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Foreword

Automatic conditional release (ACR) was introduced under the 19?1
Criminal Justice Act for prisoners serving sentences of berween one and four
years and. for some prisoners serving longer sentences. This report presents
the findings of a two-year study of the new arrangements based upon a
postal survey of all probation services; interviews with prisoners, prison offi-
cers, field- and prison-based probation officers, probation manzgers and
magistrates; and a casefile anzlysis in five probation areas. This approach
enabled the researchers to build up a very detsiled picture of ACR from a
number of different perspectives. From this material they were able to
produce a detafled analysis of the implementation of the pew provisions and
identdfy problems which prdson and probation staff encountered in trying to
achieve effective throughcare.

CHRIS LEwrs
Head of Offenders and Corrections Unit
Research and Staristics Directorate



Augornatic Corciitional Release: the first two years

Acknowledgements

The authors wish to express their gratitude to the Home Office for funding
the study on which this report is based and in particular to past and present
members of the Research and Planning Unit (now Research and Statiseics
Directorate), ‘who provided invaluable support throughout. These included
George Mair, Jolie Vennard, Caral Heddeman, Chardie Lioyd and Tom Ellis.
'We are also indebbed to the numerous members of the Probation and Prison
Services who granted us access, provided information, agreed to be inter-
viewed or responded to our questionnaires, especially in the probation areas
where most of the detafled research was carried out. A3 we do not name
these areas in the report, most will have to remain anonymous.
‘We would however like to thank espechally the governors and staff of the
two prisons where most interviews were cacried out, Cardiff and Bristol.
Mr Nsall Clifford (Governor) and Mr John Jones (Senior Probation Officer) in
Cardiff prison had to put up with us over the longest period, and proved
unfailingly patient snd supportive.

Further thanks sre due to & large number of others with relevant expert
koowledge, who gave their time frecly in formal or informal interviews or
dlscuadongmups.menehc’ludedaeﬂumthejusucu,uaslmm.md
members of the Association of Chief Probation Officers, the Home Office
Probation Divisions and the Probation Inspectorate. We would particularly
Hke to mention Lorns Culverhouse and Trish Wincote in this context. Floally,
we are grateful to several collesgues at the University of Wales, Candiff, who
helped with data collection and analysis, or offered useful advice: namely,
Samantha Edwards, Anita Huggins, Tim John, Cathy Lisles, Lesley Noaks,
Martin Read and Vanessa Tempest.

MmxE MAGUIRE AND BRIGITTE PEROUD
University of Wales, Cardiff

PeETER RAYNOR
University of Wales, Swansea



Contents

Breaches of Heenoe and recoavictions
Aims of supervision and generil comments

‘68&5& '.:."Sou-:- & T E g

YRARA

EARS



Automatxc Conditonal Release: the first two years

£ On Heence in the community
Compulsory licence and the Probation Service
Questions of priority
Spedialisation
Standards: officers’ views and levels of adherence
Standards: noo-compliance, enforcement and discredon
Breaches of licence: outcomes
‘The rationale and content of ACR supexvision
‘The Kcensees’ perspective
ACR licence and social integration
Other miscellanecus problems

5 Interservice Haison in ACR
Lizison during the custodial part of the sentence
Sentence planning in practice

288 JREBE BJFdA JdJdgRPRAV22

References 101

Publications 105



Summary

‘The report presents the findings of 2 two-year study of automatic conditional
release (ACR), which was introduced under the Criminal Justice Act 1991,
for offenders sentenced to at least twelve months but less than four years
Imprisonment, and for prisoners serving longer sentences who were not
released on discretionary conditional release (DCR). The study was based
upon interviews, questionnaires and casefile analysis in five probation areas
and several prisons, as well as a national survey of probation servicea. Those
interviewed included prisoners before and after release, prison officers, fiekd
and seconded probaton officers, probation managers and magistrates.

Chapter 1 outlines the background to the introduction of ACR, specifically
the Cadisle report's recommendations to replace parole with cady release
for short- t0 medium-term prisoners, the Prison Service’s aim (encouraged by
the Woolf report) of lovolving prison officers more closely in rehabilitative
programmes, and the revival of the concept of throughcare in probation
service policy. This chapter also provides an outline of the main procedural
clements of the system, and the official guidelines and standards laid down
for practiioners.

Chaprer 2 focuses upon the custodizl phase of the new system, exploring
the views and experiences of prisoners, prison siaff and seconded probation
offfcers. These interviews revealed chat prisoners’ understandiog of the pew
system was poor in the esrly months, but by Iate summer, 1994, over three-
quarters of them understood it well. A majority of all prisoners interviewed
aiso considered ACR to be = better and fulrer system than parole,

Contact with prison-based probation officers was not generally seen as
helpful and, while attitudes towards ‘outside’ probation officers were more
positdve, under 60 per cent of prisoners had received a visit from their
prospective supervisor. Even so, most felt that they would eventually ‘get
something out of' supervision, and about one in five that It might affect thelr
offending behaviour.

Only a third of the prison officers surveyed feit knowiedgeable about the
Aﬂmﬂ&emﬂwk&&nmtﬂﬂmmmm

were cvenly split between approval and disapproval of ACR, but two-thirds

supported the introduction of sentence planning. Although many of these
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officers were involved in sentence planning, a large majority had livtle or no
contact with probation officers.

Prison managers were mainly supportive of the ideas behind ACR, but
generally felr that the sentence planning element was not yet working
becauase of a Iack of resources, inadequate training and increases in the
prison population. Some argued that it would be more realistic to target
those who presented a particular risk or who were most suitable for special
forms of intervention, rather than developing plans for all short-term
prisoners on release.

Seconded probation officers echoed many of these comments. They also
described the quality of prison officers’ assessmenrs and reports for sentence
planning as poor; and some compizined that their own expertise bad been
ignored by prison managers. Others were pleased that the role of the
seconded officer had been clarified, and In prisons where relationships with
governors were good, there was evidence of more fruitful partnerships.

Chaprer 3 presents the results of a survey of probation services in England
and Wales, conducted in Autumn 1994, to which 47 of the 55 areas
responded. About 5,600 offenders were under supervision on ACR Heence at
the ime of the survey, but this figure was expected 1o increzse substantially
as the rise in prison numbers fed through. Ahout one-third of the probation
arcas had fully specialised throughcare texms and most of the remainder
were part-specialised: this was generally seen as cost-effective, though Iess
sultable in large rural countles.

Long and costly journeys, sudden transfers of prisoners, vnavailability of
sentepce planning staff and poor interviewing facilities were cited as the

main problems Gaced in contacts with prisons and prisoners.

The probation managers responding to this survey generally considered that
the most important objecdves of supervision were protétiing the public and
ensuring compliznce with licence conditions. Rehabilitative aims were
considerably less important. They reported or opined that levels of comph-
ance with reporting requirements were high, although this does not accond
with information recorded in casefiles or comments made in interviews.
They also suggested that magistrates were genenally illinformed about the
new system and tended to treat breach cases too leniently.

Chapter 4 examines supervision practice at local Jevel in three of the five
probarion areas studied. It is bascd mainly on an apalysis of 288 casefiles,
short questonnaires on 201 of these cases completed by the supervising
probation officer, 39 Interviews with probation staff, and 42 interviews with
offienders originally interviewed in prison and seen again ax the end of their



licence period. Evidence is presented from the caseflles of the widespread
use of diacretion, by both probation supervisors and thelr managers, in rela-
don to complimce with National Standards; and a failure to mect official
targets in considerable proportions of cases. For example, only 72 per cent
of offenders wexe seen within two days of release from prisoa: only 26 per
cent received a home visit within five days; and 28 per cent missed threc or
more appointments, over half of them without acceptable reasons recorded
(although, only a very small proportion were breached).

A primary focus for most probation officers was persuading offenders to
comply with reporting requirements. Practical assistance was also promi-
nent, but there was little evidence of serious counselling work or offenders’
attendance at group programmes. This, supervising officers argued, was dae
to short licence periods, the lack of preparatory work in prisons, and the
fact that ACR licensees were not “volunteers' for probation assistance.

Interviews with licensees confirmed the picture of officers’ difficulties in
achieving strict compliance, but produced encoursging findings in terms of
opinions of the helpfulness of the supervision and the personsi qualities of
the officer.

Chapter 5 focuses upon lisison and co-operation between the prison and
probation services in relation to ACR. This aspect of the system emerges as
particulaty problematic, and evidence from several sounces paints a picture
of poor communication, little personal contact, fallures and delays (on
both sides) in transmitting forms and reports, and probation officers’
dissatisfaction with the quality and usefulness of the documentation
received. The general conchusion is that the ideal of joint planning remalned
far from realisation: insofar as they had contzct with prisons, field probation
officers tended to concentrate upon making themselves known to prisoners,
rather than on formulating joint plans with the staff there. Most supervisors’
pre-release work, 100, was concerned with contacting families and outside
agencies, rather than with prison programmes. In other words, the through-
carc and sentence planning elements of the system had not become inter
twined as intended, and there was In reality little coherent, co-ordinated
preparation for release: in many cases, the supervising officer "started again’
once the offender left prison.

Chapter 6 addresses questions abour the overall effectiveness of ACR It~
suggests that It is too early to form firm conclusions, but that artitudinsl
measures (CRIME-PICS) showed some positive change In offenders’ attitudes
to offending and to vicims. Also, an analysis of known reoffending rares
among a small sample of completed licensees Indicated that these were well
below expected rates, although this finding must be treated with caution as
it Is lkely to reflect some under-recording.
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Finally, Chapter 7 draws the threads together, with a reftesstion of the main
positive and negative findings on how the system was working, followed by
2 discussion of the main problems identified and of possible ways of tackling
them. One idea considered is encouraging greater use of discretion, guided
by risk amessment, in both supervision and sentence planning, 50 that work
is reduced with some offenders in order to gain space for intenslve work
with others.



| Introduction

This report presents the results of a rwo-yeac research project, funded by the
Home Office Research and Statistics Directorate. The primacy alm was to
monitor and appraise the implementation of new arrangements, under the
Criminal Justice Act 1991, for the throughcare of offenders sentenced to
terms of Imprisonment of 12 months or over, but less than four years. From
1st October 1992, all such prisoners became subject to ‘Automatic
Conditional Release’ (ACR). This meant that they would be released at the
halfway polnt In thelr sentence, half of the remaining time being served
under supervision by a probation officer in the community and the final
quarter spent “at risk’ of betng returned to prison to serve the rest of thelr
sentence in the event of belng convicrted of a new offence. These arrange-
ments replaced the system of discretionary reiease on parole which had
been in operation since 1968: discretionsry release ('DCR") on the recom-
mendation of the Parole Board is now applicable only to prisoners serving
four years and over!

