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About the Youth Endowment Fund  

The Youth Endowment Fund (YEF) is a charity with a mission that matters. We exist to prevent children and 
young people becoming involved in violence. We do this by finding out what works and building a 
movement to put this knowledge into practice.  

Children and young people at risk of becoming involved in violence deserve services that give them the 
best chance of a positiv ̖ ̗̦̥̦̣̖˟ ̠̅ ̞̜̖̒ ̤̦̣̖ ̥̙̥̒ ̡̡̙̖̟̤̒˝ ̨̖Я̝̝ ̗̦̟̕ ̡̣̠̞̤̟̘̚̚ ̡̛̣̠̖̥̤̔ ̟̒̕ ̥̙̖̟ ̦̤̖ 
the very best evaluation to find out what works. Just as we benefit from robust trials in medicine, young 
people deserve support grounded in  the  ̧̖̖̟̖̔̚̕˟ ̖̈Я̝̝ ̦̝̓̚̕ ̥̙̥̒ ̨̜̟̠ledge through our various grant 
rounds and funding activit y. 

˲̟̕ ̛̦̤̥ ̤̒ ̡̞̠̣̥̟̥̒̚ ̤̚ ̦̟̖̣̤̥̟̟̘̒̕̕̚ ̙̝̣̖̟̔̚̕ ̟̒̕ ̪̠̦̟̘ ̡̡̖̠̝̖Я̤ ̧̝̖̤̚˟ ̙̣̠̦̘̙̅ ̠̦̣ ̠̦̥̙̊ ˲̧̤̠̣̪̕̚ 
˳̠̣̒̕ ̟̒̕ ̟̥̠̟̝̒̒̚ ̨̟̖̥̠̣̜ ̠̗ ̡̖̖̣ ̣̖̤̖̣̙̖̣̤̒̔˝ ̨̖Я̝̝ ̖̟̤̦̣̖ ̥̙̖̪ ̟̗̝̦̖̟̖̔̚ ̠̦̣ work  and we un derstand 
and are addressing their needs. But none of this will make a difference if all we do is produce reports that 
stay on a  shelf.  

Together , we need to look at the evidence , agree what works,  and  then build a movement to make sure 
that young people get  ̥̙̖ ̧̖̣̪ ̖̤̥̓ ̡̡̤̦̠̣̥ ̡̠̤̤̝̖̓̚˟ ̦̣̀ ̤̥̣̥̖̘̪̒ ̤̖̥̤ ̠̦̥ ̨̙̠ ̨̖Я̝̝ ̠̕ this . At its heart , 
it says that we will fund good work, find what works , and work for change. You can read it here . 

 

For more information about the YEF or this report , please contact:  

Youth Endowment Fund  
C/O Impetus  
10 Queen Street Place  
London  
EC4R 1AG 

 
www.youthendowmentfund.org.uk  
 
hello@youthendowmentfund.org.uk  

 
Registered Charity Number: 1185413 

 

 

 

 

http://www.youthendowmentfund.org.uk/
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About the evaluator  

This evaluation was conducted by researchers from the Dartington Service Design Lab (Dartington), the 
University of Plymouth (Plymouth) , and the University of Exeter , with support from Black Thrive.  

Dartington is an independent research and design charity that is committed to  improving outcomes for 
̙̝̣̖̟̔̚̕˝ ̪̠̦̟̘ ̡̡̖̠̝̖˝ ̟̒̕ ̗̞̝̖̤̒̚̚˟ ̙̖̅ ̠̣̘̟̤̥̠̟̒̒̚̚Я̤ ̡̖̩̖̣̥̤̖̚ ̟̚ ̧̖̖̟̖̔̚̕ ̘̖̟̖̣̥̠̟̒̚ ̟̚ ̥̙̖ ̤̠̝̔̒̚ 
sciences stems from a 60 - year history of leading evaluations of varying design and complexity from 
formative to experimental.  

The Community and Primary Care Research Group at the University of Plymouth has a strong track record 
of health and social care research, including prevention and early intervention to improve child and youth 
psychosocial outcomes.  

The Children and Young Peo ̡̝̖Я̤ ˾̖̟̥̝̒ ˹̖̝̥̙̒ ˙˴̙̊˾̖˚ ̣̖̤̖̣̙̒̔ ̠̝̝̠̣̥̠̟̔̒̓̒̚ ̥̒ ̥̙̖ ̧̟̖̣̤̥̪̆̚̚ ̠̗ ˶̩̖̥̖̣ 
researches the mental health and well - being  of children and young people with the aim of developing 
evidence - based policy and practice to improve the lives of children/young peo ple and the communities 
around them.  

Black Thrive Global evolved from the work of the  Black Thrive Lambeth partnership, which was established 
in 2016 to address the inequalities that negatively impact the mental health and well - being  of Black 
people in Lambeth.  The Black Thrive Partnership br ings together individuals, local communities, statutory 
agencies, and voluntary organisations to address the structural barriers that prevent Black people from 
thriving.  

The time of Kate Allen,  Nick  Axford, Vashti Berry, and Lynne Callaghan is supported by  the National Institute 
for Health and Care Research Applied Research Collaboration South West Peninsula. The views expressed 
in this publication are those of the authors and not necessarily those of the National Institute for Health 
and Care Research or t he Department of Health and Social Care.  

