
Supplementary Material 

Table S1 Comparison of CYDS and CTC-EFF
	
	CYDS
	CTC-EFF study

	Universe of communities
	· 41 communities from the diffusion project (1997-2002)
· Including purposively selected communities from seven states (communities that had adopted the science-based approach to prevention and communities that were not using this approach)
· Medium-sized incorporated towns ganging in population from 1,578 to 106,221 (mean: 17,589)
	· All German cities, city districts and rural municipalities that had passed a municipal council resolution on the introduction of CTC by March 31, 2021 and were not yet in CTC phase 5 could be included in the intervention arm.
· In the individual 1:1 matching, all cities, city districts and rural municipalities in the same federal state of the respective intervention community were included. Communities that do not implement CTC themselves, are not directly adjacent to a CTC community and have at least one secondary school could have been included as comparison communities.

	A-priori matching on the community level
	20 communities that were thought to be using a risk and protection-focused approach were matched 1:1, within each state, on 
· population size, 
· racial/ethnic diversity, 
· economic indicators, 
· crime rates 
to communities that were not thought to be using this approach.
	22 CTC communities (rural municipalities, cities and city districts) were matched 1:1 with a community from the same federal state on 
· population size and development,
· economic factors,
· unemployment of foreigners,
· crime rates.

	Assignment to intervention status on community level
	One member in each pair of eligible communities in a state was randomized to the intervention or control condition by a coin toss prior to recruitment into CYDS
	This was not followed by an assignment by the researchers. The study communities themselves decided to start introducing CTC by 31.03.2021 at the latest or not to do so.

	Community recruitment
	· In spite of the initial assessments of these communities, during the 5 years of the Diffusion Project, neither community in 13 of the 20 pairs of communities advanced in the use of science based prevention to the point of selecting and using tested, effective preventive interventions to address prioritized community risks. 
· These 13 pairs of communities were deemed eligible for inclusion in the CYDS study. 
· Twelve of these 13 pairs of matched communities were successfully recruited to participate in CYDS.
· Recruitment required securing letters from the superintendent of schools, the mayor or city manager, and the lead law enforcement officer, agreeing to all data collection activities required of the project.
	· 22 matched pairs of communities were successfully recruited. 
· Recruitment required a securing letter from the mayor, agreeing to all data collection activities required of the project.

	Community Sample and drop-out on the community level
	The 24 study communities (12 matched pairs) are 
· incorporated towns (no suburbs of larger cities)
· clear community names and boundaries 
· average population of 14,646 (range = 1,578 to 40,787)
· no drop-out on the community level
	The 44 study communities (22 matched pairs) comprises, 
· eleven pairs of distinct rural communities,
· three pairs, where rural intervention communities were directly adjacent and therefore seeing themselves as one CTC site serving three areas,
· six pairs of matched city districts, 
· two pairs, where small towns were matched with city districts.
· Average population of 14,593(range = 2,929 to 55,984)
· Drop-outs on community level n=15 

	Intervention delivery
	· Certified CTC trainers provided the intervention communities with six standardized training workshops, as well as phone and email consultation as needed. 
· Researchers provided additional technical assistance to each intervention community through weekly phone calls, written e-mails and reports, and site visits two to three times per year. 
· Funding for intervention communities: for proposed prevention programs up to $75,000/year and $75,000/year for a full-time, local CTC-coordinator.

· Implementation start: spring 2003
· Implementation duration: mean of 11 months (9 to 14 months)
· Implementation quality for the first four phases was between 89% and  100%
	· Certified CTC trainers provided the intervention communities with five standardized training workshops, as well as phone and email consultation as needed.
· No additional support from the researchers
· No funding for intervention communities from the study.

· Implementation start: The range is between 2017 and spring 2021, with no community having progressed beyond CTC phase 5 by March 31, 2021. 
· Implementation Progress: During the COVID-19 pandemic (2021-2023), the intervention communities were unable to fully implement CTC and eight intervention communities dropped out of the study. 
· Implementation quality: By the end of 2023, four intervention communities reached phase 5, four reached phase 4, three reached phase 3 and three reached phase 2. The implementation quality for phase 1 was between 22% and 100%, for phase 2 between 1% and 100%, for phase 3 between 54% and 100% and for phase 4 between 60% and 90%.