Background to the changes

The reforms in question largely followed the recommendations of the
Carlisle Commirtee’s Report on Parole in England and Wales (Hlome Office
1988a). The Committee had been set up in response 10 a general weakening
of confidence in the existing parole system. At the broadest level, this had
been fuelled by deciining firith, evident since the mid-1970s, in the “rebabili-
tative ideal’. A large body of research evidence had thrown into doubt the
assumption that decislon-makers could identify individuals who wounld
respond better to one form of penal ‘tretment’ rather than another When
other facrors were held constant, the choice of a custodial or non-custodial
sentence, a2 longer or shorter prison term, or a more or less intensive
programme of rchabilitation, appeared to make little difference to the
chances of reconviction (Martinson and Lipton 1975; Brody 1976; Folkard et
al 1978). In both Britain and the United States, such findings had a major
impact on the thinking of academics, policy-makers and practitioners alike.
They also helped sustain the growing influence upon pensl policy of the

1 Tt should be poted thes AR is aiso applicebls 0 wa impormant casegory of upir bl Peiscasirs: ol Thone aurvicy
oux yams or over who are refised DCR are evenouslly nedensed £ the two-thicds polm In thelr scoaence, md then
became subject to probation supervisios eader the ACR scheme. Howeves, a8 e stuly wag carvied om essly in the
Bl of dhe pew sy, oo Such alfasders hed yet sppeived In e satple popaixion.
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philosophy of ‘just desserts’, with its emphasis on consistency of pumish-
ment - the imposition of penalties commensurate with the serlousness of
the offence, rather than tailored to the needs or personal circumstances of
the offender (see, for example, Home Office 1988b, 1990). This philosophy
was clearly andpathedc to the individualised approach embodied in parole
systems, whose defenders in both countrdes found it increasingly difficult 1o
justify the selection of certain prisoners for early release: in the absence of
conchusive evidence thar parole reduces reoffending, such selection became
widely seen as inequitahle to others who had to serve their full sentence
(roionos a stapdard remission period).

Attention to anomalies in the parole system had also been heightened by reac-
tions to reforms introduced in 1983 by the then Home Secretary, Leon
Bejttan, particularly a reduction of the ‘parole threshold' (Le. the migimum
period to be served in prison before cligibility for release on parole) from 12
months 1o six months, and & broad policy of denying parole to violent or
drugs offenders sentenced 10 five years or over These reforms had the effect
of further reducing the correbmion between lengths of time actally served
and lengths of sentence passed by judges. For example, many prisoners
seatenced to 18 months were now spencling the same tme in prison as those
sentenced to 12 months. This erosion of differentials was seen a3 unsgtisfec-
tory both by judges, many of whom feft that the Executive was usarping the
judicial function of determining the appropriate penalty, and by prisoners,
who widely regarded the award of parole as a 'lottery”. It also focused more
attention upon the secretive and unaccountable nature of parole decision-
making, with no representation for prisoners, 0o reasons given for decisions
and no avenue for appeals. (For a detalled discussion of criticisms of both
principle and practice in the parole system, see Maguire 1992)

As regards prisoners with semtences below four years, the adoption of the
Carlisle recommendations removed the above grounds for criticism at a
stroke. By stipulatiog that all such offenders should serve half their sentence
in custody and the remaining half outside,? they abolished executive
discretion In the determinaticn of release dates and established & consistent
relationship between sentence passed and time actually served. However,
the changes were much less fanreaching for longer term prisoners: while
some important procedural reforms were introduced, the central element
of discretionzry release remains in place for those senrenced to four years
or over

‘While Carlisle’s arguaments for automatic conditional release rested chiefly
on principles such as equity and justice, the committee also argued that

2 Trabould be noted ot Caslige roctsanetaied susomaic felente 3¢ the half-way pois fur all those serving 4p & aud
m‘h:mnﬁ-hmmmmmuuwﬂaﬂuhy—ﬁ
Office 1 para



post-release sapervision could be beneficial in rehabflitstive terms, specifi-
cally through prohation officers helping ex-prisoners to ‘become inregrared
Into law-abiding communitics’ (Home Office 1988a:63). In developing this
argument, the commitiee advocated the revival of a principle which had
been neglected for some years: that of ‘throughbcare’. As this principle now
plays 2 central part in the ACR system, [t Is worth digressing briefly to
outline its history.

The basic idea of throughcare - continuity between work done with prisoners
to prepare them for release and work done with them by probation officers
afier release - was first taken seriously In policy terms by the Advisory
Council on the Treatment of Offenders in the early 1960s. Following its
report, The Organisation of Aftercare (ACTO 1963), the Probation Service
began to overcome its long-standing antipathy towards involvement In
custody-based activitics and it became normal pracrice for officers to be
seconded to prisons to perform a welfare role, to prepare prisoners for
release and w facilitate aftercare and superviston srmangements for those
with special needs. The introduction of parole in 1968 sccelerated this
process, the Probation Service playing a major part in the preparaton of
mporlsiorthehmlenoudmduldngonmﬂrupomﬂﬂnylbtsupawﬂon
In the communiry*

The idea of systematic ‘throughcare’ became more prominent in the 1970s,
it being widely argued that, to be effective, rehabllitative work should begin
at an early stage in a prisoner’s sentence and should be continued in a
consistent mapoer after nelease. To this end, efforts were made to create
better channels of between seconded and field probation
officers, as well as to prison officers In the process through engage-
ment In ‘shared work" with probation staff in the prisons (see, for example,
Jepson and Hiiott 1985). The achievement of these idesls, however, was
greatly hindered by continuing problems of communicstion between the
partics inside and outside prison, by the reluctance of oversiretched proba-
tion sexvices to devote sufficient resources and priority to throughcare and
aftercare, and by confusion among seconded probation officers about the
precise nature of their role. As a result, interest In throughcare declined
during the 1580s until its revival with the introduction of the new parole
arrangements and a simuitaneous revival of emphasis upon the welfare role
of prison staff,"encouraged partly by the recommendations of the Woolf
Committes on Prison Dishixbances (Woolf 1991).

An important clement of throughcare under the new system (also endorsed
by Carlisle) Is ‘senvence planning’. This was officially implemented for ACR

) roox sfiescace had besn provided by the Discharged Feisonars” Ald Socketies. The Feobation Secvics dosk

basis anly with pecticoler cuscgorics of affender for whom post-reicsse supervision was compulsory” thete
mwmmmmu duks sentenced 10 preventive detention.
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prisoners in November 1993, although it had been started with DCR prisoners
in October 1992 and some prisons had introduced it voluntarily in ACR cases
In the interim period. Jt entalls the drawing up by prison officers, in consul-
tation with the Probation Service, of 4 specific plan for work with each pris-
oncr, Mentifying his or her problems and needs and recommending suitable
courses or other means of addressing them. In theory, the sentence plan
constitutes the first element of a coherent, integrated plan for work with
offenders, ‘which Is completed by means of the supervision plan followed by
4 field probartion officer after release.

Of course, the idea of investing considerable resources in the creation of
Individual plans for, and in the postaclease supervision of, all prisoners
sentenced to twelve months or more In prison, seems difficult 1o reconcile
with the 'penologicil pessimism’ - the doubts about the capacity of rehabili-
tative programmes to alter offending behaviour to any significant degree -
which has characterised much criminological thinking over recent years and,
as noted above, contributed greatly to the Carlisle recommendations to
reduce the use of discretionary parole in the first place. In our view, this
contradiction has not been fully confronted or resolved, either in the Cadisle
report or in the subsequent policy and practice documents. Rather, it has
been Iost sight of as new discourses have grown up about the aims of super
vision In the community In these disconrses, verms such as ‘rehabilitation’
and ‘social work with offenders’ have been replaced by a variety of tougher
sounding words and phrases. Three concepts, in particular, have been
prominent; probation sapervision as part of the sentence; 2s 2 tool for
protecting the public; and 28 an aid to the resctilement of ex-prisoners.

The first of these, the notlon of supervision as part of the seatence, has
much more to do with punishment than with rchabilitation. Carlisie placed
considerable emphasis upon this point. The report called for measures to
tighten up procedures for ensuring compliance with Heence condidons,
recommending stricter National Standards and dearer rules on punishing
breaches (Home Office 19882:93). As we shall see, achieving ‘compliance’
has become a central concern of many probation officers, sometimes over-
shadowing other objectives. For most ACR lcensees, too, it might be said
that the panitive (or, at least, 'inconveniencing’) aspect of supervision - the
requirement to present themselves 2 set number of times at a probaton
office - i3 predominant, there being no comparable requirement to co-
opente whth rehabilitative programmes.

The second concept which has gained a prominent place in the langnage of
conditional release is that of supervision as 4 means of ‘monitoring’ or
‘copmrolling’ offenders. This was accorded considerable importance by the

d A#mh“hhumm-h-—.hmmﬂm
1




Carlisle committes in relation to DCR, where it sought 10 enhance the level
of control by encouraging the Parcle Board in suitable cases to attach *mone
rigorons’ conditions to Heences and to consider new monitoring techniques
such as testing urine for drugs (Home Office 1988a:92). However, where
ACR prisoners were concerned, Carlisie recommended neither extra licence
conditions nor powers to return them to prison on the grounds of general
concern about Hfestyle. In other words, the assumption - broadly echoed in
subsequent policy - seemed to be that protection of the public and preven-
tion of reoffending can be achieved through a monitoring process based
lacgely, if not solely, on the requirement of regular meetings with a probaton
officer? Relatively little attention was pald to what, precisely, the officer
should do at these meetings and how this might achieve the desired outcomes.

