiently large sample size to equate groups on
average.

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

o the paper does not provide details on the randomisation process, or uses a quasi-randomization
process for which it is not clear has generated allocations equivalent to true randomisation.

Score “NO” if:
1. the sample size is not sufficient or any failure in the allocation mechanism could affect the

randomisation process’.

> The tool has been developed by Jorge Hombrados and Hugh Waddington, drawing on existing tools, in

particular EPOC (n.d.), Higgins and Green (2011) and Coalition for Evidence-Based Policy (2010). Thanks to
Richard Palmer-Jones, Maren Duvendack and Phil Davies for comments on previous drafts.

6 If a quasi-randomized assignment approach is used (e.g. alphabetical order), you must be sure that the
process truly generates groupings equivalent to random assignment, to score “Yes” on this criteria. In order to
assess the validity of the quasi-randomization process, the most important aspect is whether the assignment
process might generate a correlation between participation status and other factors (e.g. gender, socio-economic
status) determining outcomes; you may consider covariate balance in determining this (see question 2).

7 If the research has serious concerns with the validity of the randomisation process or the group
equivalence completely fails, we recommend to assess the risk of bias of the study using the relevant questions for
the appropriate methods of analysis (cross-sectional regressions, difference-in-difference, etc) rather than the
RCTs questions.
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b) For discontinuity assignment (Regression Discontinuity Designs)

Score “YES” if:

e allocation is made based on a pre-determined discontinuity on a continuous variable (regression
discontinuity design) and blinded to participants or,

e if not blinded, individuals reasonably cannot affect the assignment variable in response to
knowledge of the participation decision rule;

e and the sample size immediately at both sides of the cut-off point is sufficiently large to equate
groups on average.

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

e the assignment variable is either non-blinded or it is unclear whether participants can affect it in
response to knowledge of the allocation mechanism.

Score “NO” if:

e the sample size is not sufficient or

e there is evidence that participants altered the assignment variable prior to assighment?.

c) For assignment based non-randomised programme placement and self-selection (studies using
a matching strategy or regression analysis, excluding IV)

Score “YES” if:

e Participants and non-participants are either matched based on all relevant characteristics
explaining participation and outcomes, or

e all relevant characteristics are accounted for.® ¥

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

1. itis not clear whether all relevant characteristics (only relevant time varying characteristics in the
case of panel data regressions) are controlled.

Score “NO” if:

2. relevant characteristics are omitted from the analysis.

d) For identification based on an instrumental variable (IV estimation)

Score “YES” if:

e An appropriate instrumental variable is used which is exogenously generated: e.g. due to a
‘natural’ experiment or random allocation.

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

8 If the research has serious concerns with the validity of the assignment process or the group equivalence
completely fails, we recommend to assess the risk of bias of the study using the relevant questions for the
appropriate methods of analysis (cross-sectional regressions, difference-in-difference, etc) rather than the RDDs
questions.

9 Accounting for and matching on all relevant characteristics is usually only feasible when the programme
allocation rule is known and there are no errors of targeting. It is unlikely that studies not based on randomisation
or regression discontinuity can score “YES” on this criterion.

10 There are different ways in which covariates can be taken into account. Differences across groups in
observable characteristics can be taken into account as covariates in the framework of a regression analysis or can
be assessed by testing equality of means between groups. Differences in unobservable characteristics can be taken
into account through the use of instrumental variables (see also question 1.d) or proxy variables in the framework
of a regression analysis, or using a fixed effects or difference-in-differences model if the only characteristics which
are unobserved are time-invariant.
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e the exogeneity of the instrument is unclear (both externally as well as why the variable should
not enter by itself in the outcome equation).
Score “NO” otherwise.

