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Summary 

Context and Research Questions 

For quite some time now, the implementation of the criminal measure of “Placement 

in Institution for Juvenile offenders" (Plaatsing in een Inrichting voor Jeugdigen, PIJ) 

has been criticised in the Netherlands. Youths subject to a PIJ measure are treated 

in a juvenile offenders institution (justitiële jeugdinrichting, JJI) for behavioural 

disorders and/or psychological problems, in order to prevent recidivism. Since 2006 

various policy measures and actions have been taken to improve the practical 

implementation of the PIJ measure. Several evaluations and analyses link the 

bottlenecks established to the way in which new – behavioural and other – 

interventions
1
 are usually implemented in JJIs. Failing knowledge of parameters and 

factors that influence the success of implementation processes are said – at least 

partly – to interfere with effective implementation of the PIJ measure.  

This study intends to increase the knowledge of parameters and factors contributing 

to successful implementation of behavioural and other interventions in the context of 

the PIJ measure. For this purpose the following questions have been answered. 

1. What is the definition of parameters when it comes to implementation of 

behavioural and other interventions? 

2a. What parameters and factors are – based on a multidisciplinary, national and 

international, literature study – supposed to influence the implementation of an 

intervention as envisaged? 

2b. In line with the foregoing and against the background of the analysis model 

used, are there any gaps to be identified in the knowledge on effective 

implementation of interventions in the context of the PIJ measure and, if so, what 

are those gaps? 

3. With respect to parameters and factors affecting implementation of treatments 

based on literature, are any differences to be expected between PIJ youths in 

general and subgroups to be distinguished within that group, such as youths with 

extremely low motivation, Antillean and Moroccan youths, and youths using 

drugs? 

Approach to the Study 

Information to answer the foregoing questions was gathered in two ways. Firstly, 

literature was studied. This aspect covers the larger part of this study. When 

gathering literature, the “snowball” method proved efficient and fruitful. The starting 

point was a number of recently published literature reviews, together giving a good 

impression of the state of the art of the international knowledge on implementation. 

Based on those publications, relevant additional sources were traced. In addition to 

                                                   

 

1
 The term "intervention” is interpreted broadly: in addition to the meaning of behavioural 

intervention, the term includes any initiative (project, process, treatment programme, etc.) aimed 

at methodical and targeted prevention of recidivism in individuals subject to a certain jurisdiction.  



 

 

 

scientific sources, recent project and process evaluations of implementation 

processes in the Dutch judiciary were involved in the study. 

Secondly, an expert meeting was scheduled with experts who are or have been 

involved in the implementation of behavioural and other interventions in JJIs. The 

purpose of this consultative meeting was to gather information on the implementation 

from those people involved. This way specific insights on innovation processes in the 

JJI sector from actual practice were added to the general knowledge from literature.  

The information gathered was analysed based on a model to dissect the system of 

parameters and factors. The analysis model is the spectacles, as it were, through 

which the setup and execution of implementation processes are reviewed. In this 

study the analysis was carried out from the perspective of the implementator.
2
 Any 

statements in this study about the influenceability of parameters and factors are 

based on that perspective. 

Findings and Conclusions 

The findings will be summarised below for each research question. 

Definition of “Implementation Parameters” (question 1) 

Implementation literature does not directly answer the question as to what is included 

in the definition of “implementation parameter”. A broader exploration reveals that the 

term “parameter” is often strictly defined, as setting a framework (as a conditio sine 

qua non). In that framework the parameters define the playing field within which the 

actor can, may, or should, operate. The Dutch Juvenile Offenders Institutions 

(Framework) Act [Beginselenwet Justitiële Jeugdinrichtingen] and the availability of 

proven effective behavioural and other interventions for youths subject to a PIJ 

measure are examples of this type of parameter. The implementator cannot influence 

such facts and circumstances, yet has to observe them, because they partly 

determine the result of the implementation process. In everyday speech “parameter” 

seems to be defined somewhat broader. The description given in, e.g., Van Dale’s 

dictionary presumes that the actor himself can also create the necessary conditions 

and parameters. In the present context, this means that an implementator will, e.g., 

draw up a training programme for the future users of an intervention or schedules 

time off for employees to participate in project group meetings or training sessions. 