	Measurement instruments
	· Community Key Informant Interviews (CKI): To assess the degree to which the communities have adopted a science-based approach to the prevention
· Community Resource Documentation (CRD): To measure the type, number, and scope of prevention activities
· Community Board Interviews (CBI): To monitor CTC board functioning in the intervention communities
· Milestones & Benchmarks Tool (MBT): To measure implementation quality of each CTC-phase
· Intervention implementation measures (IIM): To monitor the prevention programs (fidelity, scope, intensity) chosen by the intervention communities
· CTC Youth Survey (CTCYS): To measure risk- and protective factors as well problem behaviour  
	· Community Key Informant Interviews (CKI): To assess the degree to which the communities have adopted a science-based approach to the prevention
· Community Resource Documentation (CRD): To measure the type, number, and scope of prevention activities
· Community Board Interviews (CBI): To monitor CTC board functioning in the intervention communities
· Milestones & Benchmarks Tool (MBT): To measure implementation quality of each CTC-phase
· Intervention implementation measures (IIM) was not used


· CTC Youth Survey (CTCYS): To measure risk- and protective factors as well problem behaviour

	Baseline / pre intervention  measures
	· CKI: 2001
· CRD: 2001
· CTCYS: 2002
	· CKI: 2021
· CRD: 2021
· CTCYS: 2021

	Post intervention measures
	· CKI: 18 months after baseline
· CRD: 18 months after baseline
· CTCYS: 1? months after baseline
	· CKI: 24 months after baseline
· CRD: 24 months after baseline
· CTCYS: 24 months after baseline





Table S2 Overview of variables used in multilevel analysis
	Variable
	Level
	Description
	Values
	Measurement Level

	Time
	L1 repeated
	Time point
	0 = 2021
1 = 2023
	Ordinal

	Pseudonym
	L2 respondent
	Identifier
	integer
	Ordinal

	Age
	L2 respondent
	Age of respondent
	18 bis 6?
	Scale

	Gender
	L2 respondent 
	Gender of respondent
	0 = Male
1 = Female
	Ordinal

	EDUC
	L2 respondent
	Education of respondent
	0 = without higher education entrance qualification
1 = with higher education entrance qualification
	Ordinal

	Migration
	L2 respondent
	Migration background
	0 = without
1 = with
	Ordinal

	Partizipation
	L2 respondent
	Has respondent participated in both waves?
	0 = only one wave
1 = both waves
	Ordinal

	LIVE.
	L2 respondent
	How many years has respondent lived in the community?
	0 +
	Scale

	LGWRK
	L2 respondent
	How many years has respondent worked in the community?
	0 +
	Scale

	LGISS
	L2 respondent
	How many years has respondent been active in prevention
	0 +
	Scale

	SECTOR
	L2 respondent
	Which sector does respondent belong to?
	1= Leisure and Sports
2 = Public Health Office and Health Care Services
3 = Youth Welfare Office
4 = Child and Youth Work
5 = Church
6 = Early Childhood Education Center 
7 = Local Government Administration
8 = Politics
9 = Police
10 = Prevention Network
11 = School
12 = Social Welfare Services
13 = Meeting and Counseling Centers 
	Ordinal

	Adoption
	L2 respondent
	Stage of adoption of evidence-based prevention
	0 = Stage 0
1 = Stage 1
2 = Stage 2
3 = Stage 3
4 = Stage 4
5 = Stage 5
	Ordinal

	Sectorial_Collab
	L2 respondent
	Level of sectorial collaboration for prevention
	1,00 to 4,00
	Scale

	Prevention_Collab
	L2 respondent
	Level of prevention collaboration 
	1,00 to 4,00
	Scale

	Community
	L3 community
	Identifier
	integer
	Ordinal

	Intervention
	L3 community
	Intervention status
	0 = Control
1 = Intervention
	Ordinal

	Population
	L3 community
	Population size
	integer
	Scale

	GISD
	L3 community
	Deprivation index
	0,00 to 1,00
	Scale






Table S3 Results from multilevel analysis of Adoption, Sectorial Collaboration, and Prevention Collaboration outcomes (Panel)
	

	2021 status
	
	Change from 2021 to 2023

	 
	γ / β
	SE
	p
	
	γ/ β
	SE
	p

	Adoption

	Year 
	
	 

	Intercept/Change
	-10.308
	0.794
	<.001
	
	7.563
	1.474
	<.001

	Respondent
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Age 
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	Gender
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	Education
	7.438
	0.341
	<.001
	
	-7.284
	1.190
	<.001

	Migration background
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	How long live in community
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	How long work in community
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	How long experience in Prevention 
	0.025
	0.032
	.426
	
	-0.022
	0.035
	.541

	Repeat respondent
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	.n.a.
	

	Community sector:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Leisure and Sports
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	Public Health Office and Health Care Services
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	Youth Welfare Office
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a 
	n.a.
	

	Child and Youth Work
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a 
	n.a.
	