2. Group equivalence: was the method of analysis executed adequately to
ensure comparability of groups throughout the study and prevent confounding?

a) For randomised control trials (RCTs) and quasi-RCTs,

Score “YES” if:!!

e baseline characteristics of the study and control/comparisons are reported and overall*? similar
based on t-test or ANOVA for equality of means across groups,

e or covariate differences are controlled using multivariate analysis;

e and the attrition rates (losses to follow up) are sufficiently low and similar in treatment and
control, or the study assesses that loss to follow up units are random draws from the sample (e.g.
by examining correlation with determinants of outcomes, in both treatment and comparison
groups);

e and problems with cross-overs and drop outs are dealt with using intention-to-treat analysis or in
the case of drop outs, by assessing whether the drop outs are random draws from the population;

e and, for cluster-assignment, authors control for external cluster-level factors that might confound
the impact of the programme (eg weather, infrastructure, community fixed effects, etc) through
multivariate analysis.

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

e insufficient details are provided on covariate differences or methods of adjustment;

e orinsufficient details are provided on cluster controls.

Score “NO” otherwise.

b) For regression discontinuity designs (RDDs),

Score “YES” if:

1. theinterval for selection of treatment and control group is reasonably small,

2. or authors have weighted the matches on their distance to the cut-off point,

3. and the mean of the covariates of the individuals immediately at both sides of the cut-off point
(selected sample of participants and non-participants) are overall not statistically different based
on t-test or ANOVA for equality of means,

4. or significant differences have been controlled in multivariate analysis;

5. and, for cluster-assignment, authors control for external cluster-level factors that might confound
the impact of the programme (eg weather, infrastructure, community fixed effects, etc) through
multivariate analysis.

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

u Please note that when a), b) or f) score no or large differences in baseline characteristics, we suggest
assessing risk of bias considering other study design (Diff-in-Diff, cross-sectional regression, instrumental
variables)

12 Even in the context of RCTs, when randomisation is successful and carried out over sufficiently large
assignment units, it is possible that small differences between groups remain for some covariates. In these cases,
study authors should use appropriate multivariate methods to correcting for these differences.
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e there are covariate differences across individuals at both sides of the discontinuity which have not
been controlled for using multivariate analysis, or if insufficient details are provided on controls,

e orif insufficient details are provided on cluster controls.

Score “NO” otherwise.

c) For non-randomised trials using difference-in-differences methods of analysis,

Score “YES” if:

e the authors use a difference-in-differences (or fixed effects) multivariate estimation method;

e the authors control for a comprehensive set of time-varying characteristics;

e and the attrition rate is sufficiently low and similar in treatment and control, or the study assesses
that drop-outs are random draws from the sample (e.g. by examining correlation with
determinants of outcomes, in both treatment and comparison groups);

e and, for cluster-assignment, authors control for external cluster-level factors that might confound
the impact of the programme (eg weather, infrastructure, community fixed effects, etc) through
multivariate analysis.

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

e insufficient details are provided,

e or if insufficient details are provided on cluster controls.

Score “NO” otherwise.

d) For statistical matching studies including propensity scores (PSM) and covariate matching,

Score “YES” if:

a) matching is either on baseline characteristics or time-invariant characteristics which cannot be
affected by participation in the programme; and the variables used to match are relevant (e.g.
demographic and socio-economic factors) to explain both participation and the outcome (so that
there can be no evident differences across groups in variables that might explain outcomes) (see
fn. 6).

b) In addition, for PSM Rosenbaum’s test suggests the results are not sensitive to the existence of
hidden bias.

c) and, with the exception of Kernel matching, the means of the individual covariates are equated
for treatment and comparison groups after matching;

e and, for cluster-assignment, authors control for external cluster-level factors that might confound
the impact of the programme (eg weather, infrastructure, community fixed effects, etc) through
multivariate or any appropriate analysis.

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

o relevant variables are not included in the matching equation, or if matching is based on
characteristics collected at endline,

13 Knowing allocation rules for the programme — or even whether the non-participants were individuals
that refused to participate in the programme, as opposed to individuals that were not given the opportunity to
participate in the programme — can help in the assessment of whether the covariates accounted for in the regression
capture all the relevant characteristics that explain differences between treatment and comparison.

