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a range of initiatives that were presented, somewhat rashly in hindsight, as being the start
of a new dawn. Included among these are sentence planning, the personal officer scheme,
cognitive behaviour programmes, accredited basic skills training and, more recently,
offender management and even commissioning.

Putting aside the recent political arguments about commissioning, many of these
innovations have probably made a contribution towards the betterment of incarceration,
or provided insights into what does or does not work, but none of them have translated
into the replicable and reliable processes and interventions that the system had hoped
for or so badly needs.

Why these innovations fell short is probably a very complex issue, but, watching their
rollout over the past 15 years or so, three things are particularly striking.

Firstly, they were almost all developed as single-track initiatives with a relatively small
number of staff being trained to develop them. What was noticeable was that other
important factors that always accompany major successful and sustainable change
programmes - such as institutional and professional development - were overlooked
or did not, or could not, change rapidly enough to support the new initiatives.

The second issue is the vacuum in which these initiatives were both developed and
implemented. For instance, there are almost no consistent examples of how community
organisations can play a role in sentence planning - either at the point at which they are
being devised or during their implementation.

The third is how much these innovations followed the professional practice of a different
and more paternalistic time. They largely ignored the fact that the offenders themselves,
and those close to them, may have an idea about how their lives could be changed and
that they might, in fact, hold the key to a successful rehabilitation process.

It is easy to understand why this did not happen and to shy away from this issue - to talk
about offenders not being like other users of services because they are not largely there
out of their own choice; or to hide behind the complex public politics of the situation. But
the reality is that, as with any human behaviour, long-term change is unlikely, if not
impossible, without buy-in from the people concerned. How you get that buy-in seems
pretty clear - you involve them in the process as much as possible. This is true of health-
care, of education, of cleaning up the environment, and yet we steadfastly refuse to
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address this within the criminal justice system.

Where now?

Imprisonment is supposed to be about punishment and rehabilitation, yet so much of the
discussion focuses on punishment and the capacity needed to meet that element of the
system. The concept of punishment, and the growing belief that the only true punishment
is imprisonment, is driving the need for more and more prison places and thus the need
to embark on the building programme that will result in titan jails.

But what about our commitment to rehabilitate and the need to resettle the residents of
these titan prisons back into the community once their stay is over? The resettlement
issues that will arise out of building titan jails - including such basic things as location
and distance from inmates' home area, whom the jails hold, and what they seek to achieve
- have undergone little or no discussion. They will be built miles from the services that
prisoners need to access upon release, and the prisoners in them (like prisoners in most
jails) will have to rely on redundant communications methods that will make services
even more difficult to access.

It appears that we have decided that we can build prisons without any consideration for
the resettlement issues that will inevitably arise when people are released. It is hard to
believe that if we, as a society, really took the National Offender Management System's
aim of rehabilitation seriously we would still build such prisons - and the idea that we can
embark on such a building programme without any proper impact assessment about
resettlement is as startling as it is foolish. In fact, if for just a second, and putting aside
the concerns about security that there will always be, we turned this around and took
rehabilitation and resettlement as the primary driver in the design and management of
prisons, then we would come up with a very different model to that on offer at the
moment.

If we did this, we could return to the notion that the removal of freedom is the punish-
ment and that the rest of our energy during imprisonment should be strategically and
operationally focused on rehabilitation and restoration - not just for the offender but
also for the victim and the community.

The best solution is therefore not to build these monster prisons at all. However, if we are
to do so, we should start with a proper and full assessment of how this might damage or
destroy the other very valid ambitions of the system - primarily resettlement and all the
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elements of restorative justice that are needed for good resettlement, including the
personal and social healing that needs to happen after a crime has been committed.

If resettlement were to be at the heart of a post-prison experience, it would need to be in
the hands of those who have the resources to deliver it. Currently this is not the prison or
probation services, so the present direction of travel, namely that resettlement resources
are placed in the hands of local authorities and their partner agencies, is a positive move.
Its success will depend on the willingness of those local communities to see offenders as
being priority groups, and we all have a role to play in helping them achieve this.

There are some very good examples of how individuals and communities can positively
contribute to this - Circles of Support and Accountability being one, and the way in which
some local authorities are being more proactive in their resettlement role another. These
shoots of new practice need to be placed centre-stage as a serious part of resettlement
practice. They are encouraging, not just because of what is being done, but because
they also invite other social work professionals into the resettlement arena. These
professionals can add to work done by enforcement staff, which by its very nature will
be much more limited.

Two missing elements - engagement of service users and a focus on motivation
But this still focuses on the management of current service provision and is part of
process change rather than content change. It is clear that the real progress will come
about only when we add two new elements to what is already being done.

The first of these new elements is to develop a systematic and consistent means of
listening to the people who have the resettlement needs in the first place. These are the
imprisoned and the individuals and communities that they will return to. We need to stop
being so coy about this and accept the growing evidence that services improve and are
more effective when they respond to the people who use them. For services to respond to
the people who use them, the agencies that run them need to listen to those people,
develop the mechanisms to integrate their messages into the design and delivery of
services, and maintain an on-going dialogue so that new and emerging issues are
captured and responded to.

Currently there is no structured means by which prisoners' experiences can inform the
design and delivery of the rehabilitation and resettlement process. Where it does happen
it is piecemeal and often at arm's length from the main providers, being carried out
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through the voluntary sector with no clear path into the decision-making process. This is
amazing given the amount of resources that have been spent and what is at stake - not
only is it wasteful but it is also failing to capture vital knowledge about how things
can be improved.

Personally, | can still remember how struck | was by meeting a prisoner who had run
a housing advice service within a prison establishment for many years. She had an
office and a phone, a caseload of prisoners, and years of experience about how to find
accommodation for prisoners upon release, having spent many years working to meet
their needs. She had become an expert on housing problems, and how they could be
solved, simply by doing it. Yet no one with the power to change a policy or practice had
ever asked her about what the main issues were and what could be done to make the
whole system more effective.

For her part, she had enough on her plate managing the requests from offenders, hanging
onto the phone so she could carry out her work, and serving her sentence, without
taking on the challenge of trying to get anyone to listen to her - although she clearly
knew she had a lot to offer. There was simply no system for her to feed into.

This is one of the issues that the Clinks service user task force has been seeking to address,
and we hope that the time is right for this voice to be heard. The task force report will
make recommendations about how the voice of service users might be heard and how
their knowledge and expertise could be such an important part of the solution.’

The second element that needs to be developed is one that places self-esteem and
motivation at its core. We can tinker with the process, bring in the private sector,
personalise services and so on, but until we put more resources into understanding how
we motivate offenders and encourage them to buy into their rehabilitation we are bound
to fail. The only way we will achieve this is through speaking and listening to offenders.

These two elements - namely service user engagement and a better understanding of
how to motivate offenders to have the confidence and belief to change - are therefore
fundamentally linked and have to become an integral part of the resettlement and
rehabilitation process.