The third prominent notion, which is the only one clearly assoclated with
the rehabllitative ideal, is thar of resettlement. This was often an aim of
Parole Board members in the past when recommending short ‘launch’
periods of supervision for longer term prisoners who would not have been
granted parole on other grounds. There was concern that such prisoners,
who may have [ost touch with relatives and have no home or job to go to,
could be simply released 'cold’ at the end of their sentence. Indeed, it had
been 2 general criticism of parole that many of those who most needed prac-
tical help and support from probation officers after release - who were ofien
also those at greavest risk of reoffending - did not receive parole and were
thus denied this support (Hall Williams 1975; Maguire 1992). The Carlisle
committee’s recommendation of supervision for all prisoners sentenced to
twelve months or over' was based 10 a Jarge extent on Its perception of the
high value of probation sssistance in achieving resettlement (sec Chapter 9
of the report). It also saw early preparation for release 25 2 key clement in
this process and urged probation services to place a higher priority on
throughcare than it had received in the past. As will be shown later, some
probation officers (including managers) have Bkewise come to see the facill-
tatdon of resettiement as the main 2im of supervision, and place a primary
emphagis upon practical tasks such as helping ex-prisoners to find housing
and jobs.

Finally, it shouid be pointed cut that, while much of the official shetoric
surrounding the introduction of ACR has stecred away from claims that post-
release supervision has a direct "rebabilitative’ effect, focusing instead upon
the aims of punishment and control, it is not difficult to find practitioners

3  Commsy 0o Carlsle¥ picommmendation (Floma Gilice 1908x97), the leghiinion doey sllow ot conditions 1o be
moached 0 ACR Heeaces, sithongly these were mee in our experisace. K Is alio possible, whens the supervising
ofices Is concersed show 2 Bernsce's Diaxyle, Sir & reques 16 be s for new condidiony 50 be aitached tw the
lcenee postslease, bat this bl ocoored in onlly cow of the cmtos In our smmples,

6  Caxilsic (hought that there was a goad cese in principle for compuisory sopervision of sl relsssed prisoners, bur
concioded e b would oot be ‘con-efiective’ 10 eerend the seheme b scdolks seotenced to Jess than tweve monthy
Qo Ollice 19860:72). This ergoment wos acoepted by the gonerasying, &nd shorier berm. Prisoners &e now
Teleapsd munormmtically st the halF-ansy pokt In Lhalr scotence withow soporvision.
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who feel it has rehabilitative potential, given adequare resources. Indeed,
even acsdemic belief in the possibility of rehablilitating offenders through
probation intervention has seen something of a revivel in recent yezrs. This
has not been marked by the idealism and overoptmism of the 1960s, but
‘neo-correctionalists’ (Palmex 1992) have begun to produce evidence that
specific kinds of programme ‘work" with particular kinds of offender,
and probation services in many countries are experimenting with new
approaches based on, inter alia, cognitive theories, direct confrontation of
offending behaviour, and education about drugs and zicoho! (sce, for
example, Gendreau ef al 1987; Ross ef al 1986; Trotter 1993; Raynor and
Vanstone 1994). This is reflected in the increasing emphasis, in probation
policy statements and in practice guidelines, upon the sim of addressing
offending behaviour (see below). Such approaches, of course, may be appro-
priate only for cerzin kinds of offender Moreover, many probation officers
argue thar their success depends heavily upon the willlng co-operation of
the offender. They therefore do not appear to sit easily with the notion of
compulsory supervision, to strict Nztional Standards, of ail ex-prisoners.
They may also be undermined by the severe administeative burden which
mass corapulsory supervision imposes upon the Probation Sexvice.

To conclude, while this report Is concerned to a Jarge extent with practical
issues arising from the introduction of ACR, these can only be fully under
5tood in the light of fundamental questions, such as those raised above,
about the purposes of the system and how these are interpreted by the
different parties invoived in its implementation.

The ACR system and National Standards

We now provide a brief description of the ACR scheme, inchuding its formal
provisions, the procedures involved in throughcare, sentence planning and
supervision on licence, and the main thrust of the official standerds end
guidelines which have accompanied Its implementation.

As noted above, all offenders receiving custodizl sentences of at least one
year, but less than four yedrs, are entitied to automatic conditional release at
the half-way point in their semtence, taking into account any time spent in
custody on remand. The second half of their sentence is served in the
comumunity, but during this period they remain ar risk of being returned to
prison 10 serve out the full sentence if they are convicted of a further crime.
For the first half of the period in the community (Le. for the third quarter of
their sentence), they are supervised on licence by a probation officer: if
they fiil 1o meet the requirements of the licence, they can be charged in a
magistrates’ court with a breach of licence and dealt with in a variety of
ways, including being returned to cystody. The final period of the sentence
is compieted without supervision, but they remain at risk 2s described above.



The general principles and core procedures of the throughcare process are
covered by the National Framework for ibe Ybroughcare of Qffenders
(Home Office Probation Service Division and Prison Service 1993). This
document was prepared jointly by the Home Office and Prison Service, in
consultation with senior representatives of the Probation Service. It brings
together the Prison Service’s twin policies of developing programmes to
prepare offenders for release and of fostering closer co-operation with the
Probation Sexvice (both recommended by the Woolf Committee and adopted
by the government in the 1991 White Paper, Custody Care and Justice) with
the Home Office Probation Division's development of National Standards for
supervision. These standands, which apply to probation orders as well as to
postcustodial supervision, were first set out in a booklet called National
Standards for ibe Supervision of Offenders in tbe Community (Home
Office 1992). More detailed than the Framework, they stpulate the specific
tasks and responsibilities of the various practitioners at cach stage of the
process. The National Standards underwent a process of re-evaluation in
1994 and 2 revised version was published in March 1995 (Home Office 1995).

Both the Pramework and the National Standards express a strong commit-
ment to the principle of throughcare and to the two services sharing
responsibility for its achievement. They also lay down ‘expected practice’.
‘While not legally binding, they have considerable force in practice, not least
because compliance with standards constitutes a major focus of visits by
both the Probation Inspectorate and HM Inspector of Prisons.

Both documents enrphasise the importance of (3) starting work with prisoners
at an early stage of their sentence and (b) continuing communication and
co-operation between the main parties involved in the process. The through-
care process is expected to begin shortly after an offénder is commirtted to
prison. New prisoners are interviewed by a2 member of the prison staff’ who
draws up a formal ‘senténce plan'. This secks to identily the ndividual's
problems and needs and proposes wiys of dealing with them, _
Sentence plans are clearly defined In the Frameworik as 2 responsibility of
the Prison Service, mther than of Probation, but both here and in National
Standards 1t is stressed that seconded probation officers and prospective
supecvising probation officers should be consulted during their preparation.
In many prisons inmates are now allocated a ‘personal officer’, 2 member of
the uniformed staff, whose tasks inchude oversight of the progress of their
sentence plan. The seconded probation officer may contribute to its execu-
ton by, for example, advising the personal officer, organising groupwork
programmes, or counselling prisoners individually.” He or she is also
expected 1o keep the supervising officer informed about progress and any
changes 10 the plan. Plaps are reviewed perlodically (at least once a year is

7  Tha preciss oec made of scconded probation officens” skills peoasing, boweves Jargely In the hands of Lhe prison
povernor. who detws up i Comeaet lor the former's services with che local Chief Frobuxioa Olices
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stipulated) and, once again, it is intended that all three of the main parties
should contribute to these reviews. A Bnal review takes place two months
before release and an official ‘discharge report’, intended to ensure continu-
ity between work with the offender Inside and ourtside prison, is then
prepared. The prison is required to send this to the supervising officer,
together 'with other relevant documents from the prisoner’s file, at least one
‘week before release.

In additon, the Prison Service should request a ‘pre-discharge report’ from
the supervisiog officer, which the latter should return at least 2 month
before the offender leaves prison. At the time of our research, the standard
form for these reports was fairly brief, requesting only the discharge address,
reporting instructions and detalls of any special needs or concerns (e.g.
reganding possible contact with victims). The npew Standards, however,
require much more information - including a formal risk assessment - and
‘should be based on an interview with the offender (Home Office 1995:
46-7). On the supervising officer’s recommendation, 2 Governor grade
officer in the prison may decide to add extra conditions to the stzndard
lcence, athough these are comparatively rare in ACR cases.

Precise guidelines in the Natlonal Slandanis also cover offenders’ contact
with probation officers after release. The 1992 version required them to
make face to face contact with the supervising officer’ @in the day of relcase
or, in exceptional circumstances, the next day.” Subsequent visits by the
offender to the office were required first within ten working days, then once
a week for the rest of the first month, and not legs than wonthly thercafter”
In addition, the officer was required to carry out a visit to the offender’s
home within five days (unless his or her line manzger decided that there was
an exceptional risk to personal safety).

Faflure to artend appointments has o be recorded, rogether with any expla-
pation given by the offender. Both versions of National Slandards state that
if the officer does not consider there to_he. any acceptable explanation, at
the very least a formal warning should be given. A second warming may be
given for a further failure 10 comply (without acceptable explanation), but
on the third occasion breach action should be instituted. The 1992 version
allowed supervision to conrtinue without breach, 'in limited clrcumstances
only’, i this course of action was ‘approved by the probation manager as
being in the best interest of the objectives of supervision® (Flome Office
1992:115).* Unlike in the previons parole systern (and in the current DCR

8 Bec Home Office 1992:109. The 1993 varalon relaxed vhe nequiresent slightly, stxting that the Intviel meetng shonld
be on the duy of releme "where poacticable. . and in aoy cvem on Lhe Déxt wodkiog day after reltase! (Home Ollice
19958,

9  These requirements were Sghtened sighsdy In the 1999 version, which stipulates Rrcalghtly wisks Sor tie seoond
mnd third mootiss sfoer celense.

10 7Tois speciic pawer of discretion 'was removed n the new version, which sres "st most two wamings Ia axy L3
monch period of Eoence xxxy be given before broach proccodisgs mre Kalimied” (Home Ofice 1993:5%), althuugh s
gencsl power was granced W miaagens 10 depart from the Smndands in everption] dromnstances (Some Odice
199%:1)




system), decisions to return ACR offenders to poson for breach of licence
are taken solely by the courts, not the Parole Board In Chapters 3 and 4, we
shall befly outline the approaches which magistrates appeared to be adopt-
ing in such cases.

Ar a more general level, the 1992 version of National Standards defined
three objectives for the supervision of offenders on licence which, it was
stated, were analogous to the objectives of supervision under a probation
order (Home Office 1992:101). These were:

@ protection of the public;
() prevention of reoffending;
Al successful reintegration in the community.