14 Matching strategies are sometimes complemented with difference-in-difference regression estimation
methods. This combination approach is superior since it only uses in the estimation the common support region of
the sample size, reducing the likelihood of existence of time-variant unobservables differences across groups
affecting outcome of interest and removing biases arising from time-invariant unobservable characteristics.
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e orif insufficient details are provided on cluster controls.
Score “NO” otherwise.

e) For regression-based studies using cross sectional data (excluding IV)

Score “YES” if:

e the study controls for relevant confounders that may be correlated with both participation and
explain outcomes (e.g. demographic and socio-economic factors at individual and community
level) using multivariate methods with appropriate proxies for unobservable covariates (see fn.
6),

e and a Hausman test’® with an appropriate instrument suggests there is no evidence of
endogeneity,

e and none of the covariate controls can be affected by participation;

e and either, only those observations in the region of common support for participants and non-
participants in terms of covariates are used, or the distributions of covariates are balanced for the
entire sample population across groups;

e and, for cluster-assignment, authors control particularly for external cluster-level factors that
might confound the impact of the programme (eg weather, infrastructure, community fixed
effects, etc) through multivariate analysis.

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

e relevant confounders are controlled but appropriate proxy variables or statistical tests are not
reported,

e orif insufficient details are provided on cluster controls.

Score “NO” otherwise.

f) For instrumental variables approaches,

Score “YES” if:

e the instrumenting equation is significant at the level of F>10 (or if an F test is not reported, the
authors report and assess whether the R-squared (goodness of fit) of the participation equation
is sufficient for appropriate identification);

e the identifying instruments are individually significant (p<0.01); for Heckman models, the
identifiers are reported and significant (p<0.05);

e where at least two instruments are used, the authors report on an over-identifying test (p<0.05
is required to reject the null hypothesis); and none of the covariate controls can be affected by
participation and the study convincingly assesses qualitatively why the instrument only affects
the outcome via participation?®.

15 The Hausman test explores endogeneity in the framework of regression by comparing whether the OLS
and the IV approaches yield significantly different estimations. However, it plays a different role in the different
methods of analysis. While in the OLS regression framework the Hausman test mainly explores endogeneity and
therefore is related with the validity of the method, in IV approaches it explores whether the author has chosen the
best available strategy for addressing causal attribution (since in the absence of endogeneity OLS yields more
precise estimators) and therefore is more related with analysis reporting bias.

16 If the instrument is the random assignment of the treatment, the reviewer should also assess the quality
and success of the randomisation procedure in part a).
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e and, for cluster-assignment, authors particularly control for external cluster-level factors that
might confound the impact of the programme (eg weather, infrastructure, community fixed
effects, etc) through multivariate analysis.

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

e relevant confounders are controlled but appropriate statistical tests are not reported or
exogeneity!’ of the instrument is not convincing,

e orif insufficient details are provided on cluster controls (see category f) below).

Score “NO” otherwise.

3. Hawthorne and John Henry effects: was the process of being observed
causing motivation bias?

Score “YES” if either:

a) For data collected in the context of a particular intervention trial (randomised or non-
randomised assignment), the authors state explicitly that the process of monitoring the
intervention and outcome measurement is blinded, or argue convincingly why it is not likely
that being monitored in ways that could affect the performance of participants in treatment
and comparison groups in different ways.

b) The study is based on data collected in the context of a survey, and not associated with a
particular intervention trial, or data are collected in the context of a retrospective (ex post)
evaluation.

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

1) it is not clear whether the authors use an appropriate method to prevent Hawthorne and John
Henry Effects (e.g. blinding of outcomes and, or enumerators, other methods to ensure consistent
monitoring across groups).

Score “NO” otherwise.

4. Spill-overs: was the study adequately protected against performance bias?

Score “YES” if:

2) theintervention is unlikely to spill-over to comparisons (e.g. participants and non-participants are
geographically and/or socially separated from one another and general equilibrium effects are
unlikely)®®.