1 Unlocking Potential (Clinks, June 2008)
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We can only work out how to motivate people and build their self-esteem when we
listen to them. To achieve this we need a professional culture that can listen, interpret and
respond, offering a realistic and meaningful contribution to the transformation process
that each offender will need to experience if they are to move from criminal to neighbour.
It will be to our shame and will diminish us all if we give up on this difficult but
achievable task.

Public confidence

Finally, we need to keep working to give the public confidence in the rehabilitation
process. It seems that the public, for a number of reasons, is losing faith in rehabilitation
and thinks the only solution is to constantly manage the risks posed by offenders.
Managing risk and dangerousness is something that the system cannot ignore, but on its
own it will not bring success.

At the moment we reassure the public that risk is being managed and that they are safe
in their community. This is of course important, but a more positive and sustainable
message would be that "rehabilitation works" The public need to know that policy makers
and leaders believe this. They, together with allies in all sectors, need to convince the public
that the real and sustainable way of managing risk is through successful rehabilitation.

All of us working in the system need to be consistently and confidently promoting
community interventions and successful rehabilitation initiatives. The director general
of the National Offender Management Service, chief executives of voluntary-sector
organisations and, most crucially, offenders themselves need to be telling the stories of
transformation, promoting the thousands of instances where offenders have turned their
lives around. This is the way in which the public will begin to believe in rehabilitation, and
this is what offers us a way out of the criminal justice cul-de-sac that has kept us going
around in circles for the past 100 years.

Clinks was established in 1998 to strengthen and develop the partnerships between
voluntary and community-based organisations and the prison and probation services in
England and Wales. This continues to be the basis of its work, with an additional strand
focusing on developments relating to the introduction of the National Offender
Management Service.
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Chapter 9

Using the arts as a route into
learning and out of offending

Professor Martin Stephenson, Director of Social Inclusion Strategy,
Nottingham Trent University
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Using the arts as a route into learning and out of offending

The belief in the potential for the arts to make people better goes back to classical times
and Greek philosophers. In the 18th century the Enlightenment embedded the notion
of the arts as a cultural force for enhancing moral and emotional life within Western
intellectual orthodoxy, and by the 19th century there was a pervasive social policy
assumption that public access to high art would have a significant improving effect on
people.! Within this, the belief in the moral and educative benefits of involvement in the
arts for those in the criminal justice system is long-standing and continues today, with
many passionate advocates.

Much of the work has occurred within custody, but there is a growing emphasis on the
use of the arts in the community within youth justice and the wider criminal justice
system. The Youth Justice Board and Arts Council England have a joint strategy for the
engagement of young people who offend, and one of their initiatives - Summer Arts
Colleges - is used here as a case study, where some promising outcomes have been
identified.

The wider context for the non-participation in cultural activities is the number of young
people in the youth justice system who are out of education, training and employment.
There is a relatively substantial body of evidence attesting to the association between
being out of school and being involved in offending. While there are no reliable official
estimates of the total numbers of children and young people who have become detached
from education, training and employment, best estimates indicate it could be over a
third of a million.?

The power of the arts to transform the lives of people who offend has often been
proclaimed. A recent review found that out of 700 projects catering for both young
people and adults who had offended, 400 had used arts-based activities.’ There is a wide
range of benefits claimed, including:

® development of self-confidence and self-esteem;
® increased creativity and thinking skills;

1 Carey, ] What Good are the Arts? (Faber & Faber, 2005)

2 Stephenson, M Young People & Offending: Education, Youth Justice & Social Inclusion (Willan, 2007)

3 Hughes, J Doing the Arts Justice: A Review of Research Literature, Practice & Theory (Department for Culture, Media &
Sport/Department for Education & Skills/Arts Council England, 2005)
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® improved skills in planning and organising activities;
® improved communication of ideas and information;
® raised or enhanced educational attainment;

® increased appreciation of the arts;

® enhanced mental and physical health and well-being;
e increased employability of individuals;

® broadened outlook; and

® reduced offending behaviour.*

The quality of the research underpinning this impressive list of claims tends not to be high.
Common limitations include evaluations with small sample sizes, a lack of baseline
information, lack of control groups, few appropriate measures, over-reliance on anecdotal
evidence, difficulties accessing information relating to offending, and unsupported
assumptions about the links between intervention and outcome.®* Much of the evidence
relates to behavioural changes, usually of adults, within custody, such as a reduction in
adjudications following an arts intervention. The plethora of indirect and testimonial
evidence often adduced to support the effectiveness of the arts in the criminal justice
system does not come close to the rigorous methodologies required by the Home Office.

Some of the American studies have used more robust evaluation techniques, but these are
usually on work with adults. Almost all show positive effects on attitudes and social skills,
but few have measured the impact on offending behaviour. Very few have combined arts
activities with attempts to improve the educational attainment of participants.

The initiative used here as a case study had its design rooted in both the research findings
on specific arts projects and also in the wider body of research into effectiveness in youth
justice. It has had successive in-depth evaluations.® Despite their relative rigour, these
evaluations have two important limitations: the lack of a comparison group; and a shorter
follow-up period than traditional two-year reconviction studies.

The Summer Arts College is an intensive six-week programme intended for young people
on intensive supervision and surveillance programmes and those recently released from
custody or detention and training orders. In many areas there is a major gap in education
and training provision during the summer months for young people, particularly those of

4 Jermyn, H The Art of Inclusion, Arts Council research report 35 (Arts Council, 2004)
5 Hughes, op cit
6 National Foundation for Educational Research National Evaluation of Creative Partnerships (2006)
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compulsory school age. Leaving custody from late spring onwards, there are often great
difficulties in finding a school placement until the start of the new academic year in the
following September.

Summer Arts Colleges are designed not simply to fill the gap but to reattach these young
people to formal learning by engaging them in a creative arts curriculum. The specific
objectives are:

® to implement a structured, full-time, arts-based project combining arts enrichment
and arts appreciation activities, and to explore possible routes into employment and
careers within the arts and creative industries;

® t0 increase educational engagement and facilitate the transition into mainstream
education, training and employment after the programme;

e to reduce levels of (reJoffending among participants during the project and in the
following months; and

® to work with the arts to improve literacy and numeracy skills and to achieve a
qualification through the Arts Award.

The outcomes were assessed in three main categories: educational, artistic and offending.
Educational outcomes looked at engagement, attainment and progression. For many of
the young people, Summer Arts Colleges provided access to full-time education for the
first time in several months, and sometimes even longer. Enhanced engagement - as
measured through attendance, positive attitudinal changes towards learning, increased
motivation and improved behaviour - was achieved for most of the participants.

Attendance averaged 68%, with about a quarter attending 75% or more. This is in the
context of many of the young people undertaking this programme through compulsion
rather than choice and having a poor recent history of attendance or participation. The
behaviour of the groups and individuals was noted as improving over the course of the
Summer Arts College by both staff and young people.

