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Minutes of the Twenty-Third Meeting of the 
Campbell Collaboration Crime and Justice Group Steering Committee 

Stockholm, Sweden – June 15, 2011 
 
In attendance: 
 
Steering Committee 
Catherine Gallagher, George Mason University, USA 
Martin Killias, University of Zurich, Switzerland (co-chair) 
Jerry Lee, Jerry Lee Foundation, USA 
Jianhong Liu, University of Macau/Southwest University of Political Science and Law, China 
Friedrich Lösel, University of Erlangen-Nuremberg/Cambridge University, Germany/UK 
Peter Neyroud, Cambridge University, UK 
Hiroshi Tsutomi, University of Shizuoka, Japan 
David Wilson, George Mason University, USA (editor) 
 
Minutes 
Charlotte Gill, George Mason University, USA (managing editor) 
 
Invited Guests 
Eamonn Noonan, CEO, Campbell Collaboration, Norway 
 
Apologies 
Jan Andersson, National Council on Crime Prevention, Sweden 
David Farrington, Cambridge University, UK 
Jacque Mallender, Matrix Knowledge Group, UK 
Santiago Redondo, University of Barcelona, Spain 
Jonathan Shepherd, Cardiff University, UK 
Lawrence Sherman, Cambridge University/University of Maryland, UK/USA 
Peter van der Laan, NSCR, Netherlands 
David Weisburd, Hebrew University/George Mason University, Israel/USA 
Brandon Welsh, Northeastern University, USA 
 
 
1. Welcome and Introductions; Matters arising 
 Martin Killias, as meeting chair, welcomed attendees to the twenty-third meeting of the 
Campbell Crime and Justice Group (CCJG) Steering Committee. The Steering Committee 
thanked Jan Andersson and Anna Cory for their generosity in hosting the meeting and assisting 
with the arrangements, and Jerry Lee for providing the lunch. Martin Killias also acknowledged 
Hiroshi Tsutomi and Jianhong Liu’s efforts in travelling to the meeting from Japan and China 
respectively. 
 The Committee welcomed guest Eamonn Noonan, the CEO of the Campbell 
Collaboration, who agreed to speak during the meeting about progress in the Campbell 
Collaboration more generally. 
 Several items were raised as Other Business and are discussed in Section 11 below. 
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2. Minutes of previous meeting 
 The minutes of the previous meeting (San Francisco, November 16, 2010) were 
unanimously approved with a minor change: the name of the person taking the minutes should be 
added to the document. 
 The Steering Committee noted an issue from the previous meeting that had not been 
followed up. There had been a proposal to create an advisory board of practitioners who would 
assist in providing feedback on reviews in progress, in addition to the current peer review 
process. Martin Killias reminded the Committee that the purpose of this additional step would be 
to ask practitioners how the conclusions of the review could be translated into policy. David 
Wilson noted that it would be useful to get their comments at the title proposal stage, as well as 
asking whether the conclusions were interpretable and useful. 

The Committee agreed that an advisory board may not be the best approach, as no 
funding is available for meetings and the logistics of getting everyone together would be 
difficult. Peter Neyroud informed the group that he has a bank of about 30 police practitioners 
for the Policing journal, most of whom have been through the University of Cambridge 
professional masters program, who could be consulted on policing-related reviews. Friedrich 
Lösel added that similar groups existed in the corrections field. Jerry Lee suggested that the 
organization Fight Crime-Invest in Kids may also be a good source for high-level practitioner 
contacts. Catherine Gallagher noted that the Cochrane College at George Mason University 
planned to test a similar process with Cochrane reviews, and offered to provide feedback to the 
Committee on the outcome. 
 
Actions: 
The Committee agreed with Jerry Lee’s suggestion of pilot testing practitioner reviews with 
policing-related systematic reviews, using Peter Neyroud’s contacts. 
 