These objectives, it was implied, were best met by promoting continuity
throughout the sentence (‘epsuring that the work done with the offender in
custody is carried on to the comonroity part of the sentence”) aind by the
supervising officer

‘establishing a professional relationsbip, in wbich to advise, assist
and befriend ihe offender with the aim of:

(D enforcing the conditions of ibe licence and securing the qffendery
co-operaiion and compliance with ibose conditions;

(#) cballenging tbe offender to accept responsibility for bis or ber
crime and gaining their co-operation in avoiding offending in
the future;

(i) belping tbe offender io resolve personal difficulties linked with
offending and acquire new skills;

Guv) molivating and assisting the offender to chbange for tbe beiter
and o become a responsitle and low-abiding member of tbe
community;

(») assessing the rish of the offender reqgffending and/or of preseriing
a danger to the public and responding appropriately’ (op cit:
101-102)

The majn difference between supervision on a probadon order and on ACR
Hcence, it was also stated, was that the Jatter should be ‘more intensive’. In
particulsr, it included an early home visit, which ‘can belp impress upon the
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offender that he/she is still serving parnt of the sentence 8o that he/she is in
no doubt as to the demands imposed by the supervision pesiod’ (p102).

‘While the objectives listed above secm clear enough, National Standards,
like the Carlisle report, has never acknowiedged possible contradictons (or,
at least, mixed messages) in the procedures recommended for achieving them.,

For example, in the 1992 version, prime emphasis was put upon strict
complisnce with licence conditions and reporting requirements, reflecting
the new understanding of probation supervision as ‘punishment in the
community' through explicit resirictions on [iberty (Home Office, 1990),
and perhaps hoping to convey 1o offenders the addirions] message that “you
are being watched'."

Yet on the other hand, favourable reference wis made to the traditional
Probation Service motto of ‘advise, assist and befriend’ and to aims such as
‘motivating and assisting’ offenders, 'gaining their co-operation® and 'heiping
them to resclve personal difficaliies’: in other words, counselling practices
teaditionally associated (principally under probation orders) with the super-
vision of offienders who have been specially selected as likely to respond and
who have formaily assented to the process.

‘The new version of National Standards does not appear to us to clarify the
issue grestly. Interestingly, it replaces the aim of ‘redntegration in the
community’ with that of ‘rehabilitation of the offender’ (Home Office
1995:43), bur ar the same tme omits the reference 10 the importance, in
achieving the stated aims, of 'establishing a profiessional relationship, in
which to advise, assist and befriend the offender’. Iostead, it sets out the
principles of new ‘supervision plans’ (to bufid on sentence plans), in which
emphasis is given to ‘challenging crimrinal behaviour' and “encouraging
change in attitude’ (bid p.50). Whether these can be effective in the context
of a large-scale, compuisory and explicitly punitive system of post-relesse
supervision, of course, remains open to question.

Scope and methods of the research

The rescarch project was initiared ‘with five main objectives in mind. First, to
canvass the views of prisoners subject to ACR about the fairness of the new
armngements in compardison with parole; secondly, to explore offenders’
understandings and experiences of a system based on thronghcare and
compulsory supervision - their expectations, perceptions of its purposes,
1T Thiswes jmpiich, ibe exanply, in the semens thay & home visk ‘e hajp npress npos the offeades tior ha/khe s

sifll perving part of tha sesbence 5o deas be/she ks in oo dooiye s £o e desmmds Intposed by the supacvision perfod”
(Rome Office 1990=102).




and responses in practice; thirdly, to seek indicators of the effectivencss of
the system, including earfy Jevels of reoffending; fourthly, to gather opinions
from the other main actors in the throughcare system - prison officers,
seconded probation officers and field officers - about how well it was
working and how it might be improved; and finally, to look at the attitudes
and sentencing practices of magistrates In relation to cases of breach of
Lcence condidons or reoffending while on licence.

Most of the research was cirried out in five probation areas, which will not
be identified in the report. Three of these areas were selected for detalled
research, Information being gathered on all aspects of the system, ‘while the
other two were examined in less depth. In addition to statistical information
held by each probation area, data wexe obiained from analysis of 288 individ-
ual casefiles, semistractured interviews with 26 field probatdon officers, and
specially designed assessment forms for 201 of the 208 cases in our samples,
completed by the supervising officers. Further, interviews were conducted
with a total of 249 prisoners in eleven prisons, 136 uniformed prison
officers completed a questionnzire, and mmnerous lnformal interviews were
carried out with senior probation and prison managers, magistrates, court
clerks and other Interested parties. Forty-two of the prisoners were reinrer-
viewed after release, towands the end of thelr supervision period. In addi-
tion, a questioncaire was sent to all 55 probation areas in England and Wales;
the team attended a number of practitioners’ conferences and workshops on
topics relating to throughcare, ACR and sentence planning; they ‘sat in on’®
an official inspection of the ACR arrangements in one probation area (carried
out by a Probation Inspector); and a considemable amount of academic,
Home Office snd Probation Service litersture was sifted for background
information. More detailed descriptions of the data collection methods,
mmmmmmmﬁnum
at appropriate points in the text. -

Structure of the report

The report s divided into seven chapters. In Chapter 1 we bave provided a
broad introduction 10 the thinking behind the creation of the conditional
release system, have described its structure and main procedures, and have
outlned the research methods used 1o examine its operation in practice. The
focus of Chapter 2 will be upon the custodial phase of sentences passed
under the new system, exploring the views and experiences of prisoners,
prison officers and seconded probation officers in relation to ACR, sentence
planning and preparation for relesse. Chapter 3 takes a broader look at how
the system is working, from the viewpoint of Probation Service managers
acyoes the cogntxy. This is based on the results of our sarvey of all probaton
areas in England and ‘Wales, Chaprer 4 Jooks in more depth at supervision
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after release, examining In our five study arcas the kinds of work done with
offenders, the impact of National Standands, and the handling of cases of
non-compliance with conditions. Chapter 5 will focus upen throughcare
issucs, particularly the relationships and Haison between prisons and outside
probation officers. Chapter 6 will address the issue of the effectiveness of
the new sysiem, considering how this can best be messured and providing
some data on the extent of reoffending. Finally, Chapter 7 contains a broad
summuary of the findings and a brief discussion of their implications.
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2 The custodial phase:
participants’ views

In this chapter, we focus upon the custodial phase of the sentences served
by offenders subject to ACR, expioring the attitudes of prisoners, prison siaff
and seconded probation oficers to the new system and identifying practical
issues and problems in its implementation.

The prisoners’ perspective

We began the research fieldwork In carly 1993 by interviewing two samples
of prisoners who would be subject 1o ACR, as well 23 2 small sumber who
had been sentenced prior to October 1992, and were thus stll eligible for

parole under the old system.

The main sample referred to In this chapter is what we have called the
‘Cardiff sample’. This consists of adult maje prisoners and young offenders
who were sentenced, berween October 1st 1992 and June st 1993, to a
period of at least 12 months, but Iess than foar years, and who were received
vnder sentence at Cardiff prison. Most of these were identified from records
at Capdiff prison, but some who had aiready been rransferred by the tme the
research began were identified on visits to training prisons in the South-West
region. Altogether, we found 195 prisoners who met the above criteria. For
practical reasons ~ the need to minimise costs and our plans to re-interview
as marny as possibie after reicase - the list was reduced by excluding (a)
those already transferred to prisons at some distance from Cardiff where
there were too few potential interviewees to make a special trip to see them
worthwhile, and (b) those known to have no inteption of returning to South
‘Whales aftex release.

Efforts were made to see all the remainder, either in Candiff prison or on
visits to wrainiog prisons. A smail number were unavallable through pressing
duties, lllness or re-transfer, and two refused an interview, but we have no
reason to belleve that the final interviewed population of 125 inmates differs
in any significant way from the whole population of ‘ACR prisoners' received
into Cardiff prison during the relevant period. The interviews were
conducted between Jamuary and June, 1993; just over one-third in the local
prison and the remainder in seven training prisons. This last point should be
firmly borme in mind throughout: the use of the term “Cardliff sample' does
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not mean that interviewees were always speaking about their experiences
in, or opinions of, Cardiff prison.

The majority (70 per cent) of those Interviewed were serving less than two
years and 84 per cent were adult prisoners. About ope-thind were seen cardy
in their sentence (60 per cent of these in Cardiff), one-third around the
middie point and one-third towards the end of their stay in prison. In additlon
to the Cardiff sample, we conducted interviews with a sample of adult
sentenced prisoners eligible for ACR in HMP Horfleld, Bristol. As we had no
plans to reinterview this sample, it was selected at random from among all
such prisoners who hzppened to be in that prison on cach of our visits, and
all were interviewed within the prison. The final total interviewed was 62. As
in the Cardiff sample, the majority (73 per cent) were serving under two years.

In order not to overlook any major differences that might exisc between ACR
prisoners’ views and those of prisoners still subject to the old parole system,
we interviewed 22 inmates who had been sentenced (within the same
range, one to four years) before October 1992, These were simply selected
at random from among those available for interview on visits to various
prisons. We found few differences between their responses and those of the
main samples, and only passing reference will be made to this group.

Finally, to ohrain 2 broad indication of whether views and experiences had
changed as prisoners became more familiar with the scheme, we inter-
viewed £0 more ACR prisoners 1owards the end of our fieldwork period, In
Sommer, 1994. This exercise had not been plarmed in the original research
design and had to be fited in among other pressing tasks. Consequently, as
with the 22 prisoners subject to discretionary parole, the interviewees were
not selected in 3 systematic manner, but simply co-opted ar short notice on
visits to four ptisons (one local and tchree training) as time and availability
permitted. The results must therefore be treated with some caution. The
composhion of the resuliing 'sample’ differed somewhat from the original
Cardiff sample, in that all (as opposed 10 84 per cemt) were adult prisoners
and 2 higher proportion (60 per cent compared 10 30 per cent) were serviog
sentences of two years or over. In order to save time, the interview schedule
used wzs g conskierably shortened version of the originsl, so comparzble
dara were not produced on all topics.