Attainment was assessed from two perspectives: gains in literacy and numeracy; and
achievement of the Arts Award. Almost two-thirds (64%) increased their literacy scores in
2007 and just over half (54%) improved their numeracy scores over the six weeks. Nearly
95% of the young people who completed the programme (101 out of 108) achieved this
award at bronze level. Achievement levels were high even when taking account of those
young people who did not finish the course for whatever reason, with 72% gaining the
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Arts Award. For nearly 80% of the young people this was the first formal qualification
they had achieved. Given the importance of qualifications in gaining employment and the
association between employment and desistance from offending, these are significant
outcomes.

Progression in terms of placements in education, training or employment was assessed by
comparing the young people's experiences in the three months preceding the Summer
Arts College with the two months following. In 2007 on average nearly a third (30%) were
without any placement in education, training or employment arranged prior to the
course; afterwards this was reduced to just over a fifth (22%).

The focus on the arts was associated with a number of positive outcomes. In addition to
gaining the Arts Award there was a significant shift in attitudes towards the arts in terms
of participation and a substantial increase in both the awareness of, and interest in, a
career in the creative industries.

Offending outcomes

Assessing the patterns in offending was complicated by some of the young people being
in custody at times during the five- to six-month monitoring period, and therefore not in
the "at risk" population for offending. Measures of offending were adjusted to take
account of these custodial episodes.

Analysis of the data on the 232 young people who started on Summer Arts Colleges in
2006 and 2007 reveals a fall of a third (33.3%) in the mean offending rate compared with
the previous three months. If those who did not experience a custodial episode are
examined, then there were more significant changes, with a fall of 44% in the mean
offending rate during their participation which was sustained in the months following
the programme.

Significant numbers of the young people attributed the reduction in offending directly to
their participation in the Summer Arts College. There was quite a large shift in beliefs that
the programme could reduce their reoffending recorded between the beginning and
the end of the Summer Arts College, when just over 60% responded that it had had a
positive impact on the likelihood of their reoffending.

An insight into how the programme may have had a positive effect on reoffending was
provided by a series of interviews with the young people. The three main reasons identified
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could be classified as containment, removal from delinquent networks, and facilitating
behavioural change.

Containment

A number of interviewees described how being involved in a timetabled programme
of activities during the day and, during the intensive part of their order, being on an
electronic tag in the evening, had achieved the objective of stopping or reducing their
offending. They focused primarily on the practical implications of “containment”; if they
were kept occupied during the day, they would not be on the streets with like-minded
peers, succumbing to drinking alcohol, taking drugs and committing crimes through
boredom:

It kept me out of trouble because if | weren't on that, | would have been out doing
burglaries and stuff.
Anon

Some young people, that is why they go out and do crimes and stuff, because they
haven't got nothing to do, and that is what people don't understand, really: why they go
and do it. It is because we haven't got nothing to do. If you are put in the Summer College
for the summer, and they go on it, they will probably stop offending - well, maybe not
stop offending, but they may cut down on offending. But with me, on this Summer
Colleges thing, it was Summer College all day and | had to be in at 10pm because | was
on tag, so you would only get three or four hours to yourself, so | would just go round to
my mates and sit round there, so | wasn't offending at all.

Anon

Removal from offending network
Associated with the issue of containment, a number of young people highlighted the
disassociation from offending peers as a prime factor in their cessation of criminal activity.

It was for the best intentions really, because there is peer pressure on the street, there is
drugs and alcohol, there is just lots of stuff that can go wrong. | mean even if you weren't
doing anything, the people that you are with could have an effect on how you are.
Anon

Actually, it did help keep me out of trouble ... because | knew that if | was in there at
certain times, | wouldn't mix with the people | meet. It was good that | was there. A few
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of them did [get picked up by the police] while | was there, so it was good.
Anon

Behavioural change
Some young people felt that attending the Summer Arts Colleges had made the difference
to their mindset and approach to life:

For me, it's changed me, because | don't really have a temper no more. When | come out
of prison, | had the maddest temper ever, | was coming back with broken knuckles every
day, just beating up people for no reason, and now | ain't got a temper, I'm not even
interested in doing criminal things ... Summer College put me on track, though, because
it made me think of what | need to do and what | don't need to do.

Anon

However, a number of the young people also reported that simply attending the Summer
Arts College programme was not enough to engender change per se; the young person
had to have the drive and willingness to change:

It can help young people but, as | said, only if they want to do it themselves. If they don't
have no ambition, no motivation, then they are just going to be back where they started.
Anon

The Summer Colleges isn't a programme where you go and miraculously you come back
and you are a law-abiding citizen, it is in yourself really, so if you want to do something,
then nobody forces you to do it. Well, that is the way | see it. The only thing that is going
to change a person is you, if you are positive already.

Anon

Family relationships

A number of factors related to the Summer Arts Colleges appeared to have an influence
on family relationships. The first related to the issue of containment: if the young person
was not in the house all day, then arguments ceased, as the prime agent in the majority
of disputes was felt to be the young person's inactivity. Once the young person was
occupied during the day and no longer “lazing about" or "getting under her feet all day”
the catalyst was removed.

In the past, | would just lie in bed all day with my music blasting and, | just don't know,

103



THE SMITH INSTITUTE

I think that she got a bit bored and a bit pissed off with me.
Anon

I know for a fact, if | was at home all day, I'd be waking up late, I'd have nothing to do
but cause trouble and create mayhem for my sisters and my mum and stuff and there'd
be just all arguments, fire blazing all the time, so it just kept me busy, it kept me on my
feet, kept me up and running.

Anon

Young people who had previously nothing to discuss with their parents, as their time had
been spent "smoking weed and stuff" or hanging about on the streets to "have a few beers,
get blitzed" could show their parents, with pride, the work they had been completing,
which opened the channels of communication again.

I was always going home and telling them what | was doing and that it was good.
Anon

In [the past] she was "You are wasting the electric” and me screaming "Shut up!" and just
stupid things like that, but when | went to the Summer College, | was able to go "I have
some photos here, look at these.”

There was one point where we wouldn't ever talk really and that, but now if I have the slight-
est problem ... then we sit down and have a good proper chinwag; we have got a bond now.
Anon

While, in the past, a young person may have paid lip service to the notion of change, actually
attending a programme during the school holiday provided a tangible demonstration that
they had started the journey. A number of young people reported that for parents or
carers, the extent of their achievement did not hit home until attending the final live
performance, where the young people were able to showcase their talents. A parent
becoming emotional at the sight of their children performing was not uncommon:

She ended up getting the day off and was dead chuffed with me at the end of it, even
though | knackered up the end of the song. | lost it a bit, because my mam started crying
and | looked at her and | could see, so I lost it and all the words came out wrong and back
to front ... | don't know, | think that | had proved to her that | can sort myself out in the end.
Anon
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This final performance held at the end of the project provided them the opportunity to
prove not only to themselves that they could accomplish a set aim but also to others:

Because that were in front of hundreds of people there and we were able to show that
we weren't just little rats, that we can do summat good.
Anon

Why the arts?

