	
	
	



The ‘Quick-Time, Slow-Time’ Model of Violence Prevention: a proposed model of operationalising learning following violent incidents in an English Young Offender Institution.

Abstract
Purpose Violence remains a significant concern within youth custodial settings, despite policy frameworks intended to reduce it. This article explores a collaborative project in one young offender institution (YOI) aimed at re-mapping existing violence prevention systems to develop a new structured model that addresses organisational barriers.
Approach The project employed collaborative systems mapping of provision across three phases: (1) a targeted review of violence prevention evidence in youth custody settings; (2) practice observation including consultations with staff at a YOI; and (3) collaborative re-modelling current practice in consultation with staff. The process emphasised alignment with operational practices, incorporating evidence-based approaches to violence prevention.
Findings The 'Quick-Time, Slow-Time' model of violence prevention was developed and established three distinct but interconnected phases to provide a structured process after any violent situation and facilitate learning. Each phase has distinct roles, focusing on immediate safety and wellbeing needs, rapid learning and actions, and a comprehensive understanding of violent incidents feeding into strategic planning.
Practical implications The paper presents a theory-informed and operationally grounded framework for understanding and responding to violence in youth custody settings. The model provides a template for institutions to enhance violence prevention while maintaining operational effectiveness and staff well-being.
Originality This paper presents the development of a re-modelled, phased framework for violence prevention in youth custody, grounded in evidence and developed collaboratively with practitioners. The model reflects existing practice and offers a practical tool for implementing and aligning policy with practice while promoting staff support, a youth-centred approach, and institutional learning.
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Introduction 
Violence is a prominent feature of youth custody, being experienced at various rates and levels around the world (Ministry of Justice [MoJ], 2024; Klatt et al, 2016). In 2023, England and Wales held around 430 boys and 12 girls aged 15-18 in youth custody (which houses Children and Young People [CYP] aged 10–18 years) with a reported annual assault rate of 384 per 100 CYP and a serious assault rate of 34.4 per 100 CYP (MoJ and HMI Prisons, 2023a). 
While efforts to reduce youth imprisonment have succeeded (Youth Justice Board, 2024), violence rates in custody remain problematic (HMI Prisons, 2023a). This challenge stems partly from the dramatic rise in violent offence sentencing, with the proportion increasing from 33% to 65% between 2015-16 and 2022-23 (Ibid). Justice-involved CYP are disproportionately more likely to have experienced trauma, which can compound their propensity to violence (Duron et al, 2022; Boxer et al, 2023). These figures underscore an urgent need to develop more effective violence prevention strategies and practices in youth custody grounded in effective responses to violence.
Victims of violence can experience both short and long-term effects on psychological well-being, including increased risk of anxiety, depression and suicide (Blaauw et al, 2001; Johnson Listwan et al, 2010). Within the youth estate, violence creates a pervasive sense of threat and uncertainty, disrupting educational and rehabilitative activities, undermining relationships, and creating challenging working conditions for staff (Slade and Mahoney, 2022). Developing meaningful and effective responses to these challenges is essential for building safe and rehabilitative environments for staff and CYP in custody.
During the Covid-19 pandemic, youth and adult custody experienced a significant decrease in violence in prisons in the UK and USA due to regime changes resulting in reduced social mixing and increased isolation (Barnert, 2020; Bateman, 2020; MoJ, 2022). However, limiting interaction also resulted in reduced socialisation, gym, education and rehabilitative programmes (Bateman, 2020; MoJ 2022). Brief reductions in violence have not been sustained, and the increased levels of isolation have harmful effects on the physical, psychological, developmental and emotional well-being of CYP (Barnert, 2020; Bateman, 2020), simultaneously reducing the likelihood of effective rehabilitation. Violence prevention approaches should not rely on reducing contact among CYP in custody, as echoed by official bodies (HMI Prisons, 2023a).
The Youth Custody Service (YCS) accommodates all CYP aged under 18 years in custody across England and Wales. This includes four Young Offender Institutes (YOIs), one Secure training Centre (STC), one Secure School (SS) and eight Secure Children’s Homes (SCH). Established standards set by the MoJ and Youth Justice Board (2019) include meeting the needs, and addressing the risks of CYP in secure settings, and ensuring that the environment is safe.  There are existing youth custody policies supportive of violence prevention, including the Positive Behaviour Framework (MoJ, 2020) grounded in the NHS Framework for Integrated Care (SECURE STAIRS) (Anna Freud Centre, n.d.).  Although these theoretical and evidence-based approaches have shown positive outcomes (Edbrook-Childs et al. 2022), their practical implementation has varied significantly across YOI sites (Brookes et al. 2019). 
Following an invitation from a YOI in England, we conducted a process re-mapping of its violence prevention approach. Working collaboratively with the establishment, we sought to examine gaps in implementing existing policy and re-model current practice to reflect an evidence-informed, whole-institution model which enhanced violence prevention practice.
