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Dear reader,
As you are going through this newsletter, our researchers are making the last changes to the
EUPC manual. EUPC is our response to the need of people in charge of prevention to apply the
robust and science-based elements of the Universal Prevention Curriculum in Europe.

We have evidence-based guidance such as Quality Standards for prevention: EDPQS at the
European and UNODC at the international level. We have access to effective programmes
and strategies: EMCDDA’s databases feature a wealth of information on evidence-based
programmes as well as resources such as its recently added practical guide. We have the
science and the workforce for prevention. What we need is European standardized training
Partners from 9 European countries have come together to address this need. In October
2017, 34 dedicated project participants met in Savona, Italy to discuss ideas on the progress of
actions and to set further steps ahead. As part of the meeting, we reached consensus on the
manual’s adaptations up to that point. We are now preparing pilot trainings of different modules.
The original UPC is exhaustive in all components of science-based prevention resulting in a huge
volume of curricula and training days. The UPC-Adapt project has gone far beyond adapting
content; we have summarized, compressed and developed a condensed version of the original
American training.
The pilots of the online, short and academic training modules will lead to further adaptations,
which will inform the 120-pages curriculum on core elements of science-based prevention. The
curriculum will be available in 9 EU languages. By the end of the project in December 2018, we
will also have a clearer view on how EUPC’s target group really looks like. The people in charge
of prevention that I mentioned earlier are those who make decisions and influence opinions in
the field: local or regional coordinators, leaders of important NGOs, in fact they are developing
prevention policies, even if policy maker does not appear in their LinkedIn profile. We intend to
reach those who have a coordinating role, wish to work science-based and want to know more
about it. Including field workers and program deliverers in the training audience will be a future
project.
At the mid-term point of our two-year project, I would like to thank all contributors for the big
pile of work that’s already been done. The core group of international experts from European
and American countries who have worked hard on adapting the original UPC to the European
context, while keeping the core elements of the original UPC in place. The partners, their
research colleagues and the admin staff of the 11 participating institutes. The dozens if not
hundreds of national prevention opinion makers involved in focus groups or interviews. In the
months ahead, you will again be asked to form training pilot groups. I wish you all a smooth and
fruitful continuation of the project!
Peer van der Kreeft, Project Coordinator
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Findings from the
UPC-Adapt project focus groups
Discussion groups took place in June and July 2017 in 6 European countries (Belgium, Estonia,
Germany, Italy, Poland and Slovenia) based on an agreed methodology. Participants with a
stake in prevention were selected from multidisciplinary fields:
social services, health and mental health services, NGOs, law
enforcement, education, local/regional/national authorities,
research, local/regional/national drug services, professional
associations etc. The participants had different roles but
most of them were decision and opinion makers.
In sum, UPC-Adapt partners carried out 13 focus groups and
115 individuals were involved. Please find the reports of each
country organized in 3 topics below:

Importance given to prevention across Europe
Prevention isn’t considered as important as treatment in most European countries. More specifically, it appears fundamental
on a verbal and theoretical level, but in fact, it isn’t adequately financed. On a political level, the reason beyond this minor
consideration can probably be related to the fact that prevention has no results in the short term (the period of time in
which politicians are in power). Moreover, there is no unified understanding about prevention and the majority of preventive
strategies are based on approaches linked to practitioners’ specific knowledge (and often based on abstract theories). Many
interventions have been carried out assuming their effectiveness, but without verifying it. References to evidence-based
approaches aren’t widespread. The informative and fear-based approach is still often used, in spite of its proven partial
effectiveness.
Prevention training
Based on the country reports, prevention can be
implemented by anyone following any approach.
As a matter of fact, in most countries there isn’t
a clearly defined profession in prevention that
can legitimately implement it. Decision makers
seem only slightly trained as far as prevention
is concerned, despite their fundamental role in
promoting effective preventive strategies. At the
same time, there are few options for trainings
or specific curricula for the decision makers in
the field of prevention. Therefore, it is deemed
necessary to raise their awareness and motivate
the decision makers to train specifically for
prevention. In particular, prevention still needs
advocacy, in order to be legitimated on a larger
scale.

4

UPC-adapt newsletter no. 1

UPC
It is believed that EUPC will synthesize the existing knowledge on prevention and therefore it will be a
very useful tool in order to raise the level of awareness around the importance of prevention and in
order to promote adequate and shared knowledge, as well as suitable interventions.
What can be expected from EUPC? It is expected to increase awareness of the fundamental role that
prevention could play throughout Europe as well as champion the implementation of evidence-based
local programs delivered by community-based decision-makers.
Dr Rachele Donini, ASL 2 Savonese (Italy)