Evaluation team email: info@dartington.org.uk  
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Executive summary  
The project  

Becoming a Man (BAM) aims to support 12-  to 16- year - old  boys to improve their social and emotional skills, 
self - awareness , relationships with peers and adults  and  engagement in school and reduce their likelihood of 
offending. BAM was developed by Youth Gui dance (YG), a Chicago - based  non - profit , and  has demonstrated 
positive impacts on reducing arrests in robust, US - based evaluations. It is currently being delivered in the UK by 
the Mental Health Foundation (MHF). The central component of BAM is the BAM Circ le, a weekly group session 
delivered in school to 8 Ь12 young people. Fifty  of these sessions are delivered over two years of BAM, and they 
are led by a BAM counsellor (who is recruited from the communities where the young people live). BAM Circles 
include a range of activities featured in the BAM Manual, including check - ins , role plays, group missions, videos, 
̝̖̥̦̣̖̤̔˝ ̟̒̕ ̤̥̠̣̖̤̚˝ ̟̒̕ ̥̙̖̤̖ ̧̥̥̖̤̒̔̚̚̚ ̡̣̠̞̠̥̖ ˳˲˾Я̤ ̠̣̖̔ ̧̝̦̖̤̒˝ ̟̝̦̟̘̔̚̕̚ Integrity, Accountability , and 
Positive Anger Expression. Alongside BAM Circles, the intervention also provides special activities (group 
activities outside of school property and time), brief encounters (quick informal check - ins between the BAM 
counsellor and young person), and one - to - one  support (individualised support f or those with greater levels of 
need). In this project, BAM was targeted at 12 Ь14- year - olds  (who bec ame BAM scholars) in two South London 
secondary schools and one Pupil Referral Unit (PRU). The boys targeted were all facing at least one of three 
challenges relating to their social and emotional development, including resiliencies, relationships , and school 
engagement. Ninety - five  young people were recruited to become BAM scholars in this study.  

YEF funded a feasibility study of BAM, the first eval uation of the programme in a UK context. The evaluation 
aimed to ascertain whether BAM was successfully implemented ; whether successful implementation may have 
led to improved social and emotional, behavioural, and academic outcomes ; and whether there were  any 
unintended consequences. To explore these questions, the evaluation analysed routinely collected programme 
delivery data alongside conducting interviews and focus groups. Fifty - two  interviews were carried out by the 
evaluation team, including 13 schol ar interviews, 15 with parents/carers, four with school staff, 16 with BAM 
counsellors, and four with YG and MHF professionals. The feasibility study ran from March 2020 to November 
2022. The study took place during the coronavirus pandemic, requiring both  the delivery and evaluation teams 
to adapt to challenging circumstances.  

Key conclusions  
The evaluator judged the quality of delivery to be generally successful. BAM counsellors were perceived to be 
proficient and skilled in several areas of delivery, and counsellors praised the implementation support received 
from MHF and YG. Several adaptations were made to the programme to improve programme implementation, 
including changes to how the programme was presented to schools and how the curriculu m was delivered.  
School context and COVID - 19 posed scholar recruitment challenges, meaning that there was a higher level of need 
amongst BAM scholars than originally intended. Ninety - five  scholars were enrolled at the start of the programme; 
62 (65%) rema ined enrolled after two  years. Scholars that remained enrolled were all from the two secondary 
schools. All PRU children were withdrawn at the end of year one due to a lack of support from PRU staff, the severity 
̠̗ ̤̙̠̝̣̤̔̒Я ̟̖̖̤̕˝ ̟̒̕ ̞̩̖̚̕ attendance.  
Ninety - eight percent  of scholars attended at least one session. These scholars attended an average of 15 sessions 
in year one  and 14 in year two  (compared to a target of c.21 annually). Counsellors faced challenges in progressing 
through the c urriculum, including schools cancelling sessions to focus on GCSEs and maintaining the group 
conditions required to complete sessions.  
̙̖̅ ̤̞̝̝̒ ̟̦̞̖̣̓ ̠̗ ̪̠̦̟̘ ̡̡̖̠̝̖ ̧̨̟̥̖̣̖̖̚̚̕ ̡̧̖̣̖̖̔̚̕ ̥̙̥̒ ̥̙̖̪ ̙̒̕ ̗̠̤̥̖̣̖̕ ̥̙̣̖̖ ̠̗ ˳˲˾Я̤ ̧̝̦̖̤̒˫ Integrity,  
Accounta bility , and Positive Anger Expression. While they suggested that other influences (such as family, friends, 
faith, or football) had contributed to their development, BAM scholars did reflect that BAM made an important 
contribution to the development of the ir values.  
Young people perceived that following BAM, they were applying themselves more at school and making more pro -
social choices in risky situations. The greater presence in some BAM groups of children with serious behavioural 
concerns may have led t o a minority of scholars perceiving BAM as an intervention for those with high levels of 
need rather than something to be celebrated.  



 

Interpretation  

The evaluator judged the quality of delivery to be generally successful. BAM counsellors were perceived to be 
proficient in several elements of practice, including clinical listening, modelling, group work, and youth 
engagement. The small number of parents , carers , and scholars interviewed perceived BAM practitioners to be 
empathetic, kind, and wise, while the lived experience they shared made them more relatable.  

BAM counsellors praised the support provided by MHF and YG, which one counsellor termed Юbackb ̠̟̖ ̡̡̤̦̠̣̥Я˟ 
The provision of training, coaching, peer supervision , and project management support was appreciated by 
counsellors. Several adaptations were made to the programme to improve programme implementation. This 
included changes to how the program me was presented to schools with a more collaborative, accessible 
language being adopted to convince schools to sign up (given that BAM does not have the same profile in 
England as it does in the US). Adaptations were also made to the curriculum. A diverse  group of experts 
(comprising professionals from YG, MHF, Black Thrive, and BAM counsellors) made both surface and deep 
changes to the programme , amending several aspects including cultural references, language changes, 
timing , and session structure.  

The context of schools and the impact of COVID - 19 posed scholar recruitment challenges. BAM aims to 
construct balanced groups where 15% of children are thriving (exhibiting primarily strengths and few 
challenges), 70% have a balance of strengths and challe nges, and 15% are approaching (or are in) crisis. The 
two schools had already identified potential scholars before the recruitment process began, and their selected 
children had slightly greater needs than MHF intended. MHF refrained from pushing back in o rder to retain a 
positive relationship with schools (especially in the context of the highly pressurised COVID - 19 school 
restrictions). The PRU used an alternative recruitment process, selecting scholars with the highest level of need.  