Can these positive outcomes be directly attributed to the role of the arts? A definitive
answer is elusive, but there are some interesting clues. It could be argued that any
full-time, well-organised educational programme should have positive outcomes whatever
the content. This, though, ignores the young people's poor prior experiences of education
and does little to explain their relatively high levels of engagement. In fact, the young
people rated this programme more highly than their primary or secondary school experiences
and almost three-quarters contrasted the Summer Arts College favourably with their last
educational placement.

All the young people participated in at least three art forms, and there is no discernable
pattern of more positive effects associated with, for example, the performing rather than visual
arts. There is more evidence that the artists themselves commanded respect and increased
engagement, which made the process of embedding literacy and numeracy much easier.

Conclusions

On the basis of this evidence, there appears to have been a marked drop in the numbers
of young people offending and the number of offences committed during the Summer
Arts Colleges. It is important not to overclaim on matters relating to desistance from
offending, but there seems to have been a considerable reduction in offending, at least
during this intervention, with those young people at highest risk of reoffending.

In the absence of a larger sample and control groups, caution must be exercised in claiming
causal relationships between participation in Summer Arts Colleges and these outcomes.
Nevertheless, there is such an impressive convergence of positive hard outcomes covering
education, the arts and offending that, taken in conjunction with the attitudinal changes
and the testimony of both staff and young people, it is reasonable to attribute much of
this directly to the experience of these projects. However, it is salutary to note that while
this programme may have provided a route out of criminal activity for some young people,
others lost their way again as the focus and intensity of engagement was removed.
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a more “solid” approach to
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Julian Corner, Chief Executive of Revolving Doors Agency
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From pathways to firewalls — a more “solid" approach to
prison reform

There are innumerable essays, articles and strategy papers proposing new approaches
to prisons, few of which register in the policy-making process. Even when they do, a
confident launch in a white paper followed by actual legislation is not enough to ensure
that they are ever implemented. Remember community prisons? Intermediate custody?
Community custody centres? Custody Plus for short-term prisoners? The last six or
seven years have been strewn with false starts, many of which were set to “reshape” the
prison system.

This essay tries to get under the skin of what might actually enable and motivate the
system to change. Experience tells us that good ideas are not self-justifying, no matter
how much evidence you are able to cite. In 2002 | led the team that produced the Social
Exclusion Unit report Reducing Re-offending by Ex-prisoners. As many people commented
when it was published, our analysis was much stronger than our recommendations.
This was not because we couldn't think of any decent ideas. We just couldn't persuade
departments to implement them. Up until our report, the SEU had pretty much got away
with the assumption that watertight analysis would lead inexorably to fundable solutions.
That was before we took on prisons.

Our analysis revealed a prison population that consisted of people drawn largely from the
very bottom of the social heap. All the social exclusion factors and profiles that had been
identified by the SEU to that date were found distilled and compounded in this small
group who were churning in and out of unwholesome and crumbling institutions. Any
systems that were in place to rehabilitate them were not merely ill equipped to respond,
they were unequipped. And yet, even though systemic failure was inevitable, failure on the
part of the individual prisoner was still handled punitively.

Our recommendations (the few approved for publication) were modest and ameliorative.
Join up and target the service response better, particularly across the prison/probation
divide. Remove some of the obvious obstacles and pitfalls facing released prisoners. Fill in
some of the key gaps in services, most obviously in housing advice and support. Nothing
too radical, given the extremity of what we had unearthed. Penal reformers sensed a “once
in a generation" opportunity slipping away. Little did they know that even the most basic
of these recommendations had been hotly contested for months within government.
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It seems vital to the success of any new ideas currently bubbling through the system that
we understand where this last "big push”, commissioned by the Prime Minister himself,
went wrong. We had all our arguments lined up. The level of need. The waste of money.
The perverse incentives. The consequences of failure. The demonstrable gains of working
differently. But little of this counted in the often acrimonious negotiations that led to the
publication of the report.

With the benefit of hindsight, it seems to me that we were so preoccupied - understandably,
| think - with the technical co-ordination of eight government departments' priorities and
programmes that we never really registered that prison reform is always already a
sociological, philosophical and ideological task that is completely caught up in historical
movements that stretch far beyond view. The neat optimism of an "action plan”, in this
area of all others, becomes an attempt to extract some semblance of orderly administration
from social forces that are deeply complex and problematic - and, we might also now add,
chaotic. This is a commonplace of academic discourse, but translation of such into
practicable action is very rare.

A real example from the time of the SEU report might illustrate best how these challenges
seeped into and infected our thinking at every turn. Most people involved in this area of
policy will be familiar with the "finance gap" that exists between release from custody and
the first benefit payment made at least a fortnight later. The prison service's discharge
grant equates to a maximum of £3.20 a day, from which all living expenses must be
afforded. As a glaringly counterproductive pitfall in the system, it has become somewhat
totemic as a focus for reform.

Here are some of the quandaries we faced:

(i) HM Prison Service pointed out (rightly) that the grant often found its way into the
pockets of drug dealers within minutes of release. They wanted some kind of
mechanism that prevented a person walking out into freedom holding more cash
than they had seen for months or years. Others felt, on the other hand, that
individual "fecklessness” wasn't the state's problem.

(i) The prison service was keen to stop paying the discharge grant altogether because
welfare payments were not its responsibility. The grant, it argued, was a relic of an
outdated philanthropic notion of "prisoner's aid", and it had quietly been letting the
grant wither on the vine by failing to index-link it for years.

(iii) The Department for Work & Pensions saw no additional role for itself, even though it
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was the only other feasible source of money for an ex-prisoner. Ex-prisoners were
no different in their eyes from any other "new jobseeker". Changes for prisoners, they
said, would have to be made available for everyone. The equivalent case was cited of
a mother who had stayed at home to look after her children, whose husband was
the sole breadwinner but who then died, with the result that she suddenly had to
claim benefits while she sought work ... Such were the technicalities with which the
DWP occupied itself.

(iv) The DWP vehemently opposed any exception to its golden rule of retrospective
payments for job seeking. One enlightened minister proposed that every prisoner
should be given access to a job club pre-release, so that their last two weeks could
be classified as job seeking, thus allowing them to claim jobseeker's allowance
immediately on release. This was opposed by the DWP on the grounds that the
person also had to be “"available for work”. The prison service refused to guarantee
in return that every prisoner would have the right to temporary release for a job
interview in their final two weeks, because they might be deemed a risk to
the public ...

(v) A staged payment, part on release and part at the Jobcentre Plus office, was
proposed, but was scuppered when a survey of prisoners revealed that around a third
of them were receiving incapacity benefit in the community, and so had no need to
attend the job centre.