The interviews were conducted by four people, two male and rwo female.
Staff were genenally very supportive, locating the named nmates we asked
to see, and providing suitable private Interviewing rooms. Each prisoner
who agreed 10 take part ¢having ficst been assured of confidentiality) was
taken through a semi-structured quesdonnaire and the responses were
recorded by the interviewer. The interviews normally Iasted berween 30
mimites and an hour
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Understanding of the system

We first asked all interviewees to tell us how mmch they knew about the
new ACR arrangements - at ‘what point in their sentence they would be
released, whatr would happen once they were released, and so on.
Depending upon their answers we classified them into four groups, with
‘full', ‘fair’, ‘vagoe’, or ‘litie or 0o’ knowledge of the system (see Table 2.1).

Table 2.1

Inmate knowledge of ACR system, Spring 1993
and Summer [994

1993 1993 1994

Cardijf sample Bristol sampie sawgpie

(N=125) (N=GS]) (Nmd()

% %

Full knowledge 2 18 43
Fair knowledge 28 26 30
Vagoe knowiledge 39 32 2
Lirtle or no knowledge 11 23 4
Toual 100 9 29

As might be expected early in the implementation of 2 new scheme, many of
the prisoners interviewed in 1993 were unclear both about its purposes and
its implications for their own seatence. Overall, less than half had even = falr
knowledge of the system,' while in Bristo] almost a quarter had Hrtle or no
understanding of it. Although nearly 21l knew the date of their release, many
did not know quire how it had been arrived at; and although most were
vaguely aware that they would be subject to supervision from a particolar
probation office, many did not know for what purpose, for how long, or that
this would be followed by 2 separate "at risk’ period. One reason for the
difference between the two 1993 samples may lie in 2 contrast In the
numbers of prisoners who had seen a seconded probarion officer since thelr
sentence: a much higher propartion of the Cardiff sample had done so than
the group interviewed in Bristol. The main official source of information
about the new arrangements, inmates affirmed, was from probation officers,
rather than prison officers (some of whom, incidentally, admitied that they
were not fully familiar with the new arrangements themselves).® Even so, the

1 s ooc might expecy, okder prisoners wera batrar iofocsed than younger priscoers: more than oaethind of those
nged ovar 50 sppenced 1o oodemnd i ully

1  Fortpthree of the Candilf sampls seid that they bad had the symemn expisined by & prubstioa uflicer Qleirly evenly
divided Between Inside” sod ‘outside”’ oficers), while ooly 13 bad besn given such Informrion by s prison officer.
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majority in both samples safd that whar they knew hzd been picked up
largely from conversations with acquaintances, solicitors, other inmates and

80 O

The most common area of misunderstandipg and ignorance about ACR
concerned the 'at risk’ perlod. Many assumed that, once their period of
supetvision had come 10 an end, the sentence would be over As we shall see,
this was also the aspect of ACR to which (whether they already knew abowt
It, or had it explained by the interviewer) the greatest number objected.

The interviews conducted with prisoners over a yesr later indicated that
knowledge of the system had increased considerably (Table 2.1). We
adjudged nearly three-quarters of those responding in 1994 to have cither
‘full’ or 'fuir' knowledge (compared with 50 per cent of the adult prisoners
In the 1993 Cardiff sample). Once again, the ‘at risk” perdod was one of the
elements least known about. There were also indications of a change In pris-
oners’ sources of information: while, ance again, the majority aaid they had
simply 'picked it up’, recollectons of explanations by prison officers were
this time almost equal in oumber to those by probation officers. This may
reflect the increased involvement of prison officers in sentence planning for
ACR prisoners (see below).

Opinions of the system

‘Where jnmates were unsare of the basic rules of ACR, we exphained them in
detail: We then asked all respondents in broad terns 'what they thought of
the new system. In all three samples, considerably more regarded it
favourably than unfavourably. In the Cardiff sample, 62 per cent made gener-
ally positive comments and only 18 per cent genenlly negative comments;
the equivalent figures in the 1994 sample were 70 per cent and 22 per cent,
while in the 1993 Bristol szmple (where there were more ‘don't imows")
they were £0 per cent and 26 per cent. The great majority of the positdve
comments centred around the "peace of mind’ factor - the remgval of uncer
twinty about one's release date and the end of the distress caused by dashed
hopes or expectstions of parcle. Typical comments were:

You knouw where you stand’
No wind up, no stress’
‘Parole was a hucky dip”

The negative commems were more diverse, though the most common were
that well modvated prisoners coukl no longer eamn release &t an ezrlier point
In their sentence and that It was wrong to remain ‘at risk’ for the full period
of the sentence.
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We also asked all prisoners specifically (i) whether they thought the new
system more Or less fiir than parole (an important consideradon In the light
of the Woolf Committee’s emphasis upon fostering confidence in the justice
of the prison system amongst inmates), and (b) If they had had a choice,
under which system they would have preferred to be dealt with on their
current sentence.! The responses are summarised In Table 2.2.

Table 2.2.
Parole and ACR: Inmates” Views and Preferences
A. Perceived fairness of ACR
1993 1993 1954
Candllf semple Bristol sample sample
(Nm125) (Nmf2) Qh=t)
% % %
Fairer than parole 62 53 60
Less fatr than parole 21 16 22
No difference 14 27 10
Don't know/no response 3 3 7
Tousl 100 100 100
B. Preference for own sentence”
1993 1993
Cardiff sampie Bristol sample
(N=25) Q¥=62)
% %
Prefer ACR 64 53
Prefer parole M 37
No peeference 1 0
Don’t know/no response 2 10
Toml 100 100

= This quomion Wag Sz pix oo the 1994 semple.

3 I they went sarving ouly [2 monshs (which wosld oot heve made them cligible for parole), we ssloed s ©
imagine thas (helr curren: menrence was 15 momtbs.

7
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Overall, the results look gmtifying for the designers of the new system, It
was cleady seen as fairer than parole and - despite the fact that many prison-
ers would actually serve longer under the ACR arrangements than they
would have served under the parole system — most sald that they would opt
for it in their own case if they had the choice. It should, however, be noted
that the extent to which prisoners favoured the new system was partly
dependent apon the Iength of sentence they were serving. Among the
Cardiff sample, for example, only 51 per cent of those serving two years or
over, compared with 75 per cent of those serving under 18 months, found
the new system fairer. Similerly, 2 smaller proportion (54 per cent) of these
longer termers than of the short termers (68 per cent) stated that they
preferred to be subject 10 ACR. The main reason for these differences seems
to be that, while the 'peace of mind® factor of kmowing onc’s release dare
from early on was perceived as an attractive featuge of ACR, the price to be
pald for it ~ serving half the sentence rather than a possible third - was seen
as much higher for longer termers, especiaily those who would have
cxpected to get parole. For example, it was pointed out thar a ‘three year
man’ who would have been a ‘good bet’ for parcle will now almost certainly
serve six months longer than in the past.

Perceived changes in the behaviour of prisoners
and prison officers

Interviewees were asked whether, as far as they could tell, the changes to
the system of carly release had made any difference to how either prisoners
or prison afficers behaved.® The great majority saw no differences, although
around 12 per cent of the Cardiff sample thought that prisoners’ behaviour
bad worsened as a2 result of the introduction of ACR, mainly because, with
release no longer discredonary, there was less incentive to ‘keep one’s nose
clean’. Four per cent thought it had become better, mainly because of the
end of whar one called ‘the parole wind up’. Finally, ten per cent saw offi-
cers’ behaviour as improved, while seven per cent saw it as worse. These
larter perceptions, however, seem less Hiely to be related to the advent of
ACR per se, than to magy other changes which were taking place in prison
regimes at the same time. In sum, there was little evikience that the introduc-
tion of ACR had had any negadve effects In terms of prisonérs’ behaviour or
stalf - inmate relatons, calilng into question one of the old argaments for
the retendon of discretionary parole - that it acted as an important tool of
control within prisons (see, for exampie, Hall Willlams 1975).

4 ¥ this was their lox peison term, ioserviewess wese asked whs they had picied up fom other iomates In 1his
regand. Questions on privon belwviows ware nor Inchuled in 1994,
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Contact with seconded probation officers

Excluding young adults (who were in one prison the responsibility of
‘personal officers’ rather than probation officers), just over 50 per cent of
the Cardiff samiple, but only 49 per cemt of the Bristol sample, recalled a
meeting with a seconded probation officer at some point during their
current sentence. The majority of the Candiff sample had had only one such
meeting, and this had most often taken place in Cardif¥ prison, within a few
days of reception under sentence. The meeting had often been requested or
iniciared by a seconded probation officer (as part of z general system of
induction), rather than by the prisoner himself’*

The lower proportion who had seen a probation officer in Bristol seems to
have stemmed from a different approach within that prison’s probation
office, ‘where more emphasis was put upon intensive work with a Emited
number of offenders, mther thap attempring to ‘chase’ everybody. (Unlike
the Cardiff sample, the majority of those who had been seen, had been seen
more than once.) Bristol had two wings holding lifers and other prisoners
with special needs, a factor which inflaenced this policy. It was also worthy
of note that over half of those in the Cardiff sample whom we interviewed in
raining prisons cigimed not to have seen a seconded probation officer since
leaving Caxdiff prison. This suggests that a more selective approach to
communication with inmares tends to be adopted by probation staff in
prisons where s lower turnover of prisoners allows opportunities for more
Intensive long-term work. However, it is difficult to genemlise from a period
where policy and practice were changing rapidly in many prisons. Since the
tme of our interviews, more prisons have set up induction programmes,
which often involve probation officers. More importantly, formsl seatence
planning has been inrroduced for ACR prisoners, with official encourage-
ment of joint prison and probation staff cdrittibutions to every prisoner’s
plan. This may eventually lead to routine contact between prisoners and
seconded probation officers in most institurions, although (as will be
discussed below) some seconded probation officers told us that staff in their
prison organised sentence planning with little or no consultation.

We asked all prisoners In the 1995 samples who had seen a seconded proba-
tion officer to rate, on a scale of one to four, how helpful they had found the
contact (see Table 2.3). The results suggest that where, as in Bristol, proba-
tion artention to prisoners is more selective and more intensive, those pris-
oners who are seen will have a higher opinion of the helpfulness of the
contact than will those seen in a more ‘routine’ fashion.