Ninety - five  scholars  were enrolled at the start of the programme; 62 (65%) remained enrolled after two  years. 
Scholars that remained enrolled were all from the two secondary schools. All PRU children were withdrawn at 
the end of year one due to a lack of support from PRU staf f (who often prioritised other activities over BAM 
̤̖̤̤̠̟̤̚˚˝ ̥̙̖ ̧̤̖̖̣̥̪̚ ̠̗ ̤̙̠̝̣̤̔̒Я ̟̖̖̤̕ ˙̨̙̙̔̚ ̝̞̥̖̚̚̕ ̥̙̖ ̝̥̪̒̓̚̚ ̠̗ ̥̙̖ ˳˲˾ counsellor to progress through 
the curriculum), and mixed attendance (largely due to the transient nature of the student pop ulation, internal 
exclusions , ̟̒̕ ̠̥̙̖̣ ̧̤̖̣̖̤̔̚ ̡̠̞̖̥̟̘̔̚ ̗̠̣ ̤̥̦̖̟̥̤̕Я ̥̞̖̚˚˟ Ninety - eight percent  of the scholars (all but one ) 
recruited to BAM attended at least one  BAM Circle. Every scholar that attended at least one session in years one 
and two atte nded an average of 15 sessions in year one  and 14 in year two . The delivery team had hoped that 
children would attend on average c.21 sessions annually. Counsellors did face challenges in progressing 
through the full curriculum and were unable to deliver the full programme. Two core programme val ues 
(Respect for Womanhood and Visionary Goal Setting) were not delivered. Lesson progression was limited by 
scheduling challenges (where schools cancelled sessions to focus on GCSEs), scholar absence, and challenges 
in establishing and maintaining the group conditions required to complete sessions.  

̙̖̅ ̤̞̝̝̒ ̟̦̞̖̣̓ ̠̗ ̪̠̦̟̘ ̡̡̖̠̝̖ ̧̨̟̥̖̣̖̖̚̚̕ ̡̧̖̣̖̖̔̚̕ ̥̙̥̒ ̥̙̖̪ ̙̒̕ ̗̠̤̥̖̣̖̕ ̥̙̣̖̖ ̠̗ ˳˲˾Я̤ ̧̝̦̖̤̒˫ Integrity, 
Accountability , and Positive Anger Expression. Wh ile they suggested that other influences (such as family, 
friends, faith, or football) had contributed to their development, BAM scholars did reflect that BAM made an 
important contribution to the development of their values.  

Young people also perceived that, following BAM, they were applying themselves more at school and making 
more pro - social choices in risky situations. The greater presence in some BAM groups of children with serious 
behavioural concerns may have led to a minority of scholars  perceiving BAM as an intervention for those with 
high levels of need rather than something to be celebrated.  This was exacerbated by negative expectations 
scholars were already contending with, including racist stereotypes and school reputations.  

To build  on the findings of this feasibility study, YEF funded a pilot study. The pilot study aims to establish whether 
BAM has promise and  to  test aspects of evaluation design to inform a next - stage evaluation.  



 

Introduction 

Background 

Reducing the number of young people involved in violence and offending continues to be a public health 

priority in the UK (GOV.UK., 2019). In a recent UK survey, 19% of young people reported committing an act 

of violence in the last 12 months (YEF, 2022). Involvement in violence is associated with an increased risk of 

poorer life outcomes, including problems related to both mental health (Miliauskas et al., 2022) and physical 

health (Wright et al., 2017). 

The available academic literature identifies a range of risk factors that may be associated with violence and 

offending among young people, including those at the level of: the young person (e.g. self-esteem, poor 

self-regulation, social-cognitive deficits); the family (e.g. poor parental attachment); the peer group (e.g. 

relationships with peers engaged in anti-social behaviour); the community (e.g. living in socially 

disadvantaged neighbourhoods, disengagement from school); and society (e.g. belonging to a racially 

minoritised ethnic group) (EIF and Cordis Bright, 2015; Lammy, 2017). 

Recent reviews highlight a range of interventions that have been shown to help address these risk factors 

and reduce offending behaviour ŀƳƻƴƎ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ όhΩ/ƻƴƴƻǊ ŀƴŘ ²ŀŘŘŜƭƭΣ нлмтΤ IŜƴŘǊƛƪǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмуύΦ 

Becoming A Man (BAM) is one such intervention. 

BAM is a selective, school-based, social-emotional learning intervention for 12-to-16-year-old boys1. It has 

Level 4 evidence rating in the Early Intervention Foundation Guidebook, meaning that it has evidence of a 

long-term positive impact on child outcomes through multiple rigorous evaluations2. Two randomised 

controlled trials (RCTs) have shown positive impacts on the number of arrests (for violent/all crime) and 

school performance for students with a mean age of 15 years living in racially segregated and deprived 

communities in Chicago (Heller et al., 2013, 2017). 

Evidence of the effectiveness of BAM comes exclusively from the US, and this is the first time the programme 

has been delivered in the UK. Several other school-, family- and community-based interventions concerned 

with preventing or addressing poor youth psychosocial outcomes (including crime and violence) and 

originating in the US have struggled to replicate positive effects when trialled in Europe (Baldus et al., 2016; 

Fonagy et al., 2018; Humayun et al., 2017; Segrott et al., 2022; Skärstrand et al., 2013; Sundell et al., 2008). 

There are numerous theories for why this occurs, including the possibilities that (i) incoming interventions 

inadequately fit the local service systems and culture, and (ii) adaptations to the intervention for the 

purposes of ensuring a better fit remove or dilute active ingredients and thereby nullify the theory of change 

(Burkhart et al., 2019). 

Therefore, it is necessary to (i) gather evidence on whether, how, for whom, and under what conditions 

BAM can feasibly be implemented in the UK3 and (ii) advance our collective understanding of how BAM 

 

1 In this project, BAM was implemented with young people in Years 8 to 11 (ages 12ς16 years). 
2 https://guidebook.eif.org.uk/programme/becoming-a-man 

3 Feasibility criteria are discussed in depth on page 14. 

https://guidebook.eif.org.uk/programme/becoming-a-man


 

works, for whom, and under what conditions, to establish whether and how BAM can be adapted for 

delivery in the UK. 