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

3) spill-overs are not addressed clearly.

Score “NO” if:

4) allocation was at individual or household level and there are likely spill-overs within households
and communities which are not controlled for in the analysis;

7 An instrument is exogenous when it only affects the outcome of interest through affecting participation
in the programme. Although when more than one instrument is available, statistical tests provide guidance on
exogeneity (see background document), the assessment of exogeneity should be in any case done qualitatively.
Indeed, complete exogeneity of the instrument is only feasible using randomised assignment in the context of an
RCT with imperfect compliance, or an instrument identified in the context of a natural experiment.

18 Contamination, that is differential receipt of other interventions affecting outcome of interest in the
control or comparison group, is potentially an important threat to the correct interpretation of study results and
should be addressed via PICO and study coding.
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5) orif allocation at cluster level and there are likely spill-overs to comparison clusters.

5. Selective outcome reporting: was the study free from outcome reporting
bias?

Score “YES” if:

e there is no evidence that outcomes were selectively reported (e.g. all relevant outcomes in the
methods section are reported in the results section).

Score “NO” if:

e some important outcomes are subsequently omitted from the results or the significance and
magnitude of important outcomes was not assessed.

Score “UNCLEAR” otherwise.

6. Selective analysis reporting: was the study free from analysis reporting bias?

Score “YES” if:

e authors use ‘common’ methods®® of estimation and the study does not suggest the existence of
biased exploratory research methods®.

Score “NO” if:

e authors use uncommon or less rigorous estimation methods such as failure to conduct
multivariate analysis for outcomes equations where it is has not been established that covariates
are balanced.

See also the following for particular estimation methodologies.

For PSM and covariate matching, score “YES” if:

o Where over 10% of participants fail to be matched, sensitivity analysis is used to re-estimate
results using different matching methods (Kernel Matching techniques).

e For matching with replacement, no single observation in the control group is matched with a large
number of observations in the treatment group.

Where not reported, score “UNCLEAR”. Otherwise, score “NO”.

For IV (including Heckman) models, score “YES” if:

e the authors test and report the results of a Hausman test for exogeneity (p<0.05 is required to
reject the null hypothesis of exogeneity).

e the coefficient of the selectivity correction term (Rho) is significantly different from zero (P<0.05)
(Heckman approach).

Where not reported, score “UNCLEAR”. Otherwise, score “NO”.

For studies using multivariate regression analysis, score “YES” if:

19 ‘Common methods’ refers to the use of the most credible method of analysis to address attribution given
the data available.
20 A comprehensive assessment of the existence of ‘data mining’ is not feasible particularly in quasi-

experimental designs where most studies do not have protocols and replication seems the only possible mechanism
to examine rigorously the existence of data mining.
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e authors conduct appropriate specification tests (e.g. reporting results of multicollinearity test,
testing robustness of results to the inclusion of additional variables, etc).

Where not reported or not convincing, score “UNCLEAR”. Otherwise, Score “NO”.

7. Other: was the study free from other sources of bias?

Important additional sources of bias may include: concerns about blinding of outcome assessors or
data analysts; concerns about blinding of beneficiaries so that expectations, rather than the
intervention mechanisms, are driving results (detection bias or placebo effects)?!; concerns about
courtesy bias from outcomes collected through self-reporting; concerns about coherence of results;
data on the baseline collected retrospectively; information is collected using an inappropriate
instrument (or a different instrument/at different time/after different follow up period in the
comparison and treatment groups).

Score “YES” if:

e the reported results do not suggest any other sources of bias.

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

e other important threats to validity may be present

Score “NO” if:

e itis clear that these threats to validity are present and not controlled for.
[ )

8. Confidence intervals

NOTE: for full internal validity assessment — ie risk of bias in effects and precision based on true
confidence intervals (Type | error, Type Il error) — assessment should include the following:

a) For studies using parametric regression methods such as OLS (distribution of error term, and
heteroscedasticity):

Score “YES” if:

e the authors test and fail to reject the null of homoscedasticity (e.g. through a Breusch-Pagan test
for heteroscedasticity (p>0.05)) and test for the assumed error distribution (e.g. Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test for non-normality (p>0.05))

o orifthe test suggests the existence of heterogeneity or non-normality, the study corrects for them
(e.g. use of log transformation in the dependent variable).