Reflection on the
8th EUSPR Conference in Vienna
It’s so easy for all the great talks you hear at a multi-day conference like EUSPR’s annual
get together to start to blur into each other, and that isn’t fair on the people who have
presented. All of them have carefully thought through the things they want to say
and have practiced their presentations numerous times before the moment comes.
But as a participant it’s two full days (three if you’ve been to the pre-conference
workshops) of concentration, conversation and (convivial) catching up.
So this – as I sit waiting for the plane back to London – is my attempt to capture some of
the themes that stood out to me from our time in Vienna.
The first thing to say is just how much of an impact the paper chosen for last year’s
President’s Award – ‘Dark logic’: theorising the harmful consequences of public health
interventions – had on this year’s conference. There were numerous references and
reflections that I heard over the last two days. It’s really clear that what Chris said to us in Berlin,
and the way that he and his colleagues set out their arguments in the paper, have had a profound
effect on a number of leading lights in the EUSPR.
It seemed to me that the concept of “dark logic” articulates something that the prevention scientists
and practitioners who make up EUSPR’s membership had been waiting for someone to articulate. Of
course all of us knew that there was the possibility of iatrogenic effects from interventions – Scared
Straight is a salutary lesson for every programme developer. But this paper took us to a different level.
In conversation with numerous people over the last two days, it’s come up as part of a conversation
and I’ve tried to reflect on why that might have been. I went back to a talk given by Kasia OkuliczKozaryn in Paris a few years ago about why the Strengthening Families intervention hadn’t worked
in her native Poland. In my mind at least that talk opened up a stream of reflective and subtle
conversations about what was going on in well evidenced programmes that we took out of their
original settings and found didn’t perform as well as might have been hoped for.
So this year, whether it was Rosaria Galanti saying that we should never put together a logic model
that doesn’t include dark logic ever again, or Nick Axford talking about how they’d used the concept to
help practitioners to think through why an intervention hadn’t had the intended outcome, it was never
far from our minds.
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The second big idea that I think will stick
with people is around the idea of a culture of
prevention, as articulated by Harry Sumnall, but
touched on by a number of speakers. Harry
suggests that we need to think more about
what the idea of a prevention culture might
look like as it has profound effects on how
interventions are conceived and implemented.
A number of presentations by practitioners
that I saw also touched on this indirectly; talking
about the need to build a culture of advocacy
for prevention. For example, Rachele Donini and
Marian Quinn gave contrasting presentations
reflecting on the lack of that advocacy at a European level and what a difference it made in Ireland, respectively.
There’s also a cross over to the talk that Carl May made which walked us through Normalisation Process Theory and what it
can bring to understanding what happens when we move from testing an intervention to implementing it. He argued that
by understanding implementation processes we move towards changing what people do (rather than what they believe);
we can change the rules, resources and relationships that we bring together to mobilise action; and we can appreciate
action in context (where context is dynamic rather than obdurate obstacles). I took this to mean that we should try to
develop our understanding of how people impact on our interventions and work with that rather than trying to remove
human agency.
Kathryn Oliver’s keynote talk asked us to think about different perspectives on outcomes and how that impacts on
prevention policy. She pointed out that the intentions of policy makers and the environment into which interventions are
introduced may contribute to their success or failure. She also emphasised that actors in the process may weigh outcomes
quite differently. As with other talks, Kathryn explored unexpected outcomes some of which may be deeply harmful to
recipients of interventions.
Nick Axford had four reflections on the conference (over on Twitter) which I’d echo. He says he saw:
▶▶ lots on complexity for example multiple interacting factors contributing to problems and success or otherwise of
prevention efforts;
▶▶ a big emphasis on prevention systems – though discrete interventions are an important part of those systems;
▶▶ more awareness of capacity of prevention efforts to harm, and the importance of measuring, averting and mitigating
this; and
▶▶ a recognition that we need to think more about scale – designing it into prevention interventions from the start or
improving services that are already scaled.
Personally, I also had some great and wide ranging conversations: with Frederick Gröger-Roth about the second life of
evidence based registries; Henrik Jungaberle about popularising prevention; Hanno Petras and Michael Marks about Social
Impact Bonds and dynamic systems; Paul Weaver about crypto currency and timebanks as an addendum to our welfare
system; Simon Moore about data lakes; Pierre Arwidson about One You; and Larissa Sandoval about cultural adaptation,
love and boundaries.
So I come home tired, but exhilarated by the state of our Society and wanting more of the stimulation that meeting with
friends and colleagues at EUSPR always brings out. Roll on next year!
Andrew Brown, EUSPR Society Treasurer

*This blog represents Andrew’s personal views only, and not that of his employer(s)
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SAVE THE DATE: EUSPR 2018
We’re very pleased to announce that EUSPR 2018 will be held in Lisbon, Portugal Oct 24-26, 2018.
Co-conveners will be the EUSPR and the EMCDDA, and the main conference venue will be the EMSA
conference centre on the banks of the Tagus in Central Lisbon.
Full conference details will be added in the next few weeks,
but the main conference theme will be:

Prevention Technologies.
In the meantime, please get in touch (euspr_admin@ljmu.ac.uk) if you have ideas and suggestions
for what kind of talks and sessions you would like to see at the conference.
EUSPR would be particularly interested in receiving informal proposals for workshops and special
pre-conference sessions (taking place on Wednesday 24th October). Please get in touch as early as
possible to informally discuss these.
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