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Background 

• Brighter Futures programme is a solution focused brief 
therapy, which means that the client's strengths and 
previous successes are emphasised. The objective is to 
focus on what    the client desires to change, rather 
than on past failings or problems. 

• The programme is delivered through 10 sessions of one 
and a half hours each by Fry Housing Trust in Sandwell. 
Depending on the client, he/she attends group or one-
to-one meetings.  

• The data are collected at five points of time, namely 
before the programme, the last day of it, and three, six 
and twelve months after finishing it 



• The evaluation has three parts 
– Descriptive analysis 

– Quantitative analysis  

– Qualitative analysis 

• The descriptive analysis gives an overview of the 
perpetrators of the programme, the quantitative 
analysis provides an understanding of ‘does it 
work’ while the qualitative analysis tries to 
understand the process or mechanism behind 
what works (or what needs improvement) 

 



Quantitative analysis 

Looks at both self-reported data as well as data from 
WMP DV incidents pre, during and post programme 



Results: Before-After 

• There is a change in self reported incidence of DV for 
participants during and after the programme compared to 
before. 

• There is also a change in the number of DV incidents for 
participants based on police recorded data 

• Both show a reduction that is statistically significant though 
the reduction in police recorded DV incidents is lower than 
the self-reported data 

• Self reported data also shows that participants who 
completed the programme have a better understanding of DV 
and take greater responsibility for their actions compared to 
perpetrators that did not complete the programme 



Incidence of DV by form of abuse (Clients) 



Incidence of DV (WMP) 



Thoughts and feelings (Clients) 



Before after critique 

• Before after gives us a first indication whether the 
programme has caused any change 

• Why is that is not enough? 

• This does not allow us to distinguish any change that 
occurred because of the programme against those that 
may have occurred anyway (because of other policies, 
for example or other changes over time). 

• There is also a programme selection effect, people who 
entered the programme may be the ones who see the 
need for change in behaviour 

• Thus, we need a ‘suitable’ control group 



Econometric Methodology 

• We combined propensity score matching (PSM) 
with a difference in difference (DiD) 

• Why PSM? 

• PSM allows us to construct a suitable control 
group in order to account for selection into the 
treatment based on observable characteristics 

• Why DiD? DiD controls for unobserved time-
invariant characteristics that might also affect the 
selection into the treatment 



Results: Treatment Control 
We use a control group based on similar characteristics of DV perpetrators who did 
not participate in the Brighter Futures programme and  find that: 

• White clients and clients age 30 or above who have been treated have 
significantly less DV incidents after the programme than perpetrators with the 
same characteristics who have not been treated 

• To illustrate perpetrators over 30 in the treatment group on an average commit 
1.1 DV incidents less than those over 30 in the control 

• There are also reductions in DV incidents for other types of clients in the 
treatment group (including an overall reduction) but the effect is not 
statistically significant. 

• The hazard rate (rate at which re-offending occurs) of White perpetrators in the 
treatment group is significantly smaller than that of perpetrators in the control 
group. 

• It is to be noted that the sample size is small and the matching was on the basis 
of only age, gender and ethnicity so results should be treated with caution 



Difference-in-Difference: Heterogeneous effects 
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Qualitative Findings 

• Positive views of the intervention from all. 
• Strengths of the programme (just some): 

– Positive/solution-focused approach of the programme 
– Collaborative (not colluding but supportive) 
– Group-based/drawing on group’s experiences 
– Aftercare and supportive environment 
– Shorter duration and non-statutory 
– Staff personalities 
– Flexible programme (hours-wise) 
– Physical and interpersonal environment 
– Staff diversity 

 



Qualitative findings (contd.) 

• Challenges and Suggestions for Improvement 

– Language in the manual too technical 

– Ordering of sessions 

– Repetition in sessions (cut down first 3, clients 
said similar) 

– Relationships with referring partners 

• Not receiving information (or not timely) 

• Not receiving feedback 

 



Benefits of the Programme (Clients) 

• Learning new skills (e.g., perspective taking, 
consequential thinking, communication skills) 

• Positive change in feelings (e.g., thinking more 
positively, more optimistically, feeling less 
frustrated and slower to anger). 

• Transferral to other areas of life 

• Improved relationships with spouse and 
children 

 



Conclusion 

• Interim findings indicate Brighter Futures is working 

• A larger sample (being collected) will enable us to 
reach more robust conclusions  

• Combining this with data from victims will also allow us 
to capture changes in victim outcome (increased safety, 
better control of their lives etc.) and we are in the 
process of co-ordinating the data collection 

• Will also benchmark with aggregate outcomes in other 
areas where the same programme is in place 