3. Non-Intervention/Risk Factor Reviews 
 The Steering Committee has recently received several title proposals for systematic 
reviews not focused on criminal justice interventions. For example, Maria Ttofi, David 
Farrington, Rolf Loeber, and Friedrich Lösel proposed a review on the long term consequences 
of bullying victimization on outcomes such as depression, and of bullying perpetration on 
delinquency outcomes. Friedrich Lösel pointed out that they have found bullying to be a strong 
predictor of future crime, and noted that such a finding is highly relevant to policy and practice 
despite not being about the effectiveness of an intervention. He suggested that important 
criminological questions such as these should be considered (although there should be some 
safeguards against reviews focusing solely on correlational studies), especially as they may shed 
light on why some interventions are not effective. 
 David Wilson noted that this question should also be put to the general Campbell 
Collaboration Steering Group at their upcoming meeting in August. He suggested that 
boundaries would need to be set for the inclusion of such reviews, and since the goal of CCJG is 
to inform policy, the review should clearly indicate what a policymaker or practitioner can take 
away from the findings. A review of the effectiveness of risk prediction instruments would be an 
example of a non-intervention review that could be useful to practice. Peter Neyroud suggested 
that these reviews could be framed around the potential for intervention. Bullying is an issue for 
which an intervention can be created, so it would be relevant. Friedrich Lösel added that non-
intervention reviews such as risk prediction could be framed around “what works” – for 
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example, what works in decision-making about release. In addition, certain factors like bullying 
may be thought of as ‘natural interventions.’ Martin Killias suggested that risk factor reviews 
could be included if they show a need for intervention in areas where certain risk factors have 
great potential. He cited the link between smoking and cancer as an example.  
 The Committee agreed that a policy should be drafted to present to both the main 
Campbell Steering Group meeting and the next CCJG meeting (since some members of CCJG 
not present today have previously opposed including such reviews). The policy would suggest 
that proposals for reviews on interventions, social policies, and predictions would be considered 
by the Steering Committee. Catherine Gallagher noted that the term “prediction” should be 
carefully defined – the focus should be on diagnostic tools designed for predicting an outcome or 
risk factor that is carefully operationalized and can be specifically targeted for intervention (for 
example, smoking is well operationalized, but ‘bad parenting’ is not a discrete risk factor and its 
definition could depend on context, culture and so on). Jerry Lee pointed out that the title 
approval process acts as a failsafe to keep the policy on track. 
 
Actions: 
1. Charlotte Gill to draft a policy to be refined by Martin Killias, Peter Neyroud, David Wilson, 

and Friedrich Lösel. 
2. Draft policy to be presented to CCJG Steering Committee for a vote at the November 2011 

meeting, and to the C2 Steering Group in August. 
3. Maria Ttofi’s team should submit their title proposal for consideration. 
 
4. Editorial Progress 
 
a. Progress Report on Current CCJG Titles 
 Participants received a handout titled ‘Campbell Collaboration Crime and Justice Group 
Progress Report,’ dated June 3, 2011. The key points on the progress of CCJG titles include: 

! 26 reviews have been published. 
! 2 reviews are awaiting approval. 
! 5 reviews are being revised with peer reviews completed. 
! 2 reviews are under peer review. 
! 3 reviews are being revised before seeking peer reviewers. 
! 8 protocols have been approved but the review has not yet been submitted. 
! 3 protocols are being revised with peer reviews completed. 
! 1 protocol is under peer review. 
! 1 protocol is being revised before peer review. 
! 8 titles have been approved but the protocol has not yet been submitted. 