The project aimed to enhance existing organisational practice by improving alignment with current evidence on effective approaches to violence prevention in youth custody settings. 
This collaborative project had three key objectives:
1) To develop an understanding of violence processes within the institution and identify gaps in current responses to violence that hinder effective prevention.
2) To re-focus on proactive violence prevention at the institution, informed by staff and CYP perspectives.
3) To develop recommendations and a practical model aligned with current approaches and culture of YOI and the YCS in England and Wales.
Methodology
We employed a process mapping approach in one English YOI housing up to 118 young people (aged 15-18). Process mapping (PM) is widely used in healthcare and covers five phases: (i) preparation, planning and process identification, (ii) data and information gathering, (iii) process map generation, (iv) analysis, (v) taking it forward (Antonacci, 2021). The project comprised three stages: (1) literature review to inform phase (i) and (ii); (2) practice observation fieldwork (phase ii); and (3) consultation and re-modelling workshop (phase iii and iv), with each stage informing the next to develop a revised process map. 
Since the project focused on re-mapping and observing current processes rather than conducting research, formal ethical approval was not required (Moule et al., 2016). However, following best practice, the PM plan received establishment management approval and adhered to ethical principles throughout staff and CYP engagement (WHO 2013). This included in every interaction, clearly outlining our role and purpose, ensuring explicit verbal consent, and avoiding personal information or verbatim quotes. For safeguarding, a minimum of two people attended every CYP interaction, including HMYOI staff. No sensitive conversations exploring trauma or potentially implicating participants in poor behaviour were conducted.
The PM approach was underpinned by Garvin’s organisational learning theory (1993), which identifies five building blocks of a learning organisation: systematic problem solving, experimentation, learning from past experience, learning from others, and transferring knowledge. These principles were embedded throughout the PM process. The literature review stages reflected systematic problem solving, grounding the work in evidence. The fieldwork enabled learning from past experience by capturing current practices and operational realities. The generation of a revised process map facilitated knowledge transfer by making the processes explicit and accessible. Collaboration during the re-modelling workshop supported analysis and experimentation, allowing stakeholders to test and refine ideas and to learn from others. Phase v of process mapping (taking it forward) is not outlined in this paper.
Stage one: literature review
This involved a non-systematic literature review of existing academic and practitioner literature, YCS national and local policies, including the Positive Behaviour Framework (MoJ, 2020) and government and arms-length body reports, including recent HM Inspectorate of Prisons establishment reports (e.g. HMIP, 2022).  This aimed to identify literature around the causes of violence, approaches to violence reduction and good practice guidance within youth custody settings. In total 174 distinct sources were reviewed, including 91 peer-reviewed research articles. A series of principles were collated from this literature review which underpin an effective model of violence reduction in secure youth settings:
1. Understanding the role and utility of violence.
2. Understanding the role that dual harm (violence and self-harm) can play.
3. The impact of current institutional policies and practices. 
4. The role and influence of institutional culture and environment.
5. The role of relationships.
6. The need for and role of trauma-informed practice.
Findings from stage one were presented to senior management to guide our observations during the project's fieldwork element in stage two.
Stage two: Practice observation fieldwork
Stage two examined operational practice and implementation challenges through observations and consultations to review current institutional policies and practices and consider their alignment with evidence-based best practices from stage one.
Fieldwork centred upon the direct observation of wings and violence management approaches, including behaviour management, conflict resolution, case management, and security protocols including CCTV and Use of Force reviews. No violent incidents were witnessed during our visit. Informal discussions and observations focussed on clarifying our understanding of the approaches and staff perspectives on the operation of current prevention methods including specific barriers to violence reduction. We used rapid ethnography principles and informal consultations to identify current process and systemic barriers to violence prevention. Rapid ethnographies draw on a range of field methods to develop an informed understanding of participants’ views in relation to the programmes and activities being evaluated (Millen, 2000). 
Three project team members conducted practice observations focused on violence prevention strategies through two full-day site visits to the YOI, during daytime hours, to gain an understanding of its operational context, routine practices, and associated challenges. The team observed staff undertaking their usual roles and engaged in informal consultations with over 20 stakeholders, including senior leadership, frontline youth custody workers and specialist interventions staff including the conflict resolution team, violence prevention and security staff. Three CYP were observed or provided incidental comments. These interactions provided insights into the nature of violence-related issues and current approaches to prevention. Observing and hearing the testimonies in situ facilitated a more nuanced understanding of how violence, harm, and safety are perceived and addressed within the YOI.
The team facilitated a broad engagement across diverse participants within a limited timeframe (Millen, 2000). Observations and discussions were opportunistic and shaped by contextual factors including staff availability, CYP regime schedules, and ongoing interventions. Senior management and trusted staff facilitated the visits, helping to ensure access and foster trust. 