Score “UNCLEAR” if:

e the results of any test are not reported.

Score “NO” otherwise?’.

b) If, despite large effects, the study fails to find the effects significant (Power of the study),

2 All interventions may create expectations (placebo effects), which might confound causal mechanisms.
In social interventions, which usually require behaviour change from participants, expectations may form an
important component of the intervention, so that isolating expectation effects from other mechanisms may be less
relevant.

2 Standard errors may be inflated in parametric approaches if the intervention does not have a
homogeneous effect across the whole sample population, and the authors fail to conduct appropriate sub-group
analyses.
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Score “YES” if:

e the sample size is enough to detect a relevant significant effect.
Score “UNCLEAR” if:

e it is not clear whether the sample size is sufficiently large to detect medium or large significant
effects.
Score “NO” if:

e the sample size is not sufficiently large to detect medium or large significant effects.
c) For clustered studies (unit of analysis error),

Score “YES” if:

e the analysis is carried out at the relevant unit of treatment assignment,

e orthe study accounts for lack of independence between observations within assignment clusters.
Score “UNCLEAR” if:

1. the study does not report enough information on the unit of treatment assignment.

Score “NO” if:

2. the analysis is carried out at a different unit than the assignment.
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APPENDIX D: CRITICAL APPRAISAL TOOL FOR QUANTITATIVE,
QUALITATIVE, AND PROCESS EVALUATION STUDIES

Adapted from the Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) Qualitative Research Checklist 31.05.13

Is the research aim clearly stated? (Yes/No)

Is there a clear link to relevant literature/theoretical framework? (Yes/No)

Is the study context described? (Yes/No)

Is the research design appropriate to answer the research question? (Yes/No)

Is the sampling procedure clearly described? (Yes/No)

Was the sampling strategy appropriate to the aims of the research? (Yes/No/Can’t tell)

Are sample characteristics clearly reported? (eg. size, location, sample demographics) (Yes/No)

© N o kA w N Re

Are data collection methods clearly reported? (eg. focus group, survey, semi-structured
interview, computer assisted telephone interview) (Yes/No)

9. Are data recording methods clearly reported? (eg. video, paper survey, notes) (Yes/No)

10. Were the data collection methods appropriate to the aims of the research? (Yes/No/Can’t tell)
11. Are methods of analysis explicitly stated? (Yes/No)

12. Are the analyses clearly presented? (Yes/No)

13. Were the analyses sufficiently rigorous? (Yes/No/Can’t tell)

14. Was triangulation applied (data, investigator, theory or methodological)? (Yes/No/Can’t tell)
15. Are the conclusions clearly presented? (Yes/No)

16. Is the relationship between researchers and participants (and any potential for conflict of
interest) explicitly discussed? (Yes/No)

17. Were conflict of interest issues appropriately considered? (Yes/No/Can’t tell)
18. Are ethical considerations related to the research discussed? (Yes/No)

19. Were ethical issues related to the research appropriately considered? (Yes/No/Can’t tell)
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APPENDIX E: ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY OF STUDIES
INCLUDED IN THE THEMATIC SYNTHESIS

Brenneman (II), R. E. (2009). From Homie to Hermano: Conversion and Gang
Exit in Central America. PhD Dissertation. University Notre Dame: Notre
Dame, Indiana.

Population
Former gang members in Guatemala, El Salvador, and Honduras.