 
 In summary, 26 reviews have been published, 20 reviews are in progress, and 13 
protocols are in progress. A total of 16 individual projects have undergone some kind of editorial 
action since the last CCJG meeting.  Fifteen editorial action letters have been written since that 
date: 3 for protocols pre-peer review, 2 for protocols post-peer review, 3 for reviews pre-peer 
review, and 7 for reviews post-peer review. Since the last meeting, 2 titles, 3 protocols, and 4 
reviews have been submitted for the first time; and 2 titles, 1 protocol, and 1 review have been 
approved by the CCJG Steering Committee. 
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 David Wilson noted that the last 12 months have been the slowest in his tenure of 
editorship. The reasons for this are unknown. Sixteen reviews have moved forward but have not 
been completed, although two are under consideration for approval. One of these has already 
been considered by the Steering Committee and the authors are responding to additional 
requested edits. There is good potential for more publications by the next meeting: of the reviews 
at the peer review and post-peer review stages, at least five should be completed soon. He noted 
that the peer review conference call system has worked really well in speeding up the process. It 
is not always used because of the challenge of coordinating schedules, but it has sped up the 
process for funded reviews. 
 The Steering Committee discussed each individual review in detail, focusing particularly 
on those that have been stalled for a long time. Eamonn Noonan stressed that any future funding 
opportunities for reviews would be contingent on timely completion. Jerry Lee suggested 
strategies for chasing reviewers and moving projects forward. The Committee developed an 
action plan for each stalled title, which Charlotte Gill will put into effect. 
 
b. Topic Mapping/New Reviews 
 The Steering Committee encouraged members of the Topic Mapping Subcommittee to 
put together concrete suggestions for new reviews. Eamonn Noonan also noted that the Campbell 
Collaboration (C2) is in dialogue with agencies in Norway about questions they would like to see 
considered in C2 reviews. One area of interest has been diversion strategies for first-time drug 
offenders. Currently an effort is under way to identify whether systematic reviews already exist 
or if primary studies are available for review. 
 
c. Updates to Published Reviews 
 The Steering Committee received a memo on progress to encourage review authors to 
update. Most authors who were contacted after previous discussions on this subject have agreed 
to work on updates. More reviews are now in need of updates. Charlotte Gill will contact those 
authors. Updates for the reviews on Custodial vs. Non-Custodial Sentences (Martin Killias and 
colleagues) and Hot Spots Policing (Anthony Braga) are already in progress. Eamonn Noonan 
said C2 was looking into the possibility of small amounts of funding for updates. 
 
Actions: 
1. Charlotte Gill to contact stalled review authors with action plans for completion. 
2. Charlotte Gill to contact authors of reviews in need of update. 
 
5. Funding 
 
a. Jerry Lee Foundation 

The Steering Committee expressed its thanks to Jerry Lee for his continued support of the 
Committee meetings, including providing the lunch and dinner for participants. 
 

b. National Policing Improvement Agency 
Peter Neyroud explained that the political status of the NPIA was still in some doubt 

following recent government restructuring in the United Kingdom. However, he has been 
working to encourage systematic reviews in policing and may be able to report on 
developments in this area soon. 
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c. Campbell Collaboration 
Eamonn Noonan described the current funding situation in the main Campbell 

Collaboration. The organization has received renewed funding from the Norwegian 
government until 2013. C2 also has an expanded mandate to develop a research capacity. 
This is a separate funding package, which Eamonn oversees for both C2 and Norway in 
general. Under this mandate, topics for review will be chosen by Norwegian agencies and 
reports will be published in Norwegian. A number of projects in this arena are under way. 
Funding for individual reviews from C2 is currently limited, in part because of the mixed 
results in getting reviews completed, and also because C2 depends on support from 
Norwegian agencies for this activity and so it is an uncertain and irregular occurrence. 

 
d. Other Sources 

Eamonn Noonan noted that the funding context is often national then regional. European 
agencies will not fund work produced for the United States, for instance. This poses an issue 
for funding Campbell reviews, which should not be geographically restrictive. Friedrich 
Lösel pointed out that regional reviews were a possibility, since intervention types are often 
specific to a particular region. He suggested that traditional Campbell reviews could perhaps 
include special sections on certain regions to attract wider interest from funders. The 
Committee reiterated previous agreements that all Committee members should continue to 
promote systematic reviews and work with funders in their respective countries and 
continents as far as possible. 