In line with ethical practice for consultancy, no identifiable information (for example name, age, role and gender (for staff), sentence length or offence type (for CYP) was collected.  Everyone observed, including the CYP, was fully briefed as to the nature of the project and verbal consent was provided after they had confirmed that they understood the nature of the project and our plans for the data.   
We adopted an immersive, ethnographic approach to sense-making with observations and conversations documented through reflective field notes and team debriefs. Following the visits, the project team engaged in collaborative reflection to synthesise insights and identify recurring patterns across the data. Themes were developed inductively, emerging from repeated observations and shared narratives across stakeholder groups and intended to highlight main organisational challenges and opportunities for improvement in violence prevention practices. 
Stage three: Consultation and model development
In this stage, the project team focused on the structured development of a revised process model to address violence within the YOI. As per phase (iii) of the process mapping methodology, a draft model was constructed by synthesising insights from the literature review and fieldwork stages including key action points and current gaps. This involved translating the required policies, observed practices and feedback into a visual representation of an ideal system. The draft map served as the foundation for collaborative analysis, enabling participants to reflect on existing processes and propose modifications.
Finally, the analysis of the draft model was undertaken (as per phase (iv) of the process mapping methodology) leading to a re-drafted process model.  This involved three members of the project team conducting a full-day collaborative workshop with 12 staff, including operational (Youth Custody Workers and managers), non-operational and professional staff (e.g. psychologists and data analysts). The workshop aimed to discuss the draft model with staff members across the establishment to revise the model and develop its operationalisation. Participants were given an explanation of the purpose, goals for each part of the model, and initial implementation ideas, providing verbal consent for participation. Detailed discussions were held to consider ways to accomplish each part, focusing on improving current methods, identifying necessary changes, and integrating the model into existing practices and national policy. 
Findings
Stage one: Literature review
The review considered the causes of violence and strategies to address and alleviate challenges with responding to violence. Key areas included: understanding the use of violence; people who dual harm (co-occurring violence and self-harm); the impact of current institutional policies and practices; institutional culture and environment – enablers and activators to violence prevention; the role of relationships; and developing trauma-informed practice. A summary follows.
Understanding the use of violence
Many people in custodial estates have pre-existing behavioural repertoires illustrative of criminal behaviour which can underlie custodial violence (Irwin and Cressey, 1962). Imported characteristics include moral disengagement (Moore, 2015), experiencing or witnessing violence, leading to normalisation of its use (Muller et al, 2000; Zettler, 2021). Pre-existing drug use (Klatt et al, 2016), excessively authoritarian or permissive parenting styles (Ehrenreich et al, 2014) and trauma (Day 2021; Zettler 2021) can increase the likelihood of violence in custody. These experiences may not be isolated and can be mutually occurring or compound one another over time. ‘Imported’ behaviours can be challenging for anyone working with young people in a closed environment, given the intense physical and emotional confines and associated stressors placed upon all involved (Crewe, 2011). 
People who dual harm (co-occurring violence and self-harm)
Violence and self-harm continue to rise in YCS, although this data is gendered, with most self-harm incidents occurring in female institutions (Youth Justice Board, 2024).  Adults who dual harm in prison engage in significantly higher rates of refractory behaviour with far greater experience under restriction or punishment than their solely violent peers (Slade et al, 2020), whilst young adults had earlier and prolonged contact with the criminal justice system (Thurston et al, 2025). People who engage in both violence and self-harm typically share experiences of early trauma, substance abuse and educational challenges (Steinhoff et al, 2022), with behaviours alternating based on situational factors (Thurston, 2023). This complexity necessitates an integrated case management approach involving multiple professionals (Slade, 2018).
The impact of current institutional policies
Youth custodial sites are closed environments with extreme asymmetric power imbalances, high dependency on staff, high levels of boredom, a sense of fear, and lack of protection (Van der Helm et al, 2009). This informs a pervasive sense of unsafety for CYP and staff and increase in the use of force by staff, leading to a ‘culture of survival' in many institutions (Liévano-Karim and Ritterbusch, 2021; Price, 2021).  The use of force by staff can increase when staff feel unsafe (Liévano-Karim and Ritterbusch, 2021; Crewe et al., 2015); inconsistent use of force can create a sense of unfairness, while overuse can legitimise violence by reinforcing a culture of it (Crewe et al., 2015; Price, 2021). Responses to violence, such as placement in segregation or protection units, have been associated with increased physical assault at both the individual and institutional levels (Van der Helm et al., 2009), potentially due to factors such as increased anger, frustration, and mental health issues that can develop in restrictive environments.  Custodial policies and practices play an essential role in the overall regime, particularly behavioural management approaches acting as facilitators or inhibitors of violence, depending on their content and application. Policies and practices that disproportionately target youth with challenging behaviour whilst lacking clear explanation, leading to perceptions of unfairness or injustice, can increase tensions and violence within custodial settings (Day, 2021). Where violent incidents do occur, embedding post-aggression debriefs for both staff and youth has been identified as a positive practice to improve learning and mitigate future violence (Caminiti et al., 2021).