Intervention 

Introduction 

BAM aims to support social-emotional learning and positive youth development to improve targeted 

ǇǳǇƛƭǎΩ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ƻǊ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛƳƛƴŀƭ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ. It 

comprises of four key activities: BAM Circles, special activities (group activities outside of school 

property/time), brief encounters (informal check-ins)4, and one-to-one support. Practitioners ς known as 

BAM counsellors ς deliver the intervention in schools with groups of 8ς12 participants, called BAM 

scholars, over two school years. 

BAM was developed and is supported by Youth Guidance (YG), a non-profit organisation based in Chicago, 

US. The programme is being delivered in the UK by the Mental Health Foundation (MHF), a London-based 

charity working in the UK to promote good mental health for all. 

Target group 

BAM primarily supports adolescent boys living in areas of high need who are experiencing challenges with 

their social-emotional development. In this evaluation, scholars aged 12ς14 years are eligible if they 

identify as being on the journey to becoming men in one of three secondary schools in the South London 

borough of Lambeth and experiencing challenges in at least one of three areas of their social-emotional 

development: resiliencies (internal and external), relationships, and learning and school engagement. 

Children were recruited to the intervention by each of the three secondary schools involved in the project. 

Counsellors worked with senior leadership, heads of year, and the pastoral team to identify scholars about 

whom they have concerns regarding their social-emotional development5. Counsellors also supported 

school staff to recruit a range of scholars with different types and levels of need to prevent negative 

labelling of the intervention as a programme for bad students and to try to create a mix of young people 

who would work together, such that the group dynamic modelled a range of behaviour and needs. 

Specifically, all groups and school cohorts aimed for approximately a 15%/70%/15% split across three 

respective tiers of need, which was then assessed via the Holistic Student Assessment (HSA) at the end of 

the recruitment period in early 2021: 

¶ Tier 1: Students who are thriving and who exhibit primarily strengths and few challenges 

¶ Tier 2: Students who have a balanced combination of strengths and challenges 

¶ Tier 3: Students who are approaching crisis or are in crisis 

 

4 Brief encounters are any ad hoc, individualised engagements between young people and counsellors that involve more than a 
simple greeting but last less than 15 minutes. They usually (but not always) occur in a communal space within the school, such as 
the playground or the hallway in between classes. 

5 Counsellors explain that this could be owing to issues such as risk of exclusion, history of exclusion, poor educational 
attainment, and mental health issues. 



 

Young people were ineligible for BAM if they were chronically absent or if they were a risk to themselves 

or others in a group setting. Some schools also imposed their own eligibility rules. For example, one school 

only permitted students to take part in one additional support programme, which meant prospective 

scholars had to choose between BAM and alternative offers. The needs of ineligible young people 

continued to be supported by each school independently of BAM. 

Activities 

BAM is made up of four activities: 

¶ The BAM Circle (group sessions delivered in a school setting with eight to 12 scholars) 

¶ Special activities (group activities outside of school property or school time) 

¶ Brief encounters (quick, informal check-ins in public school spaces like the hallway or playground) 

¶ One-to-one support (individualised support for those with greater levels of need) 

BAM Circles constitute the central element and are delivered over two years (50 one-hour sessions in 

total, around 25 per year). They are delivered by a prosocial male counsellor with QCF-6 level 

qualifications6. Counsellors are required to have experience working with young people in a therapeutic or 

mentoring capacity. To ensure they are relatable, counsellors are recruited from the communities in which 

scholars live and share some of their lived experiences. Sessions occur during school hours, substituting for 

a lesson. Activities in BAM Circles are delivered in line with a 30-lesson curriculum called the BAMual. One 

lesson takes one-to-three sessions to complete, with each lesson covering a range of activities, including 

check-ins and check-outs to open and close sessions, role plays, group missions, video education, lectures, 

stories, and homework. 

The first two-to-three months of BAM represent an orientation period, during which membership of and 

attendance at groups is flexible. Young people are invited to take part based on the selection process 

outlined above. Some attend and continue to do so beyond orientation. Some attend and decide it is not 

for them. Others do not accept the invitation at all. The counsellors respond to this fluctuation in 

collaboration with schools by inviting others to fill vacancies who also meet the selection criteria and who 

enable the balance in groups to be maintained. 

This gives young people the chance to see if BAM really is for them, which supports engagement and gives 

the counsellors and schools time to adjust group membership depending on who commits and who leaves. 

The goal is to arrive in months three or four with a group of eight to ten highly engaged scholars who want 

to be there, who have each demonstrated that support would be helpful in at least one area of their 

social-emotional development, and who represent a range of levels and types of need. 

 

 

 

6 Qualifications and Credit Framework: https://www.accreditedqualifications.org.uk/qualifications-and-credit-framework-
qcf.html 

https://www.accreditedqualifications.org.uk/qualifications-and-credit-framework-qcf.html
https://www.accreditedqualifications.org.uk/qualifications-and-credit-framework-qcf.html


 

Training and support 

Counsellors receive 300 hours of programme training. They are recruited, trained, coached, and supervised 

by the MHF alongside YG to support their development across a series of core competencies (see Appendix 

1)7. 

Community partners in Lambeth include Black Thrive, a partnership of Black communities and service 

providers for Black well-being8, and Colourful Minds, a partnership of South London and Maudsley (SLAM) 

employed psychiatrists and psychologists9. 

Theory of change 

A detailed version of the theory of change, developed and adapted in collaboration with the MHF and YG 

during the feasibility phase of this evaluation, can be found in Appendix 2. It can be summarised as 

follows: 

¶ In the long term, BAM aims to help scholars engage in responsible decision-making, including 

improved educational attainment and the avoidance of/reduced involvement in youth violence. 

¶ In the short term, it does this by helping scholars ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƛǎŜ .!aΩǎ ǎƛȄ ŎƻǊŜ ǾŀƭǳŜs (Integrity, 

Self-Determination, Positive Anger Expression, Accountability, Respect for Womanhood, and 

Visionary Goal Setting). These act as positive assets, which help to buffer scholars from risks while 

empowering them to take advantage of opportunities and resources in their environment. 