Intervention

Brenneman (2009) evaluates the impact of evangelical conversion on gang exit. The
Catholic faith predominates in Central and Latin America; however, the Pentecostal Church
has a relatively large following throughout the ‘Northern Triangle’. Catholics “have tended to
found programs and invest in approaches that promote gang prevention through social
programs and community development, while Evangelicals have tended almost exclusively
toward promoting gang exit, especially by means of religious conversion” (Brenneman,
2009: 23). Further, the use of former gang members to recruit to the program (in this case
the Church) is a cornerstone of the Pentecostal Church’s approach to recruiting new
members to leave the gang and join the Church (Brenneman, 2009:10). Brenneman points
out that none of his interviewees had chosen to “embrace Catholicism as a means of
addressing the challenge to unbecoming a homie. Perhaps this finding should come as no
surprise since Catholic gang exit initiatives are relatively few” (Brenneman, 2009: 23).

Study design

Brenneman (2009) interviewed a total of 63 former gang members (59 men and 4 women)
in the “Northern Triangle” of Central America (Guatemala, El Salvador and Honduras)
where gang violence is pervasive. He used a variety of means to access former gang
members, including via trusted gatekeepers such as priests, pastors, and government
rehabilitation officers in evangelical and Catholic organizations, non-religious NGOs, prisons
and dry-out centers. He used a snowball sampling technique to access additional
participants. He notes that while it would have been impossible to generate a random
sample, he aimed to access a ‘representative sample’ which was not ‘overly biased’ towards
toward religious ex-gang members. He also spent five weeks at a tattoo-removal clinic and
interviewed all ex-gang member clients who passed through the clinic. He interviewed more
than 30 experts and practitioners working at 27 organizations and ministries aimed at
reducing gang violence in order to “understand the broader social context affecting gang
exit” (Brenneman, 2009: 12). He took extensive field notes during his visits to prisons and
‘red zone’ neighborhoods, and followed an “evangelistic campaign aimed specifically at
‘winning’ gang members to evangelical faith” (Brenneman, 2009: 11-12).

Brenneman’s (2009) analysis phase incorporated coding the data from the interview
transcripts using qualitative data analysis software to increase rigor in the coding process.
This coding process was left open to allow for unexpected themes or patterns to emerge as
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the analysis progressed. Each transcript was “coded on several dimensions such as religion,
gang affiliation and family background. Transcripts were coded paragraph-by paragraph
and, in some cases, line-by-line for broad themes such as religion, family, and violence as
well as more specific sub-themes such as “conversion” and “domestic violence” allowing for
easy comparison across many texts and quick testing of assumptions. Memo-ing continued
during the coding process. Coding also facilitated rapid retrieval” (Brenneman, 2009: 11-12).

McLean, A., & Lobban, S. B. (2009). Assessment of Community Security and
Transformation Programmes in Jamaica. Government of Jamaica.

Population

Communities and current gang members in three communities in Jamaica: August Town,
Brown’s Town and Mountain View.

Intervention

The Peace Management Initiative (PMI) is active in a large number of communities in
Jamaica. It was established by the Ministry of National Security in 2002 to “mitigate and
defuse community violence” through mediation, counselling and social development
(McLean & Lobban, 2009: 45). PMI directly targets youth involved in violence and the
corner gangs associated with this violence, through a combination of mediation, counselling
and therapy, and social development.

PMI incorporated structured activities aimed at bridging neighboring communities and
bringing them together. It ensures a focus on youth through sport, theatre and musical
events which span community boundaries (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 91). PMI also engages
in dealing with the anger and trauma associated with the violence through counselling and
therapy and has a trained social worker on its staff who leads a team of 30 volunteers to
“conduct healing and reconciliation work with ex-combatants and victims of violence”
(McLean & Lobban, 2009: 46). PMI “organizes retreats and field trips for gang members that
take them out of the inner city and expose them to a range of different issues including
conflict resolution, problem solving and leadership training” (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 46).
PMI also has a focus on working with partners to provide employment and skills training
and social development projects such as block making and poultry farming and “provides
some small grants to gang members to help try and encourage them to develop an alternative
livelihood to the gun” (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 46).