Institutional culture and environments 
Institutional policies shape the custodial environment and can influence behaviour, with environmental and cultural factors playing a significant role (Clements, 1982). Custodial environments, including YOIs, are ordinarily austere as part of the regime of deprivation, though this is not always the case worldwide. In Denmark, some units adopt a therapeutic environment to develop a more nurturing ethos, acknowledging that the lack of stimulation and the inherently boring nature of confinement can act as a precursor to violence (Bengtsson, 2021). Evidence indicates that a predictable and structured environment with clear routines and procedurally just processes can help regulate emotions and reduce violence (Pickering et al, 2022).
Informed by institutional culture and environment, procedural justice plays an important role in providing a sense of safety among staff and CYP, and in improving faith in an institution itself. CYP report higher levels of anxiety and lower feelings of safety considered less ‘just’ or fair (Cox, 2021), or where there are a lack of clearly delineated rules and boundaries (Crewe, Liebling and Hulley, 2015).  From a staffing perspective meanwhile, a lack of clarity and consistency over their own roles and procedures can lead to lower morale, high turnover, low motivation and unbalanced staffing ratios (Liefaard and Hazelzet, 2014; Day, 2021).  This can create further anxiety and uncertainty through inconsistent application of procedures and a lack of procedural justice. Uneven application of rules and procedures can increase risk of violence (Maguire, 2018). 
The role of relationships
Relationships within custodial settings, both between CYP and staff, and among CYP, are crucial in violence prevention.  Some CYP avoid forming friendships due to concerns about expectations of rule-breaking and its impact on their confinement progress (Nurse, 2021). For others, there is limited value placed on friendships that they do not expect to last beyond their confinement (Nurse, 2021). Staff may discourage relationship-building among CYP, concerned that it could lead to illegal activities and make it harder to control the environment (Abrams and Anderson-Nathe, 2013; Cox, 2016), intervening in bonding and negotiation processes (Nurse, 2021). However, staff modelling positive behaviours and expectations can foster stronger, more respectful relationships and reduce violence (Cox, 2021). Shared activities like sports can build balanced social connections across diverse backgrounds, helping reduce violence (Parker et al, 2014; Fletcher et al, 2017). Importantly, staff cultural competence development and training can support respect and understanding of the diverse communities represented among incarcerated youth (Chowdhury and Mahoney, 2024; Liefaard et al, 2014).
Developing Trauma-Informed Practice
Many CYP entering the YCS have experienced trauma, neglect and mental illness (Day, 2021), with trauma strongly linked to subsequent violence (Boxer et al, 2023). While trauma-informed approaches can reduce violence by promoting understanding over punishment (Zettler, 2021), institutional practices often fail to adequately consider trauma histories, which reduces effectiveness (Day, 2021; Griffin et al, 2012). Trauma-informed models recognise that violence frequently stems from feeling threatened, emphasising the creation of environments where young people feel safe and understood (Griffin et al, 2012). Examples of trauma-informed approaches with CYP in custody include SECURE STAIRS, reflected in YCS policy (MoJ, 2020), which has been shown to change the culture and practices in the YCS to be more trauma-informed, attuned to the developmental stage, and psychologically-based (Edbrook-Childs et al, 2022). Staff must be fully engaged in understanding incidents and explaining the consequences to make sense of the triggers and educate CYP about alternative responses. Structure, predictability, fairness and safety within facilities are crucial in maintaining safety and reducing further trauma (Griffin et al, 2012).  
Custodial staff also report high levels of anxiety and trauma symptoms, particularly in environments with high rates of violence (Lerman et al, 2022). Exposure to violent incidents can trigger a 'threat state' that reduces feelings of safety and social engagement as outlined in Polyvagal Theory (Porges, 2011). Supporting staff through passive approaches (such as quiet times and controlled breathing) and active approaches (including compassionate social interactions), alongside quality management supervision, can improve safety and well-being while protecting against negative outcomes (Lerman et al, 2022; Porges, 2011).
Stage one conclusion
The evidence review confirmed a range of causes, impacts, and prevention options for violence, many of which were amenable to change, identifying main areas for prevention at a systemic level: causes, factors, and prevention approaches must be reflected at individual, peer, staff, institutional policy, and service levels; effective violence prevention is underpinned by interrelated, rather than isolated, factors; resolve misalignments between institutional policy and effective violence prevention.  Policy adjustment should prioritise maintaining a sense of safety and recognising trauma impacts; help CYP and practitioners  understand violence; identify effective strategies through the perspectives of CYP and frontline practitioners; and emphasise learning by evaluating policies and interventions.
Stage Two: Practice observations 
After observing and speaking with staff and CYP, violence and safety were significant concerns with specific challenges to effective implementation identified. Relevant to the institutional context, the key themes identified through observed practice were: the impact of COVID; underutilisation and inconsistency in good practice; missed opportunities; and the need for a single and strategic plan.  