3  Qaly15of the 23 In the CaniT sample had inkisted the e contact.
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Table 2.3
Ratings of helpfuiness of seconded probation officers
(Thase who had seen an officer only)

Cardiff Bristal

MN=101) (N=30)

% %

Very heipful 13 57
Quite heipful 20 37
Nox very helpful 16 3
Not at all helpfal 51 3

Total 100 100

We also asked all imrerviewees (Le. including those who had had no contact)
for any genenil comments about the role and effectiveness of prison
probation officers. Among the 1993 samples, we were able tp clgssify 40 (21
per cent) of the 187 repliies as broadly positivé and 101 (65 per cent) as
broadly negative, the remainder having mixed feelings or no opinion. Some
Insight into the reasons for the predominance of negative images can be
obtained from a selection of comments made by interviewees. The first set
undoubredly reflects 2 common inmate view of prison probation officers as
bureauncratic, ineficient, disinterested and undernesouiced ~ particularly in
local prisons, but also among the (10 us) sarprisingly large number of prisoners
in trajoiog prisons who bad had no contact with seconded officers:

‘Only routine’

A formality

‘They forget your name’

They sbould put more interest in tbe person ibey are dealing with’
Toey can't even be found, ist alope talled to’
Mmamq’mmmmm}bp@tu!mm

The second set of comments, some equally negative, some more positive,
Mustrates the fact that many prisoners sl adhere 10 the teaditional under
standing of the role of seconded probation officers as “welfare’ officers (l.c.
there to sort out inmates’ practical problems for them) and judge them
primarily according t0 how much assistance they are willing or able to
provide in response to individual requests:

Very good. They belped me for bome learve - sqried qui everytbing.’
‘They can belp peaple who've never been bere before’

There'’s not enough undersianding about peopie’s personal needs’
Tbey won't do anyibing jor you'
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dt’s just talking’
You need more belp in prison than out’

Finally, we discussed with interviewees the notion of ‘addressing offending
behaviour®, which the 1992 National Standards had identified as a centreal
element of work with prisoners (Home Office 1992:104). To mast, this was
an alien notion which they resisted - especially If it involved sharing confi-
dences with prison officers and seconded probation officers. Reasons given
included lack of respect for both these professions, copcern that what they
said would not be kept confidential, and plain disinterest in reforming their
behaviour Nevertheless, there was a significant minority (inciuding some
sex offenders on Rule 43) who actively welcomed attention of this kind and
whose complaint, if any, was that probasion officers did not have the dme to
sce them as often as they would like.

Contact with fleld probation officers

The majority (81, 71 and 85 per cent, respectively) of interviewees in the
Cardiff, Bristol and 1994 samples knew to which probation office they
would have to report on release and were aware that they had been assigned
a particular officer to supervise them. Although they often could not recall
the name of the officer, most could at least remember being contacted by
him or her by lewter. This applied even to those who had been In prison for
only a few weeks.* However, a considerably smaller proportion (47 per cent
of the 1993 samples and 42 per cent in 1994) said that they had recefved any
visits from thelr potential supervisors. This was true even among prisoners
neariog the end of their sentence: in the Cardiff sample, for example, only
58 per cent of these said that they had been visited.” As we shall see, the
priscners’ statements paint 2 very different picture than the responses of
probation managers to our national survey, most of whom thought that high
proportions of ACR prisoners were being visited.

How useful did the prisoners who had bad probation visits find them? First
of all, it should be pointed cut that only a small minority had bad more than
one such visit so, unless the prisoner and the officer knew each other
already (which was not often the case),” the visit was Hkely to serve largely
as an introduction. Secondly, we found that, in order to use resources
efficiently, probation officers tended to arrange thefr visits so that they could
see 2 'batch’ of prisoners on one dsy, and hence had only Emived tme with

T the CardiiY sample, ™7 par cent of recendy smtenced prisoners had sccne informazion sbout whe wes to Faper
vise them. Among those nesring the eod of thelr seolence, the Sguce wik B per ceat.
Moreover, In the kilow-up sorvey afier nelcase (ase Chapaer 4, 10 of 42 Licassess mid thet they had oot been visited
by o owside probation olicer while In prisoa.

8 Prescotence reports me nornmally prepaned by Jifferen: tescm of probation officurs than those fowolved In pose
sentence supervision, 50 uwlen 8 prisoner had been o Heemee to the offios previoosly, be Js molikely to bxve met
Bl Gefure suparvhiing olfices Acl even then, there Ims bewn n high feval of reorgenimtion in reeent yoins, 'with
maoy tmmiers, reducing contimmicy of perronal comuct In many aoel.

a
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any one individual (see Chapter 5). Not surprisingly, therefore, under half of
those who had recelved visits said that they had discussed their release plans
in any denll, few had recelved any practical heip from the officer who
visited and, as Table 2.4 shows, only & minody had found the visit(s) guite
helpful. Even so, It should be noted that there was much less criticism of
‘outside’ probation officers than of those based within prison ~ perhaps
because there are lower expectations of practical help from them than from
seconded officers during the prison stage of a sentence. Moreover, some
prisoners clearly found the maintensnce of comact with a sympathetic
cutsider valuable in itseif, and several said that it was 'right’ thar they should
at least meet each other before release.

Table 2.4
Prisonery’ ratings of value of visits by ‘outside’ probation officer
Cardiff Beistol
MN=51) (N=28)
% %
Very helpful 16 2
Quite helpful 25 21
Nox very helpful 2 2
Not at all beipful 37 25
Toul 100 100

'The following s a selection of comments from prisoners which llusicates
the diverse range of opinions expressed about the contacts they had had
with *‘outside’ probadon officers since thelr sentence:

‘He bas given me more positive feelings aboul relfease’

She coulin't bave done any more jor me. Sbe'll do whatever sbe con.
Ar least they try to belp.’ -

‘It was fust a formal meeting.

They want io alk about what tbey know diready’

They shouldn’t wrile - ibey sbhotld come 1o us in bere’
Waste of ber journey’

‘I don’t really know swbat they are supposed lo do’

I didn’t need tbe belp’
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Atttudes to supervision

One basic question we put to all the prisoners interviewed in 1993 was ‘Do
yOUu see any purpose to supervision by a probation officer when people
leave prison?’ Encouragingly, fewer than 20 per cent (of both samples
combined) said that they could see no purpose at all. However, many of the
positive answers referred to prisoners other than the respondent (e.g. For
some people with real problems, not for me”). Altogether, 55 per cent of the
Cardiff sample thought that they themselves wouild "get something out of’
supervision, and just eight per cent that they would 'get a lot out of it".

When asked whether supervision would make any difference to what
they did after release - and, specifically, if it would make a difference to
whether or not they reoffended - the majority said no In each case. Typical
comments iaciuded:

‘B's just a formality’

‘You get out of it what you want out of i’

o r'm going to commit a crime, I'll do it anyway’

T bave my own mind now It will make no difference’
Tt belps somme but I don't need them.
Tt just gels in the way - a bassle’

It will ruin one day a weelr’

However, there was a group of around 22 per cent in each sample who felt
that it would have some effect on their offending, if only to make them
‘more camtions’ or to “think twice'. Most meant by this some form of deter-
rent effect caused by the fact of being on conditional release, although a
small number were clearly referring to a rehabilitative effect (e.g. “will help
me get myself together?). Comments included:

It will put me back on the right inacks’
Make me cool down.’

‘Til bend tbe rules, not breah them.’

T'en more Uhely to work’

H make me more cauiious, ibink twice’
‘Slows you down'

‘More careful’

Although over 60 per cent had some previous experience of probation
supervision (chiefly under probation orders or on parole), xeiatively few had
a clear idea of the form that ACR supervision would take - the reporting
requirements, licence conditions, whether there would be any obligation to
attend groups ar treatment sessions, and so on. Most expected it to be
lacpely unrestrictive: less than one-third anticipated any Emitstions on their
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freedom or behaviour apart from the necessity to report. However, if there
were any such conditions or restrictions, a sirong majority said that they
would abide by them (15 per cent said that they would not). In Chapter 4,
we shall sec to what extent expectations matched actual experiences
of supervision.

To sum up, most prisoners did not appear t0 hold strong views about the
idea of being supervised on release. Though generally seeing it as unlikely to
have much efiect, they were prepared to co-operate with what they saw as a
fairly undemanding set of obligations in exchange for cady release. Some
regarded it as potentally helpful in practical verms (with regard 1o housing,
employment, and so on). On an encouraging oote, too, about one in five
thought that it might have some effect on their offending behaviour

Attitudes to the "ot risk’ period

As stated earlier, quite a high proportion of intervicwees were not even
aware that they would be subject to an 't dsk’ pediod following on from the
end of the supervision. But once we had explained the situation, their reac-
tons were similar 1o the rest: most found it the least palatable aspect of the
new system. It was Hioened by many to 2 suspended sentence which, in their
view, should not be tacked on to the end of 2 prison sentence. One common
line of argament was that an offender had ‘served his time* by the three-
quarter point in a seotence and should not on prindple be subject to extra
punishment, another was that the police would go out of their way to arrest
ex-prisoners for minor offences during this period, in order to see them back
in prison.

Nevertheless, a substantial minority (18 per cent of the Candiff sample)
considered that belng *at risk’ would make 2 difference to the likelihood of
their offending and some others (11 per cent) thought that it might. Their
comments included:

T won't leave myself open tbis time’
Th beep sy bead doun’
‘Knowing il'’s therve will pril me offf
‘More careful, definitely

T will be thinking about i’

It goes without saying, of course, that opinions about the effectivencss of
deterrence may bear littie relation to the success or hilure of deterrence in
practice.
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Prison officers’ views

A second element of the prison-based fieldwork entalled canvassing the
views of uniformed prison officers. This was achieved mainly throogh seif
compiction questionnaires, though these were supplemented by interviews
and informal discussions in order to explore some of the Issues in more depth.

The questionnaire survey was carried out ip Sammer 1994, a few months
after the formal introduction of sentence planning for ACR prisoners. The
quesdonngires were distributed t0 as many available officers as possible in
scven institutions, three local and four training prisons. It had become clear
from plloting that officers were unlikely to return questionnaires unless
they were first seen in person and persuaded of the value of the exercise,
then revisited to collect them (preferably on the same day). It proved
impracticable to construct a fully representative sample and seek out its
members individually, owing to officers’ other commitments, shift patterns,
leave, and 50 on, bur we made every cffort to inchude officers working in a
range of locations and capacitics within each prison. Quite high refusal and
non-fesponse rates were experienced (together around 50 per cenr), but in
the end a total of 136 returned completed questionnaires, covering between
them & broad range of ages and experience.’ If the final sample Is in any
way unrepresentative, this is most likely to be in the direction of over-
representing officers with a positive atrinide towards throughcare.