The two interpretations are united in the definition used in this study: 

“Implementation parameters” define the playing field within which the implementator 

can operate. They include conditions already set – by third parties – and to be 

considered a “given” by the implementator. The implementator can also partially 

create parameters himself, to restrict or adjust the original framework and try and 

create a context that is as favourable as possible for the implementation of the 

intervention. 

                                                   

 

2
 The implementator is a person or group of persons who, during a limited period of time, is or are 

responsible for preparation and performance of activities intended to result in implementation of 

an intervention. 



 

 

 

This report intends for a study of implementation success to reach beyond the 

exclusive interest in parameters, for where the parameters define the playing field, it 

will also be necessary to pay attention to processes, events and interactions – the 

game – that occur during the implementation process and partly influence the final 

result. The influence of those factors has also been reviewed.  

Parameters and factors influencing implementation (question 2a) 

Consultation of literature and practice has resulted in a long line of parameters and 

factors that are likely to influence the implementation success (in JJIs and beyond; 

see Table 1 for a summary). The emphasis is on “likely”, for virtually no “hard” 

evidence was found in literature for the presumed effects. With the present 

knowledge it is impossible to identify a collection of parameters and factors that carry 

any demonstrable weight in the implementation of behavioural and other 

interventions in the context of a PIJ measure. 

Against this background the study focuses on several findings that also seem 

relevant to implementation processes in JJIs. 

 An evidence-based intervention is a favourable parameter for successful 

implementation. Solid, proven effective interventions (well substantiated and 

documented) are usually implemented more successfully. Empirical support, as 

an exception to the image just painted, is available on this point. 

 There is a wide consensus in literature on the necessity of a “determinant 

analysis” preceding the implementation process. The analysis gives the 

implementator an insight into the context in which the implementation is to take 

place. Based on the determinant analysis the implementator determines the 

strategies and measures appropriate or necessary for successful implementation. 

 Users play a key role in the implementation process. Enthusiasm, commitment, 

and competence in the collective of professionals that are, or will be, using the 

intervention in actual practice, are important for the success of the 

implementation process. As the professional support base increases, the balance 

will be more likely to tip in favour of the implementation. The implementator can 

influence the support base to a certain extent. 

 Obstructions in JJIs. JJIs are subject to specific parameters that may limit the 

implementation of behavioural and other interventions. Such parameters include 

(a) the safety and security policy; (b) the tension between punishment and 

treatment in the implementation of the PIJ measure; (c) the phenomena of 

“treatment tiredness” and “treatment pressure” that are considered typical of the 

treatment environment; and (d) the complex decision-making and consultation 

processes in the institution sector and the judiciary chain. 



 

 

 

Table 1 Schedule of parameters and factors considered favourable (+) or adverse (-) for 

implementation of behavioural and other interventions, both in and outside the 

context of the juvenile offenders institution (identified as General or Specific, as 

applicable).  

Characteristics of the intervention 
General Specific 
+ maximum alignment with existing working method – reliance on family system for implementation 

+ well substantiated and documented (solidity) – group approach 

+ room for adjustment to user’s situation – extramural approach 

+ outcome/results are visible to the user    

+ frequent implement. in actual practice is possible   

+ constant monitoring of implementation and effects    

+ clear description of procedures and methods   

+ clear target, planning and phases   

+ optimally tailored to client’s age, need for care, 
motivation and living environment 

  

Planning and operationalisation 
General Specific 
+ “determinant analysis” before implement. process   

+ systematic and strategic approach to implement.   