(vi) News of our work leaked out to the media and led to vitriolic comments by
members of the public being posted on a BBC message board, signalling a level of
intolerance | could not have guessed at.

(vii) Ministers viewed the finance gap in the light of an “easy win" issue, which ought to
demonstrate their ability to deliver competence and change. They were exasperated
by the failure of civil servants to design or agree a politically deliverable solution,
nor could they believe that something so straightforward could prove so complex
and time consuming.

The amount of civil service time that was spent on this one small issue (and continues to
be) was astonishing and depressing. One colleague commented that we had expended as
much resource negotiating the issue between departments as the full cost of any of the
proposed reforms. The lowest point was reached when the incapacity benefit data was
revealed, causing one senior colleague to exclaim: "This is outrageous. If they're well
enough to rob my house, they're well enough to work."
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While the finance gap is a particularly vexed and vexing issue, it was but one of dozens of
such systemic glitches and conundrums that we faced. It felt like we had been given a
clapped-out old car to restore, and we were fiddling around with the wing mirrors and
seatbelts when the engine and chassis needed replacing. Above all, what this episode
highlighted was the lack of any clear or agreed philosophical underpinning on which we
could build improvements to the prison system. The system was treated by many in
government as a grotesque anomaly in the midst of other public services. Every which way
we turned, there were civil servants describing paths leading to almost certain ruin. Every
decent idea was deemed unworkable or unfair or unaffordable or unsellable. On this basis,
the way forward could only have been forged by an act of political will, and as the BBC
message board illustrated, this would have been foolhardy.

Without any philosophical underpinning to drive change, such as was used in welfare
reforms, we found deep ambivalence at all levels regarding the rights and responsibilities
of prisoners. As one person wrote on the BBC site:

If I'let my child run wild, ignore his truancy and bad behaviour, turn a blind eye when he
commits criminal acts and gets sent to prison, society will kindly educate, feed, clothe and
now PAY him to re-establish himself in society in the optimistic hope that he will change
his ways and become a good citizen? What happened to personal responsibility?

What is dismaying about views such as this is that we lack a coherent and compelling
response. It is impossible to sell new ideas to politicians and the public when we can't
answer such basic concerns.

To this day, the turnover of prisons ministers (most of them good) ensures that strategic
drive and philosophical vision is almost impossible, and civil servants are left to fight over
administrative detail. Indeed, prison policy often looks like a process of deciding on which
details to prioritise in that particular year, and then of threading those details together
to resemble a narrative. The proliferation of these details, and all of the agendas that
accompanied them, overwhelmed the SEU's ability to see and address the fundamental
philosophical challenges. These might be summarised as:

(i) the balance between social and individual responsibility in the reduction of
(reJoffending;

(ii) clarity on the role of prison in our society, and then in turn the role and attendant
responsibilities of other services;
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(iii) the implications for community-based services of the needs profile of the prison
population; and
(iv) ways of drawing the political heat out of the prison debate.

If we had seen and addressed these challenges head on, we might have escaped - and so,
paradoxically, resolved - much of the detail that beset us. This is obviously a very tall order,
but an inescapable one. Many recent solutions have failed because they have sought to
sidestep the problem, for example by finding arithmetical solutions to deep-seated trends
such as the prison population. People simply don't buy it. The solution has to be found in
the problem.

Balancing social and individual responsibility

Although we didn't know it at the time, the SEU report was attempting to reverse the
swing of a pendulum that had gone too far in the direction of holding the individual
responsible for their offending.

Between 1990 and 2005, the prison service and (particularly) the probation service were
dominated by a drive to deliver cognitive behavioural programmes, imported word-for-
word from North America. These programmes had been proven to reduce reoffending in
North America by 10-15%, and so suited the drive in the UK for evidence-based policy.
The zeal to implement these programmes, however, suggested that they suited another
agenda as well. Their purpose was to improve the offender's cognisance of the impact,
triggers and patterns of their offending behaviour, and persuade them of other ways of
thinking and behaving. They thus placed the locus of offending behaviour firmly with
what were described as the person's “cognitive deficits".

This focus on the person's cognitive make-up was so marked that it was delivered to the
exclusion of even the most basic practical support. While it invested tens of millions every
year in these programmes, the probation service had no national policies to address any
of the following needs: homelessness; education and training; employment; mental and
physical health; welfare and debt; alcohol; or family relationships. Drugs were prioritised,
in line with the rest of the criminal justice system, because cognitive behavioural
programmes existed for people whose offending was drug-related.

At one point, during the writing of the SEU report, our focus on the near-absent social
issues was characterised by a senior civil servant as “unevidenced do-gooding” At the time
| lacked the historical context to understand why this focus on the individual was
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quite so pronounced. It is now clear that we were in the midst of a reverse swing of the
pendulum away from the predominant doctrine of the 1970s that placed the locus of
responsibility for offending almost exclusively with society. | cite my own ignorance to
illustrate the point that those charged with developing policy rarely understand or are
aware of the historical movements within which they are working.

As the finance gap case study illustrates, another problem with emphasising social
responsibility is that it requires all social care and support organisations to agree on their
responsibility at the same time. Even if this were possible, it would be hopelessly fragile
and therefore inevitably temporary. It is also counterproductive, because if you lead an
individual to believe that the state will set them back on the straight and narrow, and
one street-level bureaucrat doesn't deliver, then you only alienate and disappoint the
individual even further. Little wonder that individual responsibility resonated so strongly
with successive governments.

The real frustration with this struggle between the opposite extremes of individual and
social responsibility is that neither has evidence on its side. Empathising with the stigma
and structural exclusion of very serious offenders is no more effective than delivering a
12-week Enhanced Thinking Skills course to a homeless, illiterate drug user who has no
family and suffers from chronic depression. The point is that both these extremes are on
a par with each other in their departure from common sense, and yet both have thrived
as dominant doctrines in recent years.

We are currently somewhere between the two, a position that is both welcome and
anxiety-provoking, because now we don't know what to believe in. The temptation is
either to opt for the “bit of everything" approach (which is probably what most people
need but don't get) or to get more sophisticated about tailoring and targeting. The
latter is where the smart thinking is at the moment, and has even been dressed up as a
coherent doctrine. However, it is in reality only a holding position, because (i) the services
to be tailored and targeted are in short supply, and (i) the line between individual and
social responsibility is a very fine one and we simply don't have systems sophisticated
enough to tread it.

We currently ask prison governors to co-commission a range of services, including health-
care, drug treatment, learning and skills programmes, housing advice, family support
services and offender management, each with a different commissioning system.
Alongside all the traditional security and operational pressures, they must also find a way
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of knitting all these services together in a way that creates a coherent regime. Somewhere
in their prison, someone will still be delivering cognitive behavioural programmes that
train the prisoner to rethink everything, while all around them a dozen other approaches
have crept in, each with a different if not competing ethos. This is increasingly looking like
a broken system.