General knowledge, views and experience of the systam

A mafority of respondents to the survey catmed to be at least broadly familiar
with the msin elements of the new system (see Table 2.5). Nevertheless,
well over a third were relatively unsure, anx only a quarter were confident
that they could deal with all prisoners’ questions about jt. It also emerged, in
answer to another question, that 20 of the 136 were not even familiar with
the term ‘throughcare'.

9  They consised of 125 Bawlc Gendie and 13 Seslor or Prineipal Oificers; 125 wace male, 10 fexnie 29 pex oot had
Jons than six. yensy” mervice and 39 per cen twelvwe or more yens; 31 per cent were aged 29 o aadet, 30d 26 per
cont gver £3.
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Table 2.5
Prison officers’ understanding of the new system

Giaim 1o sndersiand it: N %

Very well 4

R

57
Not very well 37
16

No response 12 9
Total 136 100

The lack of full knowledge was reflected in a widely expressed desire for
more teaining- 87 per cent stated that they would welcome this. Excluding
non-respondents, 32 per cent rated the level of training 3o far received a8
‘poor’, and only 18 per cent as ‘good’. Morcover, 23 per cent of the full
sample szid that inadequacies in training had cansed them problems in
dealing with throughcare-related matters.

Of course, lack of knowledge was not a serious handicap to those officers
who had not yet had direct experience of this area of work. Nevertheless, it
emerged that the majority had already been personally involved in sentence
planning (65 per cent) and/or personal officer schemes (54 per ceat).

Responses from prison officers, in survey and interviews alike, suggested
that the basic principle of automstic conditional release had roughly equal
oumbers of supporters and detractors (sce Table 2.6). Those in favour cited
similar rexsons to prisoners: it reduced stress and avoided the problems that
frequendy follow refusals. Maay also stated that it was right that inmates and
their families should mow their date of relesse and be able to prepare for it
The detractors seemed 10 be concerned either about consequemt increases
to workioad for prison officers, or that certain high risk prisoners could be
released too early. There was stronger suppost for the principles of sentence
planning and throughcare, with over two-thirds in favour in both cases. On.
the other hand, over half were againgt extending these arrangements to
include adults serving under 12 months, only 22 per cent expressing
support for this idea.

The new system, most respondents agreed, had had an impact upon their
wouking lives, and over a third stated that it had mscde ‘a Jot of difference’.
‘Three-quarters reported experiencing increases in workdoad, and two-thirds
increases in ‘paperwork’. Nevertheless, roughly equal proportions sald that,
from the point of view of prison officers, the changes in work hsd been
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‘mainly for the better’ (36 per cent), ‘mainly for the worse’ (32 per cent) and
‘neither worse nor better’ (31 per cent).

Table 2.6
Prison officers’ views on the new system

ACR 7 - ) 23 15 22 100
Senrence pisnning 21 48 12 4 15 100
Throughcare o 68 4 o 27 100

In interviews, the complaints most often expressed about the new system
were about excessive ‘paperwork’, too much complexity in the release struc-
ture, Iack of time and resources, and Inadequate or non-cxistent training.
Some also fieared that prison mumbers woulkd risc as & result of breaches and
reoffending while on supervision, agaln purting extra pressure on the
system. In order to get an ides of how serions they felt the practical prob-
lems 10 be, survey respondents were asked which of four statemenis best
described ‘the current simation in your prison’ (see Table 2.7). While the
great majority fielt thar there were probiems, only 13 per cent ficlt that these
were ‘almost insoluble’. However, another 30 per cent thought that they
would pot be easily solved, an needed to be taclded serlously.

Table 2.7
Prison officers’ views of current state of implementation

No problems, tmplementation going fine 16
Temporary problems, will sort seives out 41
Some real probliems, need vo be tackicd scriously 30
Major problcms, 2lmost insohibic without fundamentsl changes 13
Total 100

QN=103)"

=133 'don’t knows' or sansespooscs extinded.
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Finally, officers were asked whether, as a whole, the Act had been of benefit
or otherwise to (a) prisoners, (b) prison officers, () seconded officers
and (d) prison managers. As Table 2.8 shows, most felt unable to comment
on the last two groups, and opinions were split in relarion to their own
profession. By contrast, there was a strong level of agreement that prisoners

had benefited from the new system.
Tabie 2.8
Prison officers’ perceptions of benefits to various groups
Don’t Total

Better Sames Worse Anow (N=]38)
For: % % % % %
Prisoners 53 11 7 29 100
Prison officers -] F 31 -] ) 100
Seconded probetion 9 131 9 71 100
Prison mansgement 14 13 6 67 100 _

Communication and relationships

Despite their increasing responsibilities - through involvement in sentence
planning and personal officer schemes - in the area of response to prisoners’
needs, most prison officers stated that they had had Hrtle or no contact with
seconded or ficld probation officers (73 and 81 per cent, respectively), with
prison education staff or psychologists (86 and 89 per cent), or with housing
agencies or social service departments (93 and 94 per cent). Nevertheless,
some indicared that relationships with seconded probadon officers, in
particular, had benefited from the new arrangements: 17 per cent said
thar these had improved, and only three per cent that they had worsened. The
equivalent figures for ‘outside’ probation officers were nine and two per cent.

Prison officers expressed much less concem than probation officers (sce
below) about the adequacy of the documentation which passed between
the two services. Among 79 who had experience of &xchanging forms or
correspondence with probation officers in relation to ACR matters, over
two-thinds found the relevant forms adequate, 85 per cent thought that they
Dersonaily filled them In adequately and 69 per cent that prison officers in
general did so. The only areas cliciting lacge numbers of negative responsecs
about documentation were the time taken to exchange forms (54 per cent)
and an apparent absence of the feedback which the Probation Service
should provide at the end of ACR supervision (only 32 officers altogether
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had ever seen any of the relevant forms).” Finally, in common with prison-
ers, most officers felt that the new armngements had bad Tinle effece wpon
prisoners’ behaviour or staff - inmste relations. Only 13 per cent thought
that they had made *a lot of difference’ to inmates’ behaviour in general, and
three per ceat that they had made a lot of difference 1o staff behaviour
towards inmates. In nearly all cases, these were positive differences.

Prison managers’ views

In addition to the structured interviews with uniformed prison staff, we
conducted Iess formal interviews with 2 number of other key prison person-
nel in the ACR system, namely prison governors and ‘heads of custody” or
others with managerial or administrative roles assoclated with throughcare
and sentence planning. (Those responsible for sentence planning waried
from "Goverpor 5¢° in some prisons, down to Senior Officers in others.)
We did not examine organisational aspects of semence planning in any
depth, 2s it had hardly got undervway for ACR prisoners untl late in our field-
work period. However, we canvassed broad views about the process from
prison managers.

Perhaps the main message to come through was one of positive commitment
to the principles of sentence planning and throughcare, and of fiith in the
abilides of prison officers (with appropriate training) to perform a more
‘social work' orfented role, though tempered by reservations about the prob-
lems of applying the system to aif inmates (or rather, all those senteénced to
12 months or over). It 'was said, in particular, to be very difficult to develop
sentence planning for shorter term prisoners. Owing to growing pressures
on accommodazion in local prisons, some training prisons were receiving
higher numbers of shore-termers than in previous yesrs, so the problem was
commeon to both types of prison. The logistics of setting up courses for large
numbers of prisoners with different needs, many of whom were in the
prison for only 2 few months, were described by one as "problematic, 10 say
the Ieast’. There were also Iong waiting lists for some courses, which meant
that shorter term prisoners were unlikely w get on to them in tdme.

A number of prison managers expressed concerns that the process might
become mainly a paper exercise for many prisoners, not only involving staff
in a time-consuming exercise in form-filling, but creating expectations
among prisoners which the insdtution was unable to fulfll. Typical
comments lachxded:

10 Of couxwe. this cooi be due cither to prolbazion Salflure 30 provide Reedback, ur 19 prison menagemeny falfuces o
pass it on o pecsnoal oicor, L1

bl
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‘There’s a big problem with wailing lsis - channelling expeciations
and then e can’l deliver

Short sentences are difficuli. it's difficult lo motivate botb prison
officers and inmates’

‘Problems with tbe number of forms, problems with tbe lime o
bave personal interviews, foo many deadlines’

*  Sentence planning for ACRs is much less effective. Over four years is
beiter; three years is OR, but wiih sborter senitences it doesn’l work'

There Is a timing problem for sborter sentences. Very little can be
achieved, while a lot of resources are being used, staff numbers
and time in particular’,

We baze io be carsful tbat we do not paint a glossy piclirre and
then not defiver’

A second major area of concern was siowness in organising adequate trato-
Ing for prison officers In the new system. Managers reported often having to
send forms back to officers to Bl in properly’, as well as constantly ‘chasing’
them for forms to meet desdlines. The ideal solution to this was seen as
comprehensive training so that everyone fully understood the system 2nd Its
purposes, though as several pointed out, sentence planning was simply onc
more training need among many:

‘There aren’t any resources o adapt the system and train officers

Jor the personal officer scheme. It’s iike banging your bead against
a brick wall’

Tt bas to conipete with security and control prioritfes’

A third problem identified by some prison managers concerried slow responsecs,
or even lack of responses, by probation officers to communications from the
prison, particularly in relation 1o home leave and to sentence planning
reviews (mainly for DCR prisoners). As probstion officers made similac
complaints about the prisons, communication problems were clearly
endemic to the system. However, it was our perception that, apart from the
obvious factors of lack of time and resources, part of the problem stemmed
from mutual ignorance of the working practices (and the general ‘culture”)
of the other organisation. What to 2 prison officer seems reasonable notice
10 give a probation officer for preparation of a report on home clrcum-
stances In relation t0 home Jeave, may appear as ridiculously short notice o
the probation officer, who already has deadlines for many other visits apd
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reports. This may explain why one Governor commented that his staff
preferred to deal with specialist throughcare teams, oather than members
of generic teams, as they regarded the former as more competent and
knowledgeable about both sentence planning and the needs of the prison.