Characteristics of the users 
General Specific 
+ personal or professional engagement/enthusiasm + good insight into problems of PIJ youths  

+ knowledge and skills for implement. of intervention + non-authoritative attitude towards PIJ youths 

+ advantages or usefulness of intervention is visible + realistic expectations of treatment effects 

+ willingness to change (working method) – frustration/disappointm. in working with PIJ youths 

+ support in implement. of intervention (perception) – unsafe working situation/exposure to aggression 

– work-related rather than implementation-related 
stress 

– phenomena of “treatment tiredness” and “treatment 
pressure”  

– ethical problems with the intervention   

Characteristics of the population 
General Specific 
+ cooperation of clients in implement. of intervention + trend: educational situation of PIJ youths improves 

+ clients see health and other advantages of interv. + trend: soc. skills and support of PIJ youths improve 

+ clients’ confidence in expertise of care provider – Overrep. ethnic min. PIJ youths may make working 
relationship with care providers more difficult   

  – trend: incr. nr. of PIJ youths with cogn. impairment 

  – trend: increasing number of PIJ youths with 
problematic alcohol consumption   

  – phenomena of “treatment tiredness” in PIJ youths 

  – PIJ youths not very motivated to undergo treatment 

Environmental characteristics 
General Specific 
+ funding based on general government policy  – under-qualified educationalist staff  

± implication of laws and regulations  – under-capacity among child and youth psychiatrists  

+ public interest in the intervention – trend: decrease in imposed PIJ measures 

+ management shows commitment by introducing 
implement. process, encourages and supports 
those involved 

+ implementation of YOUTURN basic method 

– high priority for safety and security in JJI  

+ organisation’s staffing is stable  – field of tension between punishment and treatment 

+ organisation’s staffing is professionally and  
functionally differentiated 

– complex decision-making and consultation 
processes in the sector/chain 

Innovation supporting measures 
General Specific 
  + general policy to improve quality, training, 

safety and information provision in the judiciary    
  + policy to improve diagn., preparatory phase, care 

and after-care, education of and for PIJ youths 



 

 

 

 

Gaps in the knowledge on effective implementation in the PIJ context (question 

2b) 

Two gaps in the knowledge on effective implementation were established. Firstly, the 

nature or “hardness” of the knowledge on implementation gathered. Although there is 

often wide consensus on the influence of relevant parameters and factors in 

literature, there is virtually no empiric evidence to support this. Knowledge of effective 

implementation is urgently needed, both in and outside the context of the PIJ 

measure. Secondly, it was established that, although knowledge on the 

implementation of interventions in JJIs is available, it does not come in a 

transferable, documented form. The specific knowledge of implementation is mainly 

stored “in the minds” of individual experts. This knowledge will have to be made 

explicit to offer useful support in future implementation processes in the context of 

the PIJ measure. 

Implementation and specific characteristics of PIJ youths and subgroups 

(question 3)  

Literature has not provided any hard evidence of parameters and factors that are 

particularly favourable or limiting for the implementation of treatments, either among 

PIJ youths in general or in their various subgroups. Characteristic of many PIJ youths 

is extreme drug use and little motivation to undergo treatment. These aspects usually 

seriously adversely affect the implementation of individual treatments. Literature 

does, however, not provide any certainty as the possible repercussions on the 

implementation process. Furthermore, the percentage of youths with mild mental 

retardation among the PIJ population has increased over the past ten years. A 

tailored approach – offering the treatment at an adjusted pace – could have a 

favourable effect on the implementation of interventions in these youths. Although 

practical examples support such an approach, it cannot be stated with any certainty 

that this will have a favourable effect on the implementation process as a whole.  

“Implementation behind bars” 

It is concluded that the implementation of behavioural and other interventions in PIJ 

youths does not appear to be essentially different from similar change processes in 

other social sectors. Implementation in the closed context of a juvenile offenders 

institution is at least as complex and extensive as “on the outside”.  

Nevertheless, this study also points out several risks and limitations that could put 

pressure on the success of implementation in this sector. The limitations are the 

result of the typical nature of the JJI organisation (in which safety and security 

standards are leading), of the care provided (given the field of tension between 

treatment and punishment), and of the population (PIJ youths with little or no 

motivation to undergo treatment). Therefore, “implementation behind bars” requires 

specific expertise to manage the process properly. That knowledge and skill exists, 

but is not yet generally available and easily accessible. It would be good for the PIJ 

sector to tap this individualistic expertise, make it explicit and systemise it. That 

would be a first step towards “effective implementation behind bars”. 