	Church
	-8.678
	0.406
	<.001
	
	9.387
	1.448
	<.001

	Early Childhood Education Center 
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	Local Government Administration
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	Politics
	-7.925
	0.368
	<.001
	
	7.647
	0.936
	<.001

	Police
	-8.770
	0.401
	<.001
	
	-0.109
	0.459
	.812

	Prevention Network
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	School
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	Social Welfare Services
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	Meeting and Counseling Centers
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	Community 
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	 n.a.
	n.a.
	

	Intervention status
	1.489
	0.799
	.065
	
	0.327
	0.883
	.711

	Total population
	nn.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	 n.a.
	n.a.
	

	GISD-Score
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Sectorial Collaboration
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Year 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Intercept/Change
	3.072
	0.293
	<.001
	
	0.263
	0.291
	.371

	Respondent
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Age 
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Gender
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Education
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Migration background
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	How long live in community
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	How long work in community
	0.010
	0.006
	.096
	
	-0.007
	0.006
	.258

	How long experience in Prevention 
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Repeat respondent
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Community sector:
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Leisure and Sports
	-0.483
	0.419
	.252
	
	-0.603
	0.413
	.149

	Public Health Office and Health Care Services
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	0
	

	Youth Welfare Office
	0.572
	0.321
	.078
	
	-0.085
	0.316
	.789

	Child and Youth Work
	0.257
	0.239
	.285
	
	-0.013
	0.235
	.956

	Church
	-0.318
	0.429
	.461
	
	-0.583
	0.423
	.173

	Early Childhood Education Center 
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	0
	

	Local Government Administration
	0.043
	0.229
	.853
	
	0.077
	0.226
	.732

	Politics
	-0.621
	0.258
	.018
	
	0.196
	0.256
	.447

	Police
	-0.040
	0.416
	.924
	
	0.230
	0.410
	.577

	Prevention Network
	0.210
	0.360
	.562
	
	0.169
	0.355
	.634

	School
	0.242
	0.246
	.327
	
	-0.018
	0.242
	.940

	Social Welfare Services
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	0
	

	Meeting and Counseling Centers
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	0
	

	Community 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Intervention status
	0.061
	0.134
	.650
	
	-0.084
	0.132
	.527

	Total population
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	GISD-Score
	-0.704
	0.512
	.174
	
	-0.184
	0.513
	.722

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Prevention Collaboration
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Year 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Intercept/Change
	2.791
	0.315
	<.001
	
	0.257
	0.347
	.463

	Respondent
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Age 
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Gender
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Education
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Migration background
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	How long live in community
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	How long work in community
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	How long experience in Prevention 
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Repeat respondent
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Community sector:
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Leisure and Sports
	-0.478
	0.406
	.241
	
	-0.031
	0.460
	.947

	Public Health Office and Health Care Services
	0
	0
	 
	
	0
	0
	

	Youth Welfare Office
	0.289
	0.305
	.345
	
	-0.150
	0.347
	.668

	Child and Youth Work
	0.430
	0.224
	.058
	
	-0.096
	0.256
	.710

	Church
	0.448
	0.412
	.279
	
	-0.161
	0.469
	.732

	Early Childhood Education Center 
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	0
	

	Local Government Administration
	0.180
	0.225
	.425
	
	-0.260
	0.255
	.311

	Politics
	0.292
	0.248
	.242
	
	0.077
	0.282
	.786

	Police
	0.004
	0.398
	.993
	
	0.536
	0.454
	.242

	Prevention Network
	0.417
	0.340
	.224
	
	0.232
	0.389
	.553

	School
	0.238
	0.236
	.316
	
	-0.011
	0.269
	.966

	Social Welfare Services
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	0
	

	Meeting and Counseling Centers
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	0
	

	Community 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Intervention status
	-0.199
	0.150
	.191
	
	0.134
	0.164
	.416

	Total population
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	GISD-Score
	-1.001
	0.569
	.084
	
	-0.490
	0.624
	.436

	Note. γ = parameter coefficient, β = parameter coefficient (log odds), SE = parameter standard error, n.a. = not applicable (i.e., not considered in adjusted model, because Change in Estimate < 10 % in bivariate analysis), 1 This coefficient has been set to zero because it is redundant





[bookmark: _GoBack]Figure S1 Model-fitted Sectorial Collaboration mean scores  by intervention status from 2021 to 2023 (Panel)


Figure S2 Model-fitted Prevention Collaboration mean scores) by intervention status from 2021 to 2023 (Panel)







Figure S3 Probabilities of being in each stage of Adoption by intervention status for 2021 and 2023 (Panel)
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