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A B S T R A C T

Objectives: New Perspectives (NP) aims to prevent that youth at onset of a criminal career will develop a more
persistent criminal behavior pattern. The study aim was to examine whether NP was effective relative to care as
usual in preventing and reducing (persistent) delinquency. Moreover, we examined improvements in secondary
outcomes (e.g., peer and parent relationships and cognitive distortions) and other outcomes (e.g., substance use
and self-esteem).
Methods: At-risk youth (N= 101) aged 12 to 19 years were randomly assigned to the intervention group (NP,
n = 47) or control group (‘care as usual’, n = 54). The effects of the NP intensive phase (3 months after program
start) and aftercare phase (6 months after program start) were analyzed.
Results: NP and care as usual did not differ on any of the outcome measures at both post-test occasions. The
effects of NP were the same for boys and girls, different age groups, and ethnic groups.
Conclusions: The overall null-effects are discussed, including implications for further research, policy, and
practice.

1. Introduction

Juvenile delinquency is a serious problem given its negative con-
sequences for victims, society, and juvenile offenders. In the
Netherlands approximately one third (38%) of the adolescents between
12 and 17 years of age have reported a crime at any moment in their life
(Van der Laan & Blom, 2011). Of those juveniles, about 36% recidivate
(Wartna, Blom, & Tollenaar, 2011). The Dutch prevalence rates are
comparable to self-reported juvenile delinquency in the United States,
but are relatively high compared to other European countries (Enzmann
et al., 2010).

The fact that many youngsters with disruptive behaviors develop
personality disorders (Rey, Morris-Yates, Singh, Andrews, & Stewart,
1995) and a persistent criminal trajectory (Loeber, Burke, & Pardini,

2009) underscores the need to intervene at an early stage in adoles-
cents' lives. It is therefore very important to establish the effectiveness
of interventions that aim to prevent persistent juvenile delinquency.
This article reports on the effects of the preventive intervention New
Perspectives (NP), a short, intensive ambulant program designed to
help divert adolescents in early stages of delinquency from committing
future offenses (Elling &Melissen, 2007). The present study is one of the
first outside the USA to examine the effectiveness of a prevention
program targeting adolescents (in pre-, mid- and late adolescence) at
risk for persistent delinquency by using a randomized controlled trial,
comparing NP with care as usual (CAU). In the Dutch field of secondary
crime prevention, the NP intervention is one of the few youth inter-
ventions following the Risk-Need-Responsivity principles (RNR model,
Andrews, Bonta &Hoge, 1990; Andrews, Zinger, et al., 1990).
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2. Previous research on programs preventing delinquency

Prevention programs have been developed in diverse settings with
various degrees of impact on juvenile delinquency. In their recent
systematic review, Farrington et al. (2016) concluded that all types of
preventive interventions (individual, family- or school-based) con-
tribute to a reduction of 5% in the prevalence of problem behavior. The
effectiveness of interventions can be improved by certain conditions,
related to the theoretical foundation, intensity, format, and components
of the program. First, Andrews, Bonta, et al. (1990), Andrews, Zinger,
et al. (1990) and Andrews and Bonta (2010) have shown that ther-
apeutic interventions adhering to the RNR model could reduce offender
recidivism by up to 35%. In accordance to the risk principle of the RNR
model, several researchers have stated that youth with a higher risk
profile profit most from prevention programs (Deković et al., 2011;
Farrington et al., 2016; Lösel and Beelmann, 2003). Second, many
systematic studies indicated that family-based (e.g.,
Farrington &Welsh, 2003) and multimodal interventions (e.g., Lipsey,
1995) are successful in preventing and reducing delinquent behavior.
Third, it is well known that behaviorally oriented interventions can
produce a strong positive impact on the prevention of antisocial be-
havior (e.g., Lösel & Beelmann, 2003).

Despite the abovementioned positive results of prevention pro-
grams, several studies could not find convincing evidence of the ef-
fectiveness of prevention or even showed negative effects. For example,
two meta-analytic studies (Schwalbe, Gearing, MacKenzie,
Brewer, & Ibrahim, 2012; Wilson & Hoge, 2012) could not find evidence
for the effectiveness of diversion (the overall impact of diversion on
delinquency was nonsignificant or differences were no longer sig-
nificant when a sound research design was used, such as RCT). More-
over, group-based and highly intensive prevention proved to be coun-
terproductive in several studies (e.g., De Vries, Hoeve, Assink,
Stams, & Asscher, 2015; Sawyer, Borduin, & Dopp, 2015;
Wilson &Hoge, 2012). Finally, early preventive interventions had no
significant effects on the reduction of criminal behavior in adulthood
(Deković et al., 2011).

In conclusion, findings on the effectiveness of preventive interven-
tions are mixed. On the basis of these earlier reviews, it is likely that
prevention programs that adhere to the RNR-model and are behavio-
rally oriented and family-based will have the most positive impact. In
order to draw firm conclusions, further convincing evidence by ex-
amining the effectiveness of youth crime prevention is highly needed.
In addition, given that most studies have been conducted in the USA,
research in countries other than the USA is needed. The present study
will be an addition to the existing literature on prevention by ex-
amining the effects of the Dutch prevention program New Perspectives.