1) The impact of COVID: The COVID-19 outbreak led to increased isolation and the formation of small groups for socialisation.  Even after restrictions lifted, conflicts between these groups continued, along with increased violence.
2) Underutilisation and inconsistency in good practice: Good practices consistent with policy and literature were evident (e.g. conflict resolution) but underutilised in practice. Staff attributed this to limits in communication and engagement. CYP exhibited awareness of inconsistent application of good practice, particularly when reflecting on their relationships with different staff members and teams, highlighting limits on procedural justice. 
3) Missed opportunities for prevention: Deviation from prevention protocols or policies were commonly observed, which lead to creating opportunities for violence between CYP or conflict between staff and CYP and missed opportunities to prevent violence.
4) Need for a single and strategic plan:  A clear and singular strategic plan was essential in preventing violence, although staff opinions varied on how to achieve this. CYP noted inconsistent actions and communications, particularly following a violent incident, which staff attributed to multiple practices being in place, creating uncertainty and an environment with a heightened risk of future violence.
Comments also identified four further themes which reflected areas for development including: compromised safety; staff support as central; a lack of faith in current schemes; and disconnection with senior leadership.
5) Compromised safety: Staff and CYP expressed concerns that safety was often compromised and suggested ways to improve the establishment's sense of safety. CYP noted a lack of perceived safety in communal spaces and while using hygiene facilities. Staff noted significant challenges regarding low staff morale and perceived lack of support. Recent incidents of serious violence among CYP and between CYP and staff exacerbated these concerns.
6) Staff support as central: The need for staff engagement, support, and development was emphasised, along with a more explicit strategic approach to promoting well-being and maximising good practice in this area. 
7) Lack of faith in current schemes:  Although many practices were consistent with the policy and ‘in principle’ acknowledged as positive, staff and CYP reported a lack of faith in the consistency of applying local policies in practice.  This included limited processes for joined-up learning from incidents of violence at an individual or systemic level.    
8) Disconnect with senior leadership: Staff reported a disconnect with senior leadership which undermined confidence, trust, and morale, although both parties agreed collaboratively action was needed to prevent violence.
This stage revealed that, although individual elements of practice were valued, there was a lack of faith across the establishment in the current approach’s effectiveness due to inconsistent delivery and a lack of cohesion.  There were calls for a more structured and strategic violence prevention approach, beyond initial response, with a stronger emphasis on learning and consistency to meet policy requirements.  This phase also highlighted staff needs for well-being space and support and increased staff and CYP confidence and trust in the approaches.

Stage Three: The Quick-time, Slow-time model of violence prevention
Drawing from previous findings, this section presents the final ‘Quick-time, Slow-time model of violence prevention’ (QTSTM) which remaps existing policy and proposes best practice processes following violent incidents (see Figure 1). 
The QTSTM was developed in response to persistent organisational challenges in implementing violence prevention policy within the establishment. Despite the presence of frameworks such as the Positive Behaviour Framework (MoJ, 2020) and SECURE STAIRS (Edbrook-Childs et al, 2022), staff and CYP reported inconsistent application, limited procedural clarity, and a lack of strategic cohesion. These issues are well-documented in the literature, highlighting how custodial environments often struggle to translate policy into practice due to cultural, structural, and systemic barriers (Cox, 2021). The QTSTM development was underpinned by organisational learning theory that recognised violence prevention as a multi-level process requiring both immediate operational responses and longer-term institutional learning (Garvin, 1993). The model remapped existing practice into a coherent, phased framework drawing on published and experiential evidence, emphasising reflection and continuous learning. 
Fieldwork insights highlighted key leverage points including staff support, procedural clarity, and feedback mechanisms which were integrated into the model. In line with concerns around poor perceptions of safety and low staff morale, the model provides a structured process to follow after violent incidents that prioritises staff debriefing and support while promoting consistency.  The QTSTM focused on three core outcomes:
(1) Focus on preventing violence, moving beyond a reactive approach
The model aligns with national behaviour management policies (MoJ, 2020) aimed to improve understanding and awareness of the causes and motivations behind violence, and improve reporting on individual’s behaviour and patterns of violent incidents. Reflecting procedural justice principles (Fitzalan Howard and Wakeling, 2020) and trauma-informed practice (Griffin et al, 2012), it aimed to enhance consistency, promote fairness, and strengthen engagement among staff and children and young people (CYP), while fostering a culture of safety through transparent, structured processes; identified as key components of effective violence prevention (Maguire, 2018).
The model also adopts a personalised approach that balances reinforcement with appropriate consequences, acknowledging the counterproductive effects of punitive responses in YOI settings (Day, 2021).
(2) Ensure staff well-being and sense of safety, including reducing uncertainty and anxiety
The models improve prioritisation, availability, staff confidence, and engagement with support from the institution and senior leadership whilst also enhancing meaningful communication among staff, and between staff and CYP.