Martin Killias suggested approaching the Swiss National Science Foundation for 
infrastructure funding. They have previously been open to funding meetings, and 
applications can be made on a rolling basis (although they would need to be made at least 6 
months before the proposed meeting date). The meeting would have to be in Switzerland, 
which would compete with the current summer meeting location in Stockholm. Jerry Lee 
stressed the importance of CCJG’s presence in Stockholm to encourage people to attend the 
Stockholm Prize ceremony and Symposium. The Committee discussed the possibility of 
holding a summer meeting and symposium in Switzerland every three years as a highlight 
event. It was agreed that Martin Killias should investigate this potential line of funding 
further. 

Jerry Lee and Friedrich Lösel reported a positive meeting with John Laub, Director of the 
U.S. National Institute of Justice. Although the current budget is fixed, he is open to 
discussing future possibilities. Kristina Rose and Thomas Feucht from NIJ will follow up 
with the Steering Committee. 

Peter Neyroud suggested that the CCJG should put together a one-pager for funders 
reflecting everything we know about a certain topic area (for example, the policing one-pager 
would be based on the structured abstracts from all the policing reviews). Positive findings 
should be highlighted. This could be incorporated into an expanded brochure. 

 
6. C2 Update 
 Eamonn Noonan reported that the main Campbell Collaboration was excited about the 
joint symposium with the Center for Evidence-Based Crime Policy at George Mason University 
in August. The planning for that event is going well. The agenda will focus on training and the 
production of systematic reviews, and will feature methods workshops and presentations of in-
progress and recently completed reviews. Next year’s C2 Colloquium has also been confirmed: it 
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will take place in Copenhagen, Denmark from May 29-31, 2012 and will be hosted by SFI-
Campbell. 
 The Campbell Collaboration has a new coordinating group, the International 
Development Group. This venture opens new avenues for developing the global character of C2, 
and encourages engagement with developing countries. There is scope for overlap with CCJG, 
since violence prevention is an important issue in this field. There will be opportunities for the 
co-registration of reviews. 
 The organization is also focusing on moving toward a more formal process of outreach to 
users of C2 reviews, and developing a clearer idea of expectations and partnerships. The future 
focus includes improving ways to communicate research, such as producing good evidence 
briefs and exploring innovative approaches. Overall, C2 is making good progress here and 
building on current successes and resources. 
 Jerry Lee suggested that Jon Baron (Coalition for Evidence-Based Policy) should be 
invited to speak at the joint Symposium, which was enthusiastically received. He also proposed 
that the Coalition’s website, which contains resources for conducting RCTs, should be promoted 
through C2.  
 
7. The Evidence Integration Initiative of the U.S. Department of Justice 
 David Wilson described the new Evidence Integration Initiative (E2I) from the Office of 
the Assistant Attorney General for Justice Programs. The initiative highlights issues pertinent to 
the work of CCJG, by providing a web resource (crimesolutions.gov) for summarizing and rating 
programs and practices based on reliable evidence, and focusing on the translation of research 
into practice. David Wilson reported that CCJG had tried to become involved in the process of 
setting up this resource, through a partnership between CCJG members in the Center for 
Evidence-Based Crime Policy, George Mason University and the research organization Westat, 
but the proposal was not selected. Catherine Gallagher added that she was also trying to build 
bridges with the U.S. Federal Government through her new Cochrane College for Public Policy 
at George Mason University. 
 
8. Report on Recent Meetings 
a. The Jerry Lee Symposium, Washington, D.C., May 2-3, 2011 

David Wilson reported that the Jerry Lee Symposium was a great success. Although 
CCJG reviews were not highlighted this year, as in previous years, the agenda remained very 
much in the same spirit in terms of evidence-based policy. Day 1 was focused around the 
Durlauf and Nagin debate on imprisonment, policing, and crime, and Day 2 featured 
interesting new work on Project HOPE. 