Whether they do so depends on wider influences in scholarsΩ ƭƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ these influences 

reinforce or limit ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎΩ efforts to apply the core values. 

¶ BAM helps scholars to internalise the core values through successful implementation (i.e. BAM is 

delivered with quality and fidelity to the intended target population who attend activities 

regularly). This is because of the different ways in which scholars actively experience each value 

before collectively reflecting on these experiences. Whether they engage in action and reflection 

depends on whether scholars are sufficiently ready and able to establish and maintain healthy 

groups ς those that are fun, safe spaces in which scholars challenge themselves and each other to 

be open, honest, and vulnerable. 

Further information on the theory of change is provided in the Methods section. 

 

 

 

7 Counsellors are trained and coached by the replication specialist. Training refers to the support counsellors receive as a group 
to understand and implement the curriculum as intended and to a high standard. Coaching concerns the individual support 
provided by the replication specialist to help counsellors develop their competencies. 

8 www.blackthrive.org 

9 www.colourful-minds.org.uk 

http://www.blackthrive.org/
http://www.colourful-minds.org.uk/


 

Research questions 

This feasibility study has three aims. 

1. To establish whether BAM can be implemented successfully. This means providing insight on not just 

whether BAM can be delivered but also for whom, under what circumstances, and why, to help us 

develop our understanding of the contextual conditions and wider support necessary for 

implementation success (Bonell et al., 2016; Moore et al., 2015). 

2. ¢ƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ .!aΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ. This means exploring and refining explanations about for 

whom BAM is expected to work, under what circumstances, and why. This will enable the study to guide 

improvements to the design of BAM by offering insight into what programme resources should do to 

facilitate the desired changes in the way scholars think and feel. This includes offering guidance on which 

elements can be adapted to support an optimal intervention-context fit, and which should remain intact 

ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ .!aΩǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƭȅƛƴƎ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴge continue to function as intended. Developing the 

programme theory will also help to advance our understanding of the optimal conditions for BAM, which 

will support ongoing plans to scale the programme in the UK and beyond. 

3. To inform the focus and design of future evaluations. Developing the programme theory and the 

methods and measures used for testing it will support future evaluators to decide what to gather 

evidence on and how. 

BAMΩs theory of change is made up of four sub-theories: implementation, intermediate outcomes, ultimate 

outcomes, and unintended consequences. Each sub-theory is captured in a hypothesis statement as follows: 

Implementation: If counsellors receive high-quality support from the backbone team10, then this will 

help them to implement BAM successfully. This is because counsellors will feel their development is 

being nurtured in a positive learning environment. This will be influenced by how enabling the school 

context is and how engaged young people are in action and reflection. 

Intermediate outcomes: If counsellors implement BAM successfully, then this will help young people to 

internalise the core values. This is because of the way in which young people will actively experience 

each value before reflecting on their experiences. This will be influenced by how ready and motivated 

young people are to adhere to the group conditions. 

Ultimate outcomes: If young people internalise the core values, then this will help them to engage in 

responsible decision-making, including improved educational attainment and reduced involvement in 

youth violence. This is because the core values will help to protect and empower them. This will be 

ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǿƛŘŜǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƭƛǾŜǎΦ 

Unintended consequences: If BAM experiences challenges with recruitment, then this will motivate 

young people to engage in irresponsible decision-making. This is because negative labelling and fractious 

BAM groups will motivate young people to engage in anti-social behaviour. This will be influenced by 

ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛŘŜǊ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƭƛǾŜǎ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎŜ ƻǊ ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭŀōŜƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘƛŜǎΦ 

 

10 ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨōŀŎƪōƻƴŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΩ ǿŀǎ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ŎƻǳƴǎŜƭƭƻǊǎ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƛǘŜ ƻŦ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ 
support activities provided by MHF and YG. 



 

These sub-theories give rise to the research questions that have guided the feasibility study. 

1. To what extent is BAM being successfully implemented, with whom, under what circumstances, and 

why? 

2a. How has implementation contributed to any reported changes in ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎΩ social-emotional and 

identity development, for whom, under what circumstances, and why? 

2b. How has social-emotional development contributed to any reported changes in ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎΩ academic 

performance and behaviour and the avoidance of, or reduced involvement in crime/anti-social 

behaviour, for whom, under what circumstances, and why? 

2c. How has implementation contributed to any reported unintended consequences, for whom, under 

what circumstances, and why? 

Answering research question 1 will help us to meet aim 1 (establishing whether BAM can be successfully 

implemented). 

Answering research questions 2aς2c will help us meet aim 2 (developing the programme theory). For this 

reason, 2a to 2c are framed differently from 1. Rather than being focused on the extent to which these sub-

theories are realised across the cohort, they are more concerned with fully understanding the causal 

processes underlying any changes reported. Focusing on the former would be premature given these sub-

theories, and the latter stages of the theory of change more generally are untested in this context and, 

therefore, warrant further attention before BAM is evaluated against this theory. Doing so would risk BAM 

being held accountable to an imperfect model that does not fully or accurately reflect the way it works. 

Instead, research questions 2aς2c are focused on exploring and refining explanations about for whom BAM 

is expected to work, under what circumstances, and why ς in other words, the central focus of aim 2. 

It should be acknowledged that the evidence regarding research questions 2aς2c is largely drawn from a 

relatively small sample of qualitative interviews and focus groups (further detail on which is provided in the 

data collection section below). The findings regarding these questions should be understood in this context. 

Gathering evidence on all research questions wiƭƭ ƘŜƭǇ ǳǎ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ǘƘƛǊŘ ŀƛƳ όƛƴŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ 

and design of future evaluations). 

Targets 

All targets for the feasibility study concern research question 1 only (To what extent is BAM being 

successfully implemented, with whom, under what circumstances, and why?). Research questions 2aς2c are 

ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀŘǾŀƴŎƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ .!aΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŜǎǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳƛƴƎ 

the degree to which certain thresholds are met. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Implementation 

area Target 

1. Recruitment a. Each counsellor is delivering two groups of 8ς12 scholars by 1 

January 2021. 

b. All scholars who take part in BAM are experiencing challenges in 

at least one area of their social-emotional development according to 

the HAS (Allen et al., 2017). 

c. All three tiers of need are represented in each group and in each 

school according to the HSA with a split of roughly 15%/70%/15% 

for tiers 1, 2 and 3, respectively. 