(3) Closing the loop on feedback and learning
The model improves staff confidence in effectively learning from violence to inform prevention at individual and establishment levels. To enhance the learning process and inform a strategic approach to prevention, to improve the effectiveness of current systems and approaches in preventing violence. The model facilitates a learning process informed by staged debriefing and feedback, underpinned by the good practice identified in the literature review. 
Each phase has distinct but inter-connected roles: with immediate safety and rapid learning, followed by deeper incident analysis and individual assessment to inform strategic planning.  Standardised recording and reporting mechanisms support all phases and are completed through meaningful engagement with CYP and staff across the institution. This looks to develop a unified, easy-to-follow strategy for violence prevention, reducing missed opportunities and strengthening connections between staff and CYP. 
The model encapsulates three main phases, which work together as outlined in Figure 1. 
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Phase one: Pause, decompress and support
This phase emphasises the need to provide critical spaces for initial staff recovery, processing the immediate impacts, recording relevant details following a violent incident and providing initial support.
It addresses the high state of threat and reduced safety reported after a violent incident by staff, initially aiming to reduce heightened arousal. As reflected in Polyvagal Theory (Porges, 2011), it attends to the triggering of the person’s ‘threat state’, focussing psychologically and biologically on moving to a ‘safe and social’ state through the explicit placement of a ‘pause’ phase. This includes physically moving away from the location of the incident, pausing of duties and, where possible, a quiet place to decompress physically and psychologically. The focus should be on proactive support from colleagues or trained peers and factual debriefing to reduce anxiety and ensure suitable ongoing support is available. 
Phase one also provides space to start the processing, internal to the individual and as part of a systemic response to understanding what happened around the event. In line with Caminiti, Febo and Pallagrosi (2021), staff undertake the immediate post-aggression debriefing, which documents the incident, focuses on ensuring staff safety, and provides emotional support. It provides time and space for the initial documentation of events in the immediate aftermath, something seen as beneficial and reflexive (Wood, 2004).
Phase two: Quick-time learning
This phase provides time for gathering new information, reviewing existing plans, and identifying short-term learning and development opportunities. This will inform and develop responses in the immediate aftermath, where timely, practical, and meaningful intervention can be pivotal to preventing future violence.
Quick-time learning ensures that early learning, risk management and behavioural management responses are implemented promptly. There are four steps: (1) Collate current knowledge of the incident, including a structured quick-time child debrief affording the CYP an opportunity to explain their understanding of why the act occurred, and staff to explain their actions; (2) Consult current knowledge of the CYP (from existing systems and plans); (3) Make decisions and act (including previously agreed–upon behavioural management plans and information gathered from steps 1 and 2). These steps ensure prompt action to ensure CYP support and management, de-escalate the incident, and document initial learning; (4) Share initial learning with staff involved in the incident. 
This phase provides an opportunity to proactively understand events, explain outcomes, and support learning for all involved, especially relevant staff and the CYP. A shared understanding can reduce a sense of ongoing threat and prevent future violence (Maguire, 2018). When actions are poorly understood, explained, or deemed unfair, they can undermine the perceived legitimacy of the regime (Maguire, 2018). Therefore, the debrief should include listening, explaining staff actions, providing the CYP a chance to respond, and upholding principles of procedural justice.

Phase 3: Slow-time learning
This phase aims to embed deeper learning, personalised and improved effectiveness in response, and predictability for staff. It aims to inform effective strategic developments at the individual level (collating existing knowledge about the CYP’s behaviour, situating the violent incident, and agreeing on a consistent, effective response plan and approach to mitigate any potential future violent incidents involving that CYP) and systemic level (establishment-wide learning regarding meaningful and systemic causes of violence and strategic action planning). In line with Caminiti, Febo, and Pallagrosi (2021), the Slow-time learning stage ensures that meaningful processes and changes are implemented for the child and the broader regime where necessary and appropriate. 
Slow-time learning involves four main steps: (1) Violent incident learning reviews focus on a review of the incident(s) and seek to integrate all known information (including elements such as CCTV, reports, and alignment with policies and procedures). Their purpose is to ensure the safety of staff and CYP. These reviews should identify the contributing factors and inform child management plans and organisational strategic planning; (2) Slow-time CYP debrief provides an opportunity for a deeper reflection between the CYP and staff to explore the role and causes of the violence, develop a shared understanding and discuss any discrepancies. Research suggests that this can be the first time the CYP reflects on their violence, a process which they can find beneficial and reflexive (Wood, 2004). However, reflecting on their violence carries risks if not explored or challenged effectively (Shaw, 2004) e.g., if dominated or led by a staff perspective; (3) Multi-disciplinary team reviews of CYP management plans engage all professional groups in the collation of learning to support the development of shared pre-designed individual plans, which can be communicated to the CYP and professional groups. This approach is designed to improve consistency, procedural justice and effectiveness of practice; (4) Strategic violence prevention learning and planning good practice includes integrating a cross-organisational risk management strategy grounded in evidence and draws together information from across incidents, where risk assessments are conducted regularly and there is a clarity in monitoring those risks. To prevent violence, it is crucial to recognise the situational or contextual aspects which may be contributing to violence and look to address them (Gadon et al, 2006) and to provide a consistent approach across professional groups.