Study design

The PMI was evaluated along with 9 other programs that aimed to increase the safety and
security of local communities in Jamaica; however, PMI was the only one of the 10
interventions which was eligible for this review due to its focus on gang members. The
independent evaluation was commissioned by the Government of Jamaica and its
International Development Partners to “determine the capacities required to implement the
programs, the gaps in terms of issues being addressed, and the best institutional

arrangements to ensure harmonization and sustainability” (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 6).
172 The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org



The evaluation comprised both a qualitative and quantitative component with the qualitative
findings guiding the analysis, supported by quantitative survey data and police and hospital
data. The evaluation aimed to establish “success factors, challenges, and lessons learnt”
(McLean & Lobban, 2009: 21).

Quantitative

The evaluators examined police crime statistics and hospital data of violence-related injuries
(VRIs) to explore the “correlation between the implementation of community security
programs and levels of reported crimes and VRIs” (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 7). Detailed
field research was undertaken in the three PMI communities. These communities were
selected in consultation with the managers of the programs. This field research included a
comprehensive household survey of 940 respondents in the three PMI areas (McLean &
Lobban, 2009: 71). The survey aimed to gain an insight into citizen’s perceptions of security,
social capital and project awareness (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 19).

The quantitative analyses were not conducted using an experimental or a quasi-experimental
methodology that controlled for other potential causes of impact. This is particularly
pertinent as there were multiple community safety interventions in these communities
during the evaluation period, and any analysis without appropriate controls would not be
able to attribute any change in crime or perceptions of crime to the PMI intervention. As a
result, we do not present the quantitative findings that relate to effectiveness in this review.

Qualitative

A wide range of Jamaican Government and civil society stakeholders were interviewed as
‘key informants’ at the national and local level (McLean & Lobban, 2009: 6). Managers and
staff of the program, as well as international stakeholders, were interviewed, and key
program documentation was reviewed. Key informant interviews at the local level were
conducted with local program implementing partners in three PMI communities, including
local police, local members of the Community Development Committee, and political
representatives. Focus groups were held in each community including with community
leaders (e.g. religious leaders, teachers, local business owners); young men aged 17-25;
beneficiaries of program services; and, either women or children (McLean & Lobban, 2009:

17-19).

Pastran, 1., & Lanzas, N. (2006). Protagonismo de los y las adolescentes en la
disminucion de la violencia juvenil en diez barrios del Distrito VI de Managua.
[Youth leadership in hindering youth violence in ten suburbs of the Sixth
District of the Municipality of Managua] 2001-2003. Master’s Thesis, Centro
de Investigaciones y Estudios de la Salud.

Population

Ten neighbourhoods (barrios) in District VI of the City of Managua, Nicaragua.

Intervention

The program was a secondary preventive intervention that aimed to prevent youth violence
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by targeting at-risk youth. The aim of the intervention was to create a platform or basis for
adolescents to actively contribute to the development of, and reduction of violence within,
their own communities. In this way, at-risk youth were targeted directly as active leaders of
the clubs, and indirectly as participants in club activities promoted to youth within the
community. Whilst the intervention was not specifically dedicated to the prevention of gang
violence, gang violence was one key aspect of youth violence that the intervention aimed to
address.

The intervention targeted a population of 150 adolescents who were selected and organized
into ten clubs, one for each of the target barrios (Pastran & Lanzas, 2006: 2). Each club had
a common structure with six or seven elected members as leaders and Club members
received training on how to elaborate a local agenda and turn this into an action plan
(Pastran & Lanzas, 2006: 24). The clubs held meetings focused on elaborating and
negotiating a plan of action to improve their own communities (Pastran & Lanzas, 2006: 24).
They would make quarterly action plans with specified actions assigned to each of the
members (Pastran & Lanzas, 2006: 24). Each club was allocated a budget to support their
action plan, administered by the funding consortium.

Adolescents from the target communities received training relevant to youth issues identified
in an initial community scan. Some of the issues addressed in the training included:
reproductive health, violence prevention, project design, and youth leadership (Pastran &
Lanzas, 2006: 27).