2. Exposure a. Scholars attend 13 BAM Circle sessions on average every school 

year. 

b. Counsellors deliver 45 BAM Circle sessions over both years with 

each group. 

c. 80% of scholars receive a brief encounter (see page 8) once a 

month during term time. 

3. Fidelity a. Counsellors deliver all lessons from the 30-lesson BAM Manual 

(one-to-three sessions per lesson) with each of their groups 

  

Target 1a concerns the degree to which BAM reaches sufficient scholars early enough to give them the best 

chance of benefiting from BAM. While counsellors usually aim to deliver at least five groups, YG and MHF 

decided to stagger their caseload in the first year to give counsellors enough time and space to learn and 

grow at an appropriate pace. 

The first two months of BAM are characterised as orientation. During this period, scholars may join at any 

point as awareness of BAM grows in the school and scholars volunteer to take part (or teachers put them 

forward). At the same time, those scholars who feel that BAM is not for them may leave. What is important 

is that by the time the group closes (which happens at the end of the calendar year, in the first year ς in our 

case, the end of December 2020), each group has the appropriate number of scholars (8ς12). 

¢ŀǊƎŜǘǎ мō ŀƴŘ мŎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ .!aΩǎ ŀƛƳ ǘƻ only work with young people who will benefit from their services 

(i.e. those with social-emotional needs), while ensuring that the spread of need is varied to prevent negative 

labelling in groups and in schools. 

Targets 2a (the target for the number of sessions attended on average) and 2b (the target for the number 

of sessions delivered) are informed by the two RCTs in the US. During the first RCT (RCT 1), BAM was only 

delivered for one year, but in the second RCT (RCT 2) the full two-year programme was delivered. During 

RCT 2, scholars were offered 45 sessions in total, which has informed target 2b. Target 2a was based on 

Table 1: Implementation targets 



 

attendance data from RCT 1 and RCT 2. This is captured in Table 2, which outlines RCT 1 and RCT 2 (with 

attendance for years one and two of RCT 2 both combined and described separately): 

¶ Ever attended: The proportion of scholars randomised to the intervention arm who participated in 

at least one session of BAM 

¶ Total sessions attended: The mean number of sessions attended by all those in the intervention arm 

(i.e. those considered as part of Intention To Treat (ITT) analysis) 

¶ Total sessions | ever attended: The mean attendance for all scholars who participated in at least 

one BAM Circle session 

The relatively low means for Ψ¢ƻǘŀƭ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŘΩ were due to the low take-up rate, which stemmed 

from the process of randomisation ς something that will have to be factored in if a decision is made to 

escalate the programme to an efficacy study in the UK. Therefore, a decision was made with YG and MHF to 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ψ¢ƻǘŀƭ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ μ ŜǾŜǊ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŘΩ Řŀǘŀ to arrive at an appropriate benchmark. Thirteen sessions 

were selected as an appropriate target for attendance, as 13.47 was the lowest figure in a single year in 

either RCT (both of which identified positive impacts on primary outcomes) among all those who 

participated in BAM (Heller et al., 2013, 2017). 
 

 

 

RCT 1 

RCT 2 

(Year 1)  

RCT 2 

(Year 2) 

RCT 2 

(Total) 

Ever attended 0.49 0.51 0.31 0.52 

Total sessions 

attended 6.64 8.61 6.71 15.32 

Total sessions | 

ever attended 13.47 16.79 21.07 29.08 

     

Targets 2c (the target for participation in brief encounters) and 3a (the target for fidelity) are ǘǿƻ ƻŦ ¸DΩǎ 

standard targets that form part of their own internal monitoring and evaluation processes. 

These thresholds were treated as targets rather than success criteria during this study. While some are 

informed by the two US RCTs and represent appropriate standards for BAM in Lambeth (e.g. 2a), those set 

by YG to encourage learning and improvement are more stretching (e.g. 3a ς counsellors rarely surpass 

lesson 20 in the US). Therefore, whether BAM met these targets was considered alongside other sources of 

evidence to reach a conclusion on whether BAM was successfully implemented, with whom, under what 

circumstances, and why. 

Ethical review 

The Warren House Group Ethics Committee approved the ethics submission for the feasibility phase of the 

evaluation (Ref: 19/20-1301, dated 17 December 2020). 

 

Table 2: Sessions attended by BAM scholars who participated in the two US RCTs  



 

 

Consent from scholars and their parents/carers 

Routinely collected data 

At the point of entry to the intervention, BAM counsellors sought written and informed consent from 

scholars and their parents/carers (Appendices 3 and 4) for MHF to share the following with the evaluation 

team: (i) data collected by the school on academic attainment, attendance, and grades; and (ii) programme 

data collected routinely by counsellors. Parents/carers were notified why this was (to help with learning 

more about how BAM works in the UK and how programmes like BAM help scholars) and that 

parentsΩ/ŎŀǊŜǊǎΩ permission for sharing this would be sought separately. Subsequently, for all consenting 

parents/carers, the evaluation team provided an information sheet with additional information about the 

evaluation, together with an opt-out consent form (Appendix 5). Parents/carers who did not wish for 

routinely collected data on their children to be shared with the evaluation team were invited to let the MHF 

know. Correspondence was sent from the MHF via email to parents/carers for whom there are email contact 

details. 

Primary data collection 

Informed consent was also sought prior to primary data collection. Interviews were conducted via 

telephone, a digital platform (Zoom or Microsoft Teams), or in person depending on what was possible given 

COVID-19 restrictions and what was convenient for the participant. Potential participants were provided 

with either hard or digital (emailed) copies of the information sheets and consent forms, as well as invitation 

sheets for scholars (Appendix 6), and could either provide written consent (if consent was taken in person) 

or audio-recorded consent (if consent was taken via telephone, Microsoft Teams, or Zoom [which was 

recorded by the researcher on the consent form]). Compensation was offered in the form of shopping 

vouchers to all qualitative data collection participants. 