Discussion
This project demonstrated the feasibility of developing a simple process model, the Quick-time, Slow-time model (QTSTM), which improves the alignment of current practice with evidence-informed approaches in YCS (Objective 3). Informed by organisational learning principles (Garvin, 1993) and shaped through  literature review and  direct and collaborative engagement with staff across all levels of the YOI (Objectives 1 & 2), this structured multi-competent model aims to address both immediate and longer-term impacts of violent incidents while promoting systematic learning opportunities, built on three key phases, providing greater coherence in the institutional response to violence. 
The QTSTM clarifies expectations around existing practices to address persistent challenges in implementing violence prevention policy. It aligns with national frameworks such as the Positive Behaviour Framework (MoJ, 2020), local practices e.g. conflict resolution teams, and the evidence-base for good practice in violence prevention. By integrating staff support, incident response, and both individual and systemic learning into a single, structured framework, the model seeks to enhance the coherence and effectiveness of each element while maximising their collective impact. These phases create a framework bridging the gap between reactive incident management and proactive violence prevention (Objective 2). This guided approach facilitates the development of a detailed understanding of violence and more effective responses through CYP-centred policy and practice, where personalised, meaningful and individual approaches are shown to be most effective (Menon and Cheung, 2018).
The QTSTM shares several similarities with established conflict resolution frameworks in its emphasis on structured de-escalation and reflective learning, whereby it seeks to transform incidents into opportunities for understanding and growth, rather than solely focusing on punitive responses (Parsons et al, 2017). However, the model extends beyond individual incidents by embedding violence prevention within a broader institutional and systemic context, aligned with international approaches to violence reduction (WHO, n.d.), creating a cohesive model through which existing policies and practices can be operationalised and reinforced.
The initial 'pause, decompress and support' phase prioritises addressing the impact on staff who have directly experienced violence or witnessed conflicts in custody. This acknowledges that working in custodial settings where interpersonal violence occurs can significantly affect staff well-being (Martinez-Iñigo, 2021, Ricciardelli et al, 2018), increasing rates of post-traumatic stress and burnout (Blitz et al, 2008, Boudoukha et al, 2013).  This can create knock-on effects including increased staff shortages through sick leave or attempts to minimise conflict through rule-bending, leading to inconsistent treatment of CYP with additional strain extending to personal lives or on the remaining staff (Cox, 2021). It is necessary to ensure staff have sufficient opportunities for decompression, emotional regulation and access to meaningful support systems (Nylander et al, 2011), particularly given that staff members’ ability to regulate their emotional state will vary, and to mitigate immediate and long-term consequences (Goldblatt et al, 2020). While creating space can facilitate more constructive responses, implementation depends heavily on available resources, requiring adequate staffing levels and organisational support to be effective.
The second and third phases of the model emphasise a structured progression from immediate learning to systemic understanding, integrating CYP-centred approaches and organisational development. These phases reflect that effective violence prevention requires a combination of rapid response and deeper strategic learning (Caminiti et al., 2021). 
The quick-time learning phase facilitates initial understanding through structured debriefing processes, recognising that staff and young people need prompt opportunities to process and learn from violent incidents. The CYP-centred debrief is crucial, providing young people a voice in developing a procedurally just understanding of the incident (Maguire, 2018).  Contemporary custodial practice typically focuses on retrospective and risk-based approaches that can disengage recipients from constructive interventions (Case and Haines, 2015; Caminiti et al, 2021). However, when CYP feel respected, treated fairly, heard, and meaningfully involved in decision-making, they are more likely to engage with services and work toward positive change (Beijersbergen et al, 2015; Case and Haines, 2015). 
In line with preventing future violence (Objective 2) understanding incidents from young people's perspectives can reveal important triggers and contributing factors that might otherwise be missed (Gadon et al, 2006). Central is recognising that CYP in custody often have complex trauma histories (Day, 2021; Zettler, 2021) and responses to violence must balance accountability with understanding. The model's emphasis on CYP-centred debriefing and learning reflects that young people need opportunities to understand and learn from their behaviour while feeling heard and supported (Griffin et al, 2012), reflective of policies across YCS and NHS (YCS, 2020). This approach can prevent future violence by developing young people's understanding of triggers and alternative responses while maintaining clear boundaries and consequences.  Integration across the model builds upon trauma-informed approaches implemented through the NHS Framework for Integrated Care (SECURE STAIRS) representing a whole-systems approach to providing trauma-informed care within the youth secure estate that aims to create a psychologically informed environment through formulation-driven approaches to understanding each CYP's needs, risks and behaviours (Atkinson et al, 2023; Edbrook-Childs, et al. 2022). 