3. New Perspectives

The NP-program is based on the theoretical framework of the RNR
model (Andrews, Bonta, et al., 1990; Andrews, Zinger, et al., 1990).
First, NP adheres to the risk principle by applying risk assessment and
providing modules (NP Prevention and NP Plus) that differ in treatment
intensity in order to adjust to the offender's risk of recidivism. Second,
NP aims to prevent a persistent delinquent trajectory of at-risk ado-
lescents. In order to prevent persistent delinquent behavior, NP ad-
dresses the following criminogenic needs (as secondary treatment
goals): poor relationships in the social network (parents and peers),
cognitive distortions, and poor parenting behavior. The multisystemic
approach of NP enables treatment of these multiple factors related to
delinquency and recidivism (needs principle). At the start of the inter-
vention phase, social workers systematically assess the client's crim-
inogenic needs in order to target these dynamic criminogenic factors in
treatment. Third, NP is based on the responsivity principle by adjusting
treatment to the client's motivation level and personal background.
Techniques of motivational interviewing and individual coaching are

used to influence motivation levels of adolescents. Additionally, the NP
program is carried out in a multimodal format by incorporating a
variety of effective cognitive social learning strategies (incl. problem-
solving skills and cognitive restructuring methods, Elling &Melissen,
2007). NP attempts to modify cognitive distortions by using cognitive
restructuring techniques based on Ellis' (1962) Antecedent-Belief-Con-
sequence (ABC) model of emotional disturbances. The ABC model aims
to give clients insight into their irrational beliefs, or cognitive distor-
tions, and their dysfunctional behavioral consequences (Ellis & Dryden,
1997). To conclude, given that the NP program is based on the RNR
model, including behaviorally oriented techniques, and a multimodal
format, NP is considered to be a promising intervention preventing
persistent delinquency.

Previous uncontrolled evaluation studies of NP have shown reduc-
tions in delinquency and improvements in the different life domains,
such as family, school, and peers (Buysse, Van den Andel, & Van Dijk,
2008; Geldorp, Groen, Hilhorst, Burmann, & Rietveld, 2004;
Noorda & Veenbaas, 1997). For example, Noorda and Veenbaas (1997)
concluded that 72% of 300 youngsters showed a decrease in delinquent
behavior and long term (after 9 months) improvements in multiple life
areas. Improvements were found in family bonds, leisure time, and peer
affiliations (Geldorp et al., 2004; Noorda & Veenbaas, 1997). However,
previous evaluation studies lacked use of a control group and, conse-
quently, it is questionable if the positive results can be attributed to the
intervention. Using a randomized controlled trial is the most rigorous
way to evaluate treatment effects (Clingempeel & Henggeler, 2002).
Finally, De Vries, Hoeve, Asscher, and Stams (2014a) found moderate
to high levels of adherence to prescribed treatment procedures and
components in treatment of 76 adolescents (meeting NP selection cri-
teria). An average of 73% adherence to the NP-program components
was found, which corresponded to the recommended minimum levels
of program integrity of 60% (Durlak & DuPre, 2008).

4. The present study

The present study uses a randomized controlled trial to examine the
short term effects (3 and 6 months after start of program) of NP relative
to the effects of care as usual. First, we examined whether NP is ef-
fective in decreasing delinquent behavior, the primary program goal.
Second, we examined individual and social criminogenic factors, which
are considered to be the secondary program goals of NP, including poor
parenting behavior, poor social bonds with parents (adolescent-parent
attachment), deviant peer affiliations, and cognitive distortions
(Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Elling &Melissen, 2007). Also, other in-
dividual factors that have been found to be associated with delinquency
were assessed, such as substance use (D'Amico, Edelen, Miles, &Morral,
2008), and low self-esteem (Donnellan, Trzesniewski, Robins,
Moffitt, & Caspi, 2005). Finally, we examined program outcomes re-
lated to depression and anxiety (internalizing behavior problems), be-
cause these problems often co-occur with externalizing problems
(Barker, Oliver, &Maughan, 2010).

Next to the overall program effectiveness, it is important to examine
which youngsters benefit most from the intervention (Kazdin &Weisz,
1998). The NP target group is very diverse regarding ethnic back-
ground, gender, and age. In this respect it is important to examine
possible differential effects of NP for boys and girls, and adolescents
from different cultural backgrounds and ages. It is well known that the
criminogenic factors differ depending on gender, the specific ethnic
background and age of the adolescent. A large amount of studies
identified gender-specific risk factors, such as the covert nature of girls'
antisocial behavior and the heightened risk of co-occurring disorders
compared to boys (e.g., Hipwell & Loeber, 2006). Also, different risk
factors have been found in non-indigenous groups, including migration
stress factors, such as loss of family and friends, poor integration, and
feelings of alienation and discrimination (Stevens & Vollebergh, 2008).
Finally, it is well-known that the extent and impact of risk factors
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