Contact with parents/carers was made via phone or email. Contact with scholars was made through the 

BAM counsellor or other MHF staff or parents/carers. No arrangements were made with a young person 

directly by the evaluation team for data collection. In the case of collecting data from scholars, the 

information sheet and consent form described above were used, meaning that data could only be collected 

from a young person if the young person and their parent/carer consented. In the case of collecting data 

from parents/carers, the parent/carer was asked to provide consent for the evaluation team to interview 

them. Audio-recorded consent was stored separately from the data. 

Counsellors, MHF and YG programme staff, and school staff 

These participants were approached via email or telephone at the relevant point to ask if they would be 

interested in taking part in a semi-structured interview or focus group. Written or audio-recorded informed 

consent was provided by all participants using the informed consent form (Appendices 7 and 811). Audio-

recorded consent was collected separately from the interview or focus group. 

 

11 For interviews with staff from MHF, YG, and schools, it was possible to anonymise findings shared with the YEF, wider 
stakeholders, the general public, young people, and their families. However, it was difficult to guarantee anonymity for findings 
shared with the project team responsible for implementation (the counsellors and other programme staff from MHF and YG). 

 



 

Data protection 

Legal basis 

The legal basis to collect, share, and process data for this project was ΨLegitimate InterestΩ. The legitimate 

interests identified were the broader societal benefits of the ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ through advancing our collective 

understanding of whether, how, for whom, and under what conditions BAM may be feasible to deliver in 

Lambeth. A Legitimate Interests Balancing Test was carried out that confirmed that programme data 

routinely collected by MHF on the background and participation of scholars in BAM was necessary for the 

evaluation to fulfil its aims. 

Special category data were processed in accordance with General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) Article 

9(2)(j) (for research and statistical purposes which may be in the public interest) and in accordance with UK 

law, and in particular, the Data Protection Act 2018 Schedule 1, Part 1, paragraph 4(a), Research etc.; the 

processing is necessary for research purposes, is carried out in accordance with UK GDPR Article 89(1), and 

is in the public interest. 

Data processing roles 

Routinely collected programme data were shared by MHF with (removed for anonymity) on the basis of a 

data-sharing agreement in which both parties were data controllers. This programme data, as well as 

primary qualitative data collected by (removed for anonymity), were then shared by (removed for 

anonymity) with (removed for anonymity) on the basis of two separate data sharing agreements, in which 

(removed for anonymity) was a data controller and (removed for anonymity) a data processor. Coaching 

data collected by YG on counsellors was shared with (removed for anonymity) on the basis of a data sharing 

agreement in which all parties were data controllers. 

Anonymity 

For scholars and their parents/carers, no real names, other identifiers, or distinguishing features of 

participants have been or will be used in any reports, presentations, or papers. 

Confidentiality 

No names or personal identifiers were attached to the evaluation data. All routinely collected data that the 

MHF shared with the evaluation team were pseudonymised before it was sent. 

Transfer of data 

All data were transferred from MHF and YG to the evaluation team via a secure platform (Microsoft 

OneDrive). 

 

This is due to the likelihood of deductive disclosure. Two separate information sheets and consent forms (Appendices 7 and 8) 
were drafted for wider stakeholders, with the latter making this issue clear for the interviewees to whom this would apply. 
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Methods 

This feasibility study represents the first part of a staggered, two-phase evaluation. It was agreed that should 

BAM show strong feasibility with the first cohort by the end of the first year of delivery (July 2021), the 

evaluation of the second cohort (September 2021ςJuly 2023) would advance to a pilot outcomes evaluation. 

As outlined in the interim report of the feasibility study (Appendix 9), this criterion was met. This report is 

the final report for the feasibility study, covering the entire two-year ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƻŦ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ŦƻǊ .!aΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŎƻƘƻǊǘ 

in the UK (September 2020ςJuly 2022). 

Participant selection 

There are broadly four sets of participants in the evaluation: young people taking part in BAM (scholars); 

parents of those young people; BAM counsellors delivering BAM; and other stakeholders (from MHF, YG, 

and schools). 

All young people participating in the intervention were eligible to participate in the evaluation. At the point 

of entry to BAM, all scholars provided active, informed consent for the sharing of routine programme data 

and data on academic attainment, attendance, and grades. All parents and carers provided informed 

consent. 

Two rounds of primary qualitative data collection were conducted, one in MarchςJuly 2021 and the other in 

MayςJune 2022, with the former providing a preliminary assessment of feasibility and shaping 

improvements to the theory of change and data collection tools in advance of the latter. Only scholars and 

parents or carers from the two mainstream schools were invited to participate due to problems accessing 

both stakeholder groups at the PRU. Our sampling approach involved two steps during both rounds: step 

one involved purposive sampling to identify which stakeholder was deemed best placed to speak to a 

particular element of our theory of change; step two involved maximum variation sampling to incorporate 

as wide a range of perspectives as possible. The number of interviews conducted at each stage was arrived 

at through a decision based on data saturation, resource management, research burden on MHF, and 

challenges regarding access. 

During the first round of primary qualitative data collection, the evaluation team collaborated with MHF to 

host two online workshops for parents and carers, during which we invited parents and carers to participate 

in interviews. Researchers also followed up via telephone with other contacts who had expressed interest, 

including both those who were and were not able to attend the online workshops. This included texting first 

and then finding a suitable time to talk about what would be involved in taking part in an interview before 

arranging a time for the interview itself. For those parents and carers who agreed to be interviewed, consent 

was then sought to interview their child. Where that consent was gained, informed consent was then sought 

from the scholar before an interview took place. All interviews with parents, carers, and scholars were 

carried out over the phone or online via Microsoft Teams or Zoom due to the COVID-19 restrictions in place 

at that time. 