The slow-time learning phase moves beyond the immediate response to develop a deeper systematic understanding that captures an understanding across individual and institutional factors (Gadon et al, 2006). This phase draws together learning from multiple sources, including incident reviews, CYP debriefs, and multidisciplinary perspectives, to inform individual CYP-focussed support plans and strategic development. By examining patterns across incidents and considering both operational and therapeutic perspectives, this phase enables the development of more nuanced and effective violence prevention strategies (Objective 2).  The transition from theoretical model to practical implementation can occur through the established mechanisms outlined in the Behavioural Management Strategy (MoJ, 2020) such as Support Teams Meetings, where multi-disciplinary teams can conduct deeper analysis of incidents and their implications. This phase is designed to integrate with existing processes like Assessment, Care in Custody and Teamwork (ACCT) openings for young people at risk, conflict resolution referrals where relationships have been damaged, and Enhanced Support Team referrals for those with exceptionally complex needs.  The system-wide learning element recognises that violence prevention cannot rely solely on individual interventions but requires institutional adaptation and development (Cox, 2021). 
The ongoing process of reflection and review creates valuable opportunities for institutional learning (Watts et al, 2007). This operates at two levels: organisational learning that asks, "What can we learn from these violent incidents to prevent future events?" and individual staff development that considers "What was effective in my response, what could I have done differently, and how might I approach similar situations in the future?". When applied systematically across the institution, these reflective processes enable a deeper understanding of the root causes of violence, informing more effective individual plans aligned with the positive behaviour framework policy (MoJ, 2020) and ultimately leading to improvements in safety and reductions in violent incidents.
The QTSTM's strength lies in its ability to serve as an integrated framework that supports and enhances existing policy initiatives, rather than replacing them (Objective 3). The development of the model recognised that youth custody settings operate within multiple policy frameworks, and successful violence prevention requires coordination between these approaches. The model aligns with the SECURE STAIRS framework, with both emphasising trauma-informed approaches and formulation-driven care. The Quick-time learning phase operationalises SECURE STAIRS principles by ensuring that immediate responses to violence consider CYP trauma histories and developmental needs. Integration with the 'Building Bridges' positive behaviour framework (YCS, 2020) occurs through the model's emphasis on learning and growth rather than punitive responses. The Slow-time learning phase specifically examines how incidents can inform individual support plans (e.g. through custody support plans) that reinforces positive behaviours and provides alternatives to violence, and aligns with Building Bridges' focus on developing positive relationships between staff and CYP. 
While frameworks like SECURE STAIRS provide important principles, the QTSTM offers a practical process for ensuring these principles guide institutional responses to the violent incidents that continue to occur despite preventive efforts. This implementation focus addresses the persistent gap between policy development and operational practice and can support the effectiveness of violence prevention initiatives in youth custody settings.
Several limitations should be noted. The model was developed as part of a process mapping process within a single YOI and may not be directly replicated in establishments or sectors without adaptation. However, its overall structure can support such an approach. Moreover, the approach draws upon principles from other secure forensic settings (see for example Caminiti et al 2020), reinforcing the wider applicability of the approach. The literature review was non-systematic and did not fully capture the vast literature on the causes of violence, custodial management and behavioural change. The model's development occurred at a specific time, and changing operational contexts, staffing levels, and institutional priorities may affect its implementation in other settings. While staff were consulted during development, there were limited CYP involvement in the model's creation and this limits the model's applicability from CYP perspectives regarding their specific needs, preferred support mechanisms, and effective post-incident responses. Future iterations should also consider neurodevelopmental approaches and personality disorder development trajectories, which may affect both violence causation and prevention effectiveness. Finally, as the model has not yet been implemented and evaluated, its effectiveness in practice remains to be established through robust evaluation methods.
In conclusion, this project demonstrated the feasibility of developing a single model which improves the alignment of current practices with evidence-based good practice and offers a practical tool for operationalising and integrating existing policies into practice. Through our collaborative approach with staff across all levels of the YOI, the QTSTM creates a structured framework that builds upon and aligns with existing systems while introducing a clear three-phase process that promotes staff well-being and systematic learning. By providing a structured approach to understanding and responding to violent incidents while maintaining flexibility for local adaptation, the model offers a template for enhancing violence prevention efforts within youth custodial settings. Future research should integrate CYP perspectives, reflect different developmental trajectories, examine the model's effectiveness in practice and explore its potential application across secure settings.

Summary of practice implications:
· The Quick-time, Slow-time model offers a phased and integrated framework for violent incidents which supports immediate safety and systemic learning.
· The model provides a practical tool for operationalising existing policy into everyday practice.
· The model recognises the emotional and psychological impact of violence on staff, providing space for supporting staff well-being and learning.
· Consistent, transparent processes and CYP-centred debriefs promotes procedural justice, fairness and legitimacy.
· The Slow-time phase facilitates systemic reflection and strategic planning, enabling institutions to identify patterns and address root causes of violence.
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