The youth leadership committee in each of the ten barrios formed dance groups and
initiated a number of local community events with the support and engagement of other
community leadership such as local associations and parents (Pastran & Lanzas, 2006:25).
They identified at-risk groups, promoted community activities such as local clean ups,
proposed, and evaluated their own course of action. Additionally, they financially supported
pre-existing community sports organizations that had previously had no support and formed
a network that would promote intercommunity sports tournaments (Pastran & Lanzas,
2006: 25).

Study design

The intervention was evaluated using a participatory methodology known as Systematization
of Experiences Approach. Qualitative data was collected through two focus groups involving
12 participants each. In all, 18 females and 6 males aged between 13 and 22 from six of the
study barrios participated in the focus groups (Pastran & Lanzas, 2006: 19). The facilitators
of the focus groups recorded the proceedings and also took notes and observations of the
activities (Pastran & Lanzas, 2006: 19). Interviews were conducted with six project
stakeholders using a interview guide: three interviews were conducted with members of the
community and parents in the project; one with a representative of the Mayor’s office in
Managua; and two with sports coaches in the sports programs developed by the young
participants in the program (Pastran & Lanzas, 2006: 19). The evaluation team also
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produced a document review using files from the project, forms, memoranda, and reports
that provided an overview of the program experience. It also allowed the evaluators to distil
the main themes of the intervention (Pastran & Lanzas, 2006: 19).

Strocka, C. (2009). Piloting Experimental Methods in Youth Gang Research: A
Camping Expedition with Rival Manchas in Ayacucho, Peru. In Jones, G. A.,
Rodgers, D. (Eds) Youth violence in Latin America: Gangs and juvenile justice
in perspective. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Population
Current members of four active youth gangs (manchas) in Huamanga, Peru.

Intervention

As part of a much larger, longer-term participatory study the camping expedition “aimed to
change the behaviour and attitudes of participants and to reduce intergang conflict by means
of a quasi-field experiment” (Strocka, 2009: 105). The camping expedition took place over
four days in a bush camp setting outside the city. It was designed to find “a way to break the
vicious circle of violent intergroup conflict” and to “test whether enmity and violent conflict
between manchas could be reduced by bringing them into contact with each other under
non-violent and noncompetitive conditions”, involving social activities, cooperative
activities such as cooking, games, music, drama and sport (Strocka, 2009: 108). The
intervention design was guided by two key theories. Firstly, the design was influenced by the
contact hypothesis of social psychologist Gordon Allport (1954), involving four situational
conditions: equal status of groups; pursuit of common goals; intergroup cooperation; and,
institutional support (Strocka: 108). Secondly, the intervention was influenced by the
Robbers Cave Experiment (Sherif et al, 1961) which explored the conditions under which
intergroup contact can improve intergroup relations (Strocka, 2009: 109).

Twenty-five (of an initial planned cohort of 40) male core mancha members from four
manchas, aged between 15 and 29, participated in the camping intervention (Strocka, 2009:
113).

Study design

Quantitative

The camping field experiment had initially included a comparable control group. Although
this group completed a pre-intervention questionnaire measure, and did not take part in the
camp, the group could not be brought back to administer the post-intervention measure, and
as a result, the controlled experiment did not go ahead (Strocka, 2009: 113). Consequently,
any quantitative analyses cannot be seen as robust evaluations of the causal impact of the
intervention.

Qualitative

The researchers conducted participant observation throughout the activities on the four days
of the camp to record individual and intergroup interactions. An evaluation meeting was
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conducted with each of the participating manchas on the last day of the camp. One mancha
submitted a written evaluation (Strocka, 2009: 125). During the three months following the
camping expedition, as part of ongoing fieldwork in the larger study, qualitative research
involving participant observation and conversations with mancheros were ongoing. At the
end of the larger project, the researcher kept in touch with some of the mancheros via email.
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