We are slowly but surely getting to the point of acknowledging that the prison population
is far too diverse and complex for any prevailing doctrine or for any off-the-shelf
approach. In other words, there is no avoiding the fact that some - if not most - people
are going to lose out. They will neither be helped nor held to account. One of the
implications of the SEU report that we never followed through was that the government
actually faces a very clear choice: either (i) it must cram each prison full of assessors,
professionals, services and therapeutic programmes to give each prisoner exactly what he
or she needs in exactly the right order; or (ii) it must reduce the diversity and complexity
of the prison population. It is hard to avoid the conclusion that it is the population that
needs to give.

Defining a clear role for prison

When Enoch Powell made his famous "water tower" speech in 1961, effectively ending
the era of asylums, he captured the sense of these institutions having lost their social
function as they fell outside of the prevailing ethos:

There they stand, isolated, majestic, imperious, brooded over by the gigantic water-tower
and chimney combined, rising unmistakable and daunting out of the countryside - the
asylums which our forefathers built with such immense solidity to express the notions
of their day.’

It seems that while asylums lost their credibility, society did not lose its need for "immense
solidity” The role of the containing, paternalistic institution re-emerged amid turn-of-the-
century fears about the state's ability to deliver safety, security and justice.

What is now tragically clear is that very vulnerable people are invariably and often
unintentionally swept up by every incarnation of our desire for solidity. We now know
that many people in asylums had no need for incarceration. Among the eccentric, the
homosexual, the promiscuous and the vagrant, there were many who couldn't cope with

1 http://www.mdx.ac.uk/www/study/xPowell.htm
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the demands of everyday life, but who needed a helping hand, not a cell. In the
community, they would have slept in "spikes", large dormitory blocks provided by local
authorities, each housing hundreds and perhaps thousands.

Like asylums, spikes also lost favour as reformers pursued a vision of independent living.
The intention was right, but the execution was flawed. In 1998, Frank Dobson, then
Secretary of State for Health, acknowledged that we had failed to deliver independent
living for the most vulnerable in our communities:

Care in the community has failed. Discharging people from institutions has brought
benefits to some. But it has left many vulnerable patients to try to cope on their own.
Others have been left to become a danger to themselves and a nuisance to others.
Too many confused and sick people have been left wandering the streets and sleeping
rough. A small but significant minority have become a danger to the public as well
as themselves.?

This was written the same year that the Office for National Statistics revealed that nine
in 10 people in prison had a mental disorder, and that half had at least three co-occurring
disorders. Just as noteworthy was their finding that many of those with a mental
disorder had received no support whatsoever for their mental or emotional needs from
any community professional in the previous year: 42% with psychosis; 79% with a
personality disorder; and 81% who had been drinking hazardously.* The SEU report
later found that half of prisoners were not even registered with a GP,* and a third were
homeless on imprisonment. Revolving Doors Agency found that nearly half of those
arrested with a mental health problem were not registered for any of the statutory
benefits to which they were entitled.®

What these statistics highlighted was the extent to which institutions of various types
soak up those in society whom community services cannot or will not work with. They act
as sumps, draining off the “hard to place” Prisons not only inherited this group almost
directly from the asylums, but they inherited the role of the asylum in relation to the new
generations of vulnerable people coming through. While the prevailing ethos of society
may have moved on from asylums, the role of the institution was undiminished. We
2 http://www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publicationsandstatistics/Pressreleases/DH_4024509

3 Singleton, N et al Psychiatric Morbidity among Prisoners in England & Wales (Office for National Statistics, 1998)

4 Social Exclusion Unit Reducing Re-offending by Ex-prisoners (Cabinet Office, 2002)

5 0'Shea, N, Moran, | and Bergin, S Snakes & Ladders: Findings from the Revolving Doors Agency Link Worker Schemes
(Revolving Doors Agency, 2003)

15



THE SMITH INSTITUTE

simply exchanged one institution for another.

While using asylums as social sumps was hard to defend, it is currently making even less
sense in relation to prisons. In asylums, the mixing of socially vulnerable people with very
il people served often to distract attention from the latter, with the result that everyone
suffered but particularly those in most need. In prisons, the mixing of vulnerable people
with very dangerous people distracts and distorts the prison service's ability to protect the
public, as so much of its attention must be given over to ensuring that swathes of socially
disadvantaged people are properly cared and provided for. Inevitably this diminishes the
focus on dangerousness.

In effect, our failure to provide decent support to vulnerable people in the community has
allowed them to be drawn into another inappropriate institution, and has thus hopelessly
clouded and confused that institution's purpose. History has repeated itself with exactly
the same group. But by distinguishing this historical pattern, we can start to construct a
narrative that takes us away from it.

The primary role of our prisons is to contain and correct dangerousness that imminently
threatens society. Soaking up community failure weakens and confuses this function. On
the other hand, the role of our community services is to ensure that vulnerable people can
live independent lives and can realise their aspirations. The “free good" or “pressure valve"
of the prison system diminishes the accountability of community services to get this right.

If each service is allowed and required to do what it does well, then the ambivalence
regarding social and individual responsibility will also start to diminish. Any "social”
interventions undertaken within prisons would start to be understood purely in terms of
legitimate and imperative risk management. Not a product of apologist liberalism, but the
exercise of clear professional judgment. The reason why the public debate is so clouded
on this issue is because we are undoubtedly having to provide welfare to vulnerable
people in prison who should not be there at all.

The current discourse is dominated by “pathways” and “journeys" in and out of the
criminal justice system for socially excluded groups. All this achieves is a tidier version of
the same broken system. We should be talking instead of putting in place firewalls not
pathways, designed to prevent community failure permeating into our prisons.

The effectiveness of such a firewall could be policed by an annual census of the profile of
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need of the prison population. Amazingly, the only authoritative profile data available
dates back to the 1998 Office for National Statistics report. This is because the prison
service only collects profile data for its own operational purposes.

If there was an annual census that included data on factors such as mental disorder,
homelessness, drug use, family ties and connection to services, it would be possible
to establish, year on year, whether prisons were soaking up particular problems from
community services, and it would be possible to track those problems back to the
accountable community services. This would allow the Ministry of Justice to talk to the
Department of Health or the Department for Communities & Local Government and alert
them to the telltale signs of failure within their own strategies.

Of course, we would need buffer zones between community services and the criminal
justice system, so that the inevitable low-level offending by vulnerable groups could be
picked up early and handled appropriately. Police and court liaison schemes and out-of-
court disposals could cover most of this. But the crucial point is that community services
would be held to account for designing and targeting their services to ensure that our
prisons did not fill up with inappropriate inmates.