 

During the second round of primary qualitative data collection, the evaluation team prepared text messages 

that were sent to parents and carers by MHF to invite them to take part in an interview and to gain consent 

for the same for their child, each of which contained a link to the relevant information sheet. In the interest 

of pursuing the most convenient location for either stakeholder group, all interviews with parents and carers 

were carried out over the phone or online via Microsoft Teams or Zoom, while all those with scholars were 

conducted in person at their respective schools. 

During both rounds of qualitative data collection, interviews with staff at MHF, YG, and schools were 

conducted online or over the phone with active, informed consent obtained from all interviewees. 

Theory of change development 

Evaluations based on theories of change have been criticised for failing to develop and test the causal logic 

of interventions in sufficient depth (Breuer et al., 2016). Realist evaluation is well placed to address this 

challenge (Blamey and Mackenzie, 2007; Rolfe, 2019). Realist evaluations begin by generating hypotheses 

regarding how programme mechanisms (M) lead to certain outcomes (O) in particular contexts (C) (Pawson 

and Tilley, 1997). These context-mechanism-outcome configurations, or CMOs, act as the fundamental 

building block of realist research helping evaluators to establish what works, for whom, under what 

circumstances, and why. 

Theories of change can also address some of the shortcomings of realist evaluation. This includes retaining 

a focus on the whole intervention, providing a visual and more accessible format for engaging 

stakeholders in the evaluation and supporting the identification and prioritisation of those elements of the 

theory deemed most important to test (Blamey and Mackenzie, 2007; Rolfe, 2019). 

For these reasons, this study combined theories of change and realist evaluation to develop and test the 

programme theory underpinning the BAM model. 

Learning from year one of the feasibility study 

Combining both approaches during the feasibility study helped us to strengthen the reasoning 

underpinning the theory of change. The version that shaped year one of the study combined evidence and 

theory from academic literature selected by BAM with local stakeholder expertise to articulate high-level 

predictions regarding how BAM is supposed to work, for whom, under what circumstances, and why (see 

Appendix 10). This included: 

¶ Published research on BAM, including both qualitative research (Lansing et al., 2016) and the 

results of the two RCTs (Heller et al., 2017; Heller et al., 2013) 

¶ Theoretical frameworks for group therapy (Yalom and Leszcz, 2005), psychotherapy (Jung, 1969), 

youth development (Nagaoka et al., 2015), and behaviour change (Michie et al., 2014), which 

ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ .!aΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ intermediate 

outcomes sub-theory 

¶ Systematic reviews of community-based positive youth development interventions, which are 

similar in their theoretical foundations to BAM, as well as reviews of process evaluations and 

theories of change for these interventions (Bonell et al., 2016) 

¶ Reviews of programme documents, including the BAM Circle curriculum 

¶ The observation of BAM Circles in Chicago 

¶ Workshops and interviews with staff from YG and MHF.  



 

We then used the CMO heuristic to generate hypotheses that captured the causal links between 

implementation, mechanisms, outcomes, context, and BAM's implementation teams (staff from MHF and 

YG focused on creating an enabling environment for delivery). Building on WŀŎƪǎƻƴ ŀƴŘ YƻƭƭŀΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ 

CMO dyads (2012), we used each hypothesis to articulate the relationship between two items within these 

five categories (for example, between a mechanism and an outcome, or between an implementation team 

activity and an aspect of implementation, e.g. άIf counsellors receive high-quality training and coaching, 

then ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎƛŜǎέύ. We generated 86 hypotheses in 

total. 

The findings from the first round of data collection in MarchςApril 2021 informed amendments to the 

theory of change designed in collaboration with MHF and YG. The latest version can be found in Appendix 

2. 

Some changes were made to the content of the theory of change, the most important of which was the 

addition of the group conditions as a contextual factor ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎΩ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

reflection. However, most changes were structural. A summary of these changes is illustrated in Figure 1 

below. 

 

 

In the initial theory of change, mechanisms were used solely in aid of understanding the interaction 

between implementation and intermediate outcomes. However, it was clear that mechanistic 

explanations were a useful analytic tool across the entire programme theory, which would help us to 

capture and gather evidence on how resources introduced in one part of the theory of change led to 

responses in other parts. To account for this, the revised theory of change is divided into sub-theories ς 

implementation, intermediate outcomes, and ultimate outcomes ς with mechanisms and contextual 

factors articulated at each stage. Each sub-theory sets the conditions for the one to follow; a common 

feature in realist evaluations of complex interventions (Shaw et al., 2018). 

Since 86 hypotheses were too many and too specific to explore meaningfully, each of the sub-theories 

within the revised theory of change is structured as a realist matrix, in a similar fashion to those developed 

by Ebenso et al. (2019) and as endorsed by the most recent UK Medical Research Council guidance 

(Skivington et al., 2021). Thus, each sub-theory constitutes one candidate theory, summarised through a 

CMO statement based on ǘƘŜ ΨƛŦ-ǘƘŜƴΩ ŦƻǊƳŀǘ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ƻŦ ǊŜŀƭƛǎǘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ όtŀǿǎƻƴ ŀƴŘ aŀƴȊŀƴƻ, 2012). 

Figure 1: Revised structure of the theory of change 



 

The underlying structure of each sub-theory is based on the amended CMO framework proposed by Dalkin 

et al. (2015), which constitutes four components: mechanism resource, context, mechanism response, and 

outcome. By separating out resource from response ς the two defining features of mechanisms within 

realist methodology alongside an explanation of the relationship between the two ς 5ŀƭƪƛƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ (2015) 

framework helps evaluators to avoid conflating programme strategy with mechanisms: a common issue in 

realist evaluations (Pawson and Manzano, 2012). 

¢ƻ ǳǎŜ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ Ψ!ŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΩ όƛΦŜ. implementation) sub-theory below, it is not high-quality 

backbone support (the mechanism resource) that causes the implementation to be successful (the 

outcome). Instead, it is the positive learning environment (the mechanism response) created by high-

quality backbone support that enables the implementation to be successful. By separating the resources 

introduced by different programme strategies from the responses they ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻΣ 5ŀƭƪƛƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ (2015) 

framework helps evaluators to avoid conflating one with the other or missing one or the other out 

entirely.
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