 
b. Criminology in China, May 2011 

Jianhong Liu reported on a recent conference in China that was attended by David 
Weisburd, David Farrington, and Friedrich Lösel. David Weisburd presented on evidence-
based policing and hot spots, and David Farrington and Friedrich Lösel talked about what 
works in rehabilitation. Discussion focused on the merits of the C2 approach and the 
importance of bringing C2 to Asia. There is a need for training on systematic reviews and 
meta-analysis, but also a great interest in this type of work. 
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9. Upcoming Meetings 
 
a. World Congress on Criminology, Kobe, Japan, August 5-9, 2011 

Hiroshi Tsutomi reported that unfortunately the CCJG session had been cancelled, as 
David Weisburd and Peter van der Laan had cancelled their trips. While these cancellations 
were not related to radiation fears from the recent earthquake, Hiroshi noted that this issue 
has affected registration in general, and that the conference organizers were working to 
reassure participants that the area (which is very far away from affected regions) is safe. 

 
b. Center for Evidence-Based Crime Policy-Campbell Collaboration Joint Symposium, George 

Mason University, Fairfax, VA, USA, August 15-16, 2011 
As discussed above, the joint symposium will focus on training and production of 

systematic reviews. Day 1 features basic and advanced methods workshops, as well as a 
police practitioner training workshop run by CEBCP. The second day features panels on 
crime and justice, education, social welfare, international development, and the C2 Users 
Group, a special plenary focusing on the impact of research on policy, and an awards 
luncheon at which CEBCP and C2 awards will be presented. 

 
c. European Society of Criminology, Vilnius, Lithuania, September 21-24, 2011 

Martin Killias reported that the CCJG session at this conference would not go ahead 
because the date of the conference had been changed at short notice. As a result he and his 
colleagues who would have participated are not able to attend. 

 
d. American Society of Criminology, Washington, D.C., USA, November 16-19, 2011 

The Committee received a memo from Brandon Welsh containing the details of three 
CCJG panels he has arranged for the ASC meeting. The Committee expressed its gratitude 
for Brandon’s hard work in developing these panels each year. 

 
10. Evolution of the CCJG Steering Committee 
 The Steering Committee revisited the need to bring a French-speaking representative 
onto the Committee. Martin Killias agreed to contact Richard Tremblay and Frank Vitaro to 
explore their interest in becoming involved. 
 
11. Other Business 
 Jerry Lee raised the issue of highlighting positive findings in systematic reviews. Many 
reviews do not show strong effects overall, but some studies within the review show promise. He 
proposed taking ten published C2 reviews and looking at whether studies or groups of studies 
with the most rigorous research designs appear promising. Reviews should also contain 
recommendations for additional research, what needs to be done to advance the field, and cost 
estimates for this type of research. It would be useful to require this information in new reviews 
and add it to existing ones. Foundation funding may offer an opportunity for C2: there is a move 
to encourage foundations to support randomized controlled trials, but the Hewlett Foundation has 
found that most money given by foundations to education, crime and justice, and social welfare 
research is wasted because programs are not evidence-based. Jon Baron is looking into this issue. 
Parsing out what is promising in C2 reviews will help foundations to fund research.  
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 Catherine Gallagher described her new venture, the Cochrane College for Public Policy, 
which will be launched at George Mason University in August. The College will have 8 faculty 
members, 4 graduate students, and 3 staff members, and will work on developing methodologies 
and protocols for conducting rapid reviews and technical briefs to get research out to 
policymakers quickly. They will be closely involved with C2 and will share lessons learned. 
David Wilson added that the Provost and Dean of the College of Humanities and Social Sciences 
at George Mason University are very excited about this work, and are looking forward to 
bringing the Cochrane Collaboration into the university. They have contributed a significant 
amount of financial support to the venture. 
 The Steering Committee also agreed that there should be a discussion at the next meeting 
about how to deal with the lower attendance at the Stockholm CCJG meetings. 
 
12. Date of Next Meeting 

The next meeting of the Campbell Crime and Justice Group Steering Committee will be 
held at the ASC conference in Washington, DC on Tuesday, November 15, 2011, with a dinner 
for participants the previous evening. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