Implications for community-based services

A key implication for community-based services is that they would need to be much less
involved in prisons. One of our mantras in the SEU was that "these are your people”, and
if they are in prison, then you need to be in prison. A real incentive for keeping people
properly supported in the community is avoiding the headache of creating pathways
in and out of custodial settings. A great deal of thought is currently going into “justice
reinvestment”, and this model should obviously be shaped by the need to correct once and
for all the failure to invest properly in the services that can secure genuine independent
living.

However, this is not just about redirecting investment from one place to another. It is clear
that the safety net of services did not work for many vulnerable people because the
services were not designed to meet people's needs in the first place. A large proportion of
the people who gravitate towards prisons have complex needs; in other words, they are
enmeshed in multiple dimensions of crisis and disadvantage. As services are currently
designed, there is not a great deal that can be done about this. Each individual problem
has its corresponding service, along with a system for accessing that service, and there is
very little read across between systems. Similarly, when people with the most complex
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needs were discharged from asylums or spikes, they fell straight into the gaps between
services. Where attempts have been made to find a response, the behaviour of services has
been almost as chaotic as that of the people they have attempted to help.

This was acknowledged in a recent (more sophisticated) report on social exclusion,
Reaching Out: An Action Plan on Social Exclusion in 2006:

Services are focused on delivering to the majority and are not well set up to address the
needs of those with more complex problems ... Individual agencies ... often miss those
who have multiple needs but need less help from any one service. Thus, people may not
meet the threshold of any given agency to trigger a fuller intervention - despite the scale
of their problems or the harms caused to the communities in which they live ... These
high-need individuals ... are often also unable or unwilling to navigate their way through
public services to get the support they need. Their contact with services is instead
frequently driven by problematic behaviour resulting from their chaotic lives ... and
management revolves around sanctions such as prison, loss of tenancy and possible
removal of children.®

In response to this report, the government conceded that it did not know what the best
way of supporting this group of people might be. Not only were there insufficient means
of joining up the approaches and priorities of existing siloed services, there were no clear
strategies for reaching and working effectively with a group of people whose lives were
so damaged that they were alienated from every available source of support.

As a result of this work, a pathfinder focused on adults facing chronic exclusion has been
launched, with 12 different approaches being tested. In a sense, this new scheme has
completed the logic of the previous social exclusion report on prisons. If our most
socially excluded citizens are to be found in prison, then lessons need to be learned in the
communities from which they came, and not necessarily in prison. This is a line that will
need to be held robustly and sensitively. Whether there is the strategic overview and
follow-through to connect this promising pathfinder initiative with prison reform
remains to be seen.

Perhaps the most effective way of linking the two would be to introduce a local area
agreement indicator in 2011 (when the pathfinders are due to report) that requires local

6 HM Government Reaching Out: An Action Plan for Social Exclusion (2006), p74
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services to drive down the numbers of people being sent to prison from their areas. Such
a measure would not interfere with an independent judiciary, which would continue to
sentence on precisely the same basis. Instead, it would recognise the role of mental health,
drugs and housing services in preventing higher-level crime among the more challenging
and vulnerable people using their services. This would be a strong move, because it would
reduce the prison population by reducing the offending that drives sentencing.

Drawing out the political heat

It has been shown repeatedly that criminal justice solutions to social problems simply do
not work. The reason why politicians wade out deeper and deeper into this hot water is
because "being nice" to offenders simply doesn't wash with the general public. While we
all support "tough on the causes of crime”, this has never read across to "tough on the
causes of reoffending” Even though crime and reoffending are the same thing, being
tough on the cause of reoffending still reads as “soft on offenders” If we are to exercise
genuine social responsibility, we have to get to the causes of crime before imprisonable
crimes have been committed. As discussed, this requires early interventions and social
solutions designed and tailored for those who need them most.

It is hard to be nice to a vulnerable person once they are in prison because, as in every
institution, they are lumped together with everyone else and tarnished them with the
same stigmatising brush. The public will never be able to make fine distinctions between
a prisoner who is a social victim and a prisoner who is a calculating perpetrator, because
prisons are meant to provide “immense solidity”, not beg difficult and uncomfortable
questions. Hence ministers need to embrace solidity and use it to drive the case for more
effective prisons focusing exclusively on the most dangerous offenders.

The minister who can finally deliver prisons that work in securing public safety will be the
minister who puts careful measures in place to monitor the needs of prisoners and who
can then argue hard with colleagues in health and social care departments that they must
deliver equally effective community services. By focusing prisons on the people they were
designed for, it is almost guaranteed that the effectiveness of cognitive behavioural
programmes will increase immeasurably, causing reoffending to fall and increasing public
(and Treasury) confidence. An approach that holds health and social services accountable
for people staying out of prison will find little political opposition, and will even reduce
the public and political focus on prison releases.

If there is a lesson from the last "big push®, therefore, it is to acknowledge that people

19



THE SMITH INSTITUTE

want prisons because they want a society that feels just, safe and robust. If prison reform
is seen to be driven by a desire to deliver on these most basic of needs, then it might
just be achievable. We have to argue simply and consistently that prison reform is not
hell-bent on undermining the pillars of the state; it is about giving them the solidness
that most of us need.
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Chapter 11

Reducing reoffending — an
offender-centric business model

Ed Straw, Partner, PricewaterhouseCoopers
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Reducing reoffending - an offender-centric business model

This paper describes how an "offender-centric” business model would work to reduce
reoffending. It is written as if the model already existed, in around 2015. An account is
also given of how such an apparently radical model might come to gain acceptance.

The paper's overall thesis is that if the government is serious about using the offender
management system as a lever to drive down reoffending rates, it needs a new business
model for the service which has the right kind of incentives.

To explore this further, let us introduce an imaginary private company called Reducing
Reoffending plc.

Reducing Reoffending plc

Reducing Reoffending plc has been set up for one purpose: to reduce the level of re-
offending in the UK population. It operates under a contract to the UK government and
is paid solely by results. The company is financially rewarded if it shortens the average
time it takes for first-time offenders coming into contact with the justice system to desist
from reoffending. The pay of its chief executive and directors depends entirely on the
extent to which this goal is achieved.

The incentive to reduce the average length of criminal careers means that Reducing
Reoffending plc will continue to gain commercially from successful delivery even as its
customer base shrinks.

Reducing Reoffending plc's management team have been to business school, so they
follow certain principles of good business strategy and management:

e Understand your customers

® Develop a tailored and targeted product range

® |nvolve customers in product design

® Design an organisational structure that supports your business strategy

We will now explore how the company might apply each of these principles to its offender
management operation.

122



THE SMITH INSTITUTE

Principle 1: Understand your customers

Reducing Reoffending plc knows that it will generate a profit only if it is able to provide
services to offenders who are ready to make a change to their lives and desist from crime.
Supplying services to those who are not able or willing to change will generate no profit
for the company.

It has, therefore - in line with good marketing practice - segmented its customer base
along attitudinal lines. An old-fashioned demographic or crime-type segmentation is not
helpful for this organisation, because it needs to know about the likely behavioural
response of its customers to the services it wants to provide.

Using available data and research on offending careers, criminogenic need and risk
profiles, three segments are identified:

e those who can't change (perhaps because they are drug abusers, or have mental
health problems);

e those who could change but won't change (because they choose to be criminals for
whatever reason); and

e those who will change (in other words, those who do not want a criminal career and
are willing and able to change).

The diagram below summarises how this simple segmentation might look, where ability
and willingness to change are the two variables used to characterise the customers.

Figure 1: The segmentation of offenders along attitudinal lines
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The early estimates of the percentage of offenders in each segment are: 50% can't
change, 25% won't change, and 25% will change.

Principle 2: Tailor and target your product range
The company provides a different service offering for each segment. It has a screening
process to identify which segment an offender is in.

® The Can't Change market is offered no services direct from Reducing Reoffending plc,
but is directed to other organisations that can address underlying factors such as
drugs, mental health and illiteracy. This is a worthwhile investment for the company
because it boosts the potential size of the Could Change group.

® The Could Change segment is screened to identify those who belong in the Won't
Change sub-sector. No services are offered to this market. Indeed, they are referred on
to Punishment & Deterrence plc for processing.

® The Will Change customers receive most of the company's attention. There is a
substantial research and development budget deployed to develop products that
meet the needs of this segment, and these customers are engaged in the process of
developing them.

Principle 3: Involve your customers in product design
Reducing Reoffending plc knows that it is most likely to achieve its business objective and
maximise profit if it co-designs its services in partnership with its customers.

Offenders in the Will Change group (those that have demonstrated that they are
committed to changing their lives) are given vouchers that they can use to build their
own rehabilitation service package.

e With the support of a company mentor, the customer designs the package that they
think will work for them.

® Termination of an offender's sentence will be contingent on them completing the
co-designed rehabilitation package successfully (which is likely to have a restorative
justice element to it).

® Engagement with a company mentor is required throughout the process, and
non-completion leads to a reprofiling of the offender and a possible shift to the
Can't or Won't Change segments (and a withdrawal of services).

Reducing Reoffending plc has built conditionality into much of its service, alongside other
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public behaviour changing methods. Thus, prisoner release depends upon successful
conclusion of rehabilitation programmes such as literacy, numeracy, anger management
or parenting programmes. The concept of indeterminate sentences for public protection
(IPPs) has been shifted to indeterminate sentences for rehabilitation. This cuts both
ways, as early completion of rehabilitation results in early release. This latter aspect was
incorporated at the instigation of offenders involved in the service design. Conditionality
served, in part, to counter the notion that the new approach was “soft" on criminals.

Principle 4: Design an organisational structure that supports your business strategy
Reducing Reoffending plc specialises in designing and delivering rehabilitation support
services to customers who are willing and able to change. Its staff are recruited and
trained for this express purpose.

The company does not provide services in markets where it has no competitive advantage
or operational expertise. This means:

e |t does not compete in the custody and punishment market, where the public and
private prison service providers dominate.

e |t outsources highly specialised services - such as those designed to encourage
customers to join and remain in the target Will Change group - to niche providers
(some of which are from the voluntary sector).

e |t forms collaborative partnerships and networks with organisations that can have
an upstream impact on the size of the company's target market. This includes
organisations that help potential customers deal with their drug, illiteracy and other
social problems.

Why might it happen?
The coincidence of many factors might produce the conditions for Reducing Reoffending
plc to be born:

A new government with a new mandate

A new deal between the government and the electorate could cast the balance between
tax and public expenditure not as investment versus costs but as money well spent versus
money wasted. In these circumstances higher public expenditure would have to be earned
by first delivering higher value for money. Taxation would in effect be capped at 40%
of GDP unless or until public service performance were to improve noticeably.
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Offenders as customers

The beauty of having a business for reoffending reduction would be the absence of
emotion and history in deciding how to do it. Thus Reducing Reoffending plc could
adopt best organisational practice specifically by organising around offenders.

While society is the customer for punishment and incarceration, the offender is the
customer for rehabilitation, just as you or | are for our healthcare. Emotionally we find it
difficult to divide our response to a street thug or burglar into a desire for retribution
on the one hand and concern and care on the other. A business has no such difficulty,
when given a clear brief and not required to deliver conflicting objectives.

The world is awash with private, public and voluntary organisations that have transformed
the quality and efficiency of their services by concentrating on the attitudes and
behaviour of their customers.

Sticking to one's knitting

Although a technical rather than visibly political issue, another enabler of Reducing
Reoffending plc might be the realisation that the prison service was not the right organ-
isation to rehabilitate to any significant extent. The prison service has proved exceptional
in terms of preventing prison escapes and housing a prison population well in excess of
national capacity without major incident, and it has many rehabilitation programmes.

But, as extensive research and theory have demonstrated, organisations should “stick to
their knitting” and be acutely aware of what they are good at. Just as conglomerates
have failed, so it might prove impossible to have the culture, processes and systems for
punishment/incarceration and rehabilitation in the same organisation.

Recognition that the criminal justice system needs new institutions

The criminal justice system has depended on new institutions for really significant change
and improvement - the Bow Street Runners, police forces, magistrates courts and the
introduction of prison as a liberal alternative to transportation, among others.

The 20th century saw, in the main, the development and consolidation of the criminal
justice institutions. But their major reform and innovation in service slowed as the
Treasury persisted with institutional funding. Leaders within and without the criminal
justice system realised that the logjam in performance could be cleared only with
new institutions.
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High-quality analysis

While the data had existed for years (from police, court and offender records), it took some
bright young analysts to turn it into information to shift ministers’ and civil servants'
thinking.

The first change might be to develop a far more differentiated - personalised - service
offer. The old offender management system grouped prisoners into a small number of
security classifications (category A, B, C prisons and so on), and the probation service used
four classifications based on assessed risk and severity of sentence.

But other countries had developed far more sophisticated systems that allowed them
to categorise - and hence deal with - offenders in a much more targeted way. The
Netherlands, for instance, operated a system based on 40 offender types and 40 offender
pathways, each with a different configuration of services designed to rehabilitate
offenders.

The first customer segmentation in the UK distinguished between offenders who were
"young thieves", “"career criminals" and "mid-life mistakes", each demanding a very
different response from the criminal justice system than did the essentially one-size-fits-

all approach of the past.

Conclusion

This paper has described one possible future of a reformed system. The questions it raises
are twofold. First, will it take a Reducing Reoffending plc to bring about the change
needed, or is a milder, less challenging option realistic? Second, are the circumstances
described above, or something like them, feasible?

The problem with the radical option described is that it overturns many existing power
bases, jobs, roles and rewards. Big change is always destabilising. So a question arises
about whether incentives from within to change are sufficient for customers' interest
to be put first. | would like to think that somehow vision will triumph from within the
system. If it does not, the politicians must do what they are elected for.
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