Where relations with seconded probation officers were concerned, there
was a varied picture, dependent as much as anything, it seemed, upon the
personalities and attitudes of the managers on both sides. In one prison,
there was dlearly strong mutual antagonism, and the seconded officers had
been marginalised in relation to much of the throughcare process. In others,
the respective managers seemed to work in a fair degree of harmony and co-
operation. Once zgain, the differences highlighted for us the impormance of
each knowing more sbout the other person’s job, ‘in the round’ as well s in
relation to overiaps with their own. For example, there was a tendency for
prison staff of all ranks 1o see seconded probation officers as marginal 1o the
*real’ work and Hfe of the nstimtion, with complaints such as ‘they're never
gvailable’, ‘we hardly know him/her” and “we don'’t know what they do all
dzy' quite common. This was exacerbated by the fact that seconded officers
were often posted to a particular prison for a reatively shost time. Many aiso
lived at some distance from it, so did not tend to stay “after bours’ to soclalise
with staff. The official recommendation that seconded officers ‘participate’
in the senrence planning prooess can be interpreted in many ways, and in
some prisons where existing relations were already poor, it appeared that
prison managers and staff had basically decided to 'go it alone’, involving
them only in a token manner

Despite the considerable problems and reservations referred to, none of the
prison managers we imerviewed wished 1o see the system ‘scrapped’. The
most common recommrendation for change was for more flexibility and
discretion to be bullt into i, allowing officers to focus sentence planning
upon prisoners with particular needs, rather than - 2s ong put it - ‘attempt
to spread a small pot of jam thinly’ among the whole population.
Interestingty, similar comments were made by several probation officers
about supervision on licence (sec Chapter £). Another strong recommenda-
tion 'was to put sentence planning in the hands of as senlor 2 member of staff
as possible - it was not scen as a priosity by many prison officers and, as one
Head of Custody put it, necded to be 'pushed by someone with clout.
Otherwise, the general message scemed 10 “keep plugging on’, as the basic
ideas behind the systemn had a great deal of support. For example:

We bave 10 support sentence planning, even if it's not running

smootbly. We must just heep trying and pusbing, irying to make It a
bigber priority’
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‘My ambilion is 1o get sentence planning seen as important for all
relevant prisoners.

Seconded probation officers’ views

Informal interviews were conducted with seconded probation officers in
several of the prisons we visited, with & view 1o eliciting thelr general opinions
sbout the pew system and identifying any problems or benefits they were
experiencing or could detect for the furure. No fixed questionnaire or set
criteria were used for these interviews, which were broad and frec-canging.

The main message from seconded officers was that the new arrangements
contained long overdue reforms to a system which had delivered 2 poor
service 1o prisoners for years, and that there was potential for a system
which really worked. On the other hand, the reality of life in prisons -~
espechally overcrowded local prisons - combined with serious resource
deficiencies, made it unlikely thar this would be achieved in the near future.

On the positive side, approval was expressed that the role and priorides of
the seconded probation officer had at 1ast been clarified. For example, one
Senior Probation Officer was pleased 1o see official confirmation of his view
that assessment of prisoners was a key task for seconded officers, and
another that the official focus upon offending behavioar had given a boost to
treatment groups. Most felt, 100, that co-operation and communication
between probaton and prison staff, and between staff inside and outside
prison, had Improved. Aad most feit that efforts were now beiog made o
jnject some continuity into the progress of individuals through the prison
and post-release system,

On the negative side, seconded officers thought that many prison officers
were inadequately trained (and in some cases, poorly motivated) for tasks
involving assessment and the addressing of offending bebhaviour, as well as
for the proper completion of reports. They were zlso concerned about
resourcing and staffing issues; and that increased paperwork had created
delays, incomplete - and sometimes inaccurate or illegible - records, and
serjous pressure on staff dme. Morcover, many felt that it was often not
possible, even when prisoners’ needs were clearly and correctly agsessed, to
get them to the right prison or on to the right progmmme; and it was as yet
unlikely, owing t0 the large mmmbers involved, that work done with individual
prisoncrs, even if accurarely summarised in the documentation, would be
continued in 2 coherent fashion after transfer or release.

Seconded probation officers in some prisons compiained thar they were not
being consulted on 2 regular basis about sentence plans or discharge reports,
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as managing the prison phase of throughcare was now seen as primarily
the responsibility of prison staff (albeit, officially, with probadon staff
participation). Some, Indeed, felt that they were being deliberately ‘squeczed
out' of the process, perhaps as part of a longterm plan on the part of some
prison governors to reduce or even exclude Probation Service involvement
inside prisons. This notion was fuelled by concerns zbout the nature of
the new contracts which had to be drawn up between prison governors
and Chief Probation Qfficers, defining the services that the former were
‘buying’ from the latter. The concerns inciuded a fear that sume governors
might eventually wish to buy in private contractors to fulfil some of the
current functions of seconded officers, while transferring the remainder to
prison staff

To sum up, seconded officers, like most members of the other groups we
interviewed or surveyed inside prisons, were fupdamentally in favour of the
move towards more coherent planning of sentences within a throughcare
framework But like the others, they had serious reservations about how
well it could be made 10 work in practice for the bulk of prisoners.
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3 Throughcare and the
Probation Service:
results of a national survey

In this and the following two chapters, the focus moves from prisons and
the Prison Service to the role of the Probation Service in throughcare and
supervision in the community. In Chapter 4 we shall look in some detail at
supervision on licence and in Chapter 5 at probation laison with the
prisons, in each case using data from our fickiwork areas. In this chapter, we
begin with 2 pational picture of probation experience in both thege areas of
wortk, based upon a survey of every probation arca in England and Wales. As
the main purpose was to provide & broad background to inform our local
studics, the many issues raised will not be discussed in depth at this point,
but will be taken up in suhsequent chapters.

In Autumn 1994, we sent 2 questionnaire to all Chief Probation Officers,
asking them to pass it on for completion to the manager cesponsible for
throughcare in their zrea. Reminders werne sent where necessary and eventu-
ally 47 of the 55 areas returned questionnaires, a response rate of 85 per
cent. Three of these provided separate returns for different geographical
sectors of their area. In two of these cases, we were able to amalgamate the
responses into one return for the whole arez. The third was Inner London,
whose total caseload was far in excess of all other responding areas, and
whose six constituent districts, each 'with its own throughcare manager,
were on 2 scale commensurate with many whole probation areas elsewhere.
in this case, we coded the six returns as though they each represented a
different probation arez. The total mumber of questionnaires analysed, there-
fore, was 52.

Caseloads

The questionnaire began with a request for statistics on ACR cases and thelr
outcomes. First, t0 gain a broad picture of the mumbers of cases dealt with,
'we asked all aress to state how maoy files had been opened on ACR prison-
ers during the 21-month period from the beginning of the scheme to June
30th 1994, As one might expect, given the varying sizes and carchment areas
of probation services, there was a wide range of cascloads. Apart from Inner
London, whose combined districts had dealt with nearly 4,000 ACR cases
(pre- and/or post-release) over the period, the largest was 1,592 and the
smallest just 54, However, the majority (58 per cent) had dealt with between
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200 and 700, the average figure, counting Inner London as six areas, being
510. Alrogether we estimate, assuming average caseloads in the non-respond-
ing zreas, that about 30,600 ACR casefiles had been opened narionally over
the 21-month period. About 8,000 of these had already been completed.

‘Where currently active cases were concerned, 'we calculated that the number
of registered ACR offenders in England and Wales on June 30th 1994 was
about 22,500, an average of 575 per probation sereice. However, only about a
quarter (5,600) of these offenders - an average of 93 per area - were currently
under supervision on licence, the remaingder still being In prison. This suggests
that supervision cascloads have increased further since the time of the survey:
in a stable situstion, one would expect a ratio of one-third to two-thinds (or
higher, as thne in prison under sentence is recuced by time spent on remand).
There was a substantial rise in the prison population in 1994, the effects of
which were beginning to work their way through the system.

Average ACR caseloads for individual probation officers varied considerably,
as some specialised In throughcare cases and others also supervised proba-
ton orders, community service orders, and 50 on. In areas withour speciafist
teams, the average throughcare caseload was often in single figures. Where
there were specialist supervisors, the average throughcare caseload varied
mainly between 40 and 55, and the average ACR caselosd berween 25 and
40. In many areas, specislist throughcare officers’ cascloads were consider
ably higher than the average generic supervision caseload - though, of
course, it should be remembered that a large proportion of the former's
offenders were still in prison and did not have to be seen 50 often.

Completions, breaches and reoffending

We estimate from the returns that around 8,000 ex-prisoners had completed
their ACR licence by June 30th 1994. It slso seems that the vast majority had
done 30 without breach or reconviction. Fortystwo probation areas provided
fAgures on the results of completed or prematurely terminated Hoences (see
Tahle 3.1). In these areas, out of & total of 6,342 offenders whose supervision
bad come tomm end, only 470 (7.4 per cent) were recorded as not compler-
ing the licence period successfully: 130 through reconviction, 93 through
breach proceedings, and 257 for other reasons (Including, we presame,
arrest for offences not yet dealt with, as well as death, removal from the
country, or disappearance by people of no fixed abode).! Moreover, little
more than one per cent were said to have been returped 0 prison during
the period of their licence, most commonly 25 a result of reconviction: 27 of
the 77 bad been returned to prison for breach only.

1 Ten had been both recopvicred and bosseclsed. As with cogpmgypky peoaities, aew ofiences soe wot umally detk wish
by mxinsing heench procwsdfings.
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Table 3.1
Smn:dmafwnby]unem 1994
(Based on returns from 42 probation areas)

No. of cases ]
Supervision complered successhully 5872 926
Falled through breach only 8 13
Falled through reconviction only 120 19
Falled through bresch and recoaviction 10 0.2
Falled for other reasons 57 4.1
(Returned to prison during licence perfod) ) an (1.
‘Total 6,342 100

If these figures are accurate, they suggest that ACR has been dmamatically
cffective, and scem to dispel totally the frequently expressed concern thar It
will Jead to an increase in the prison population because of fallures on
licence. However, while we believe that failures within the licence period
have lodeed been Jow, it is likely that there is a considerable amount of
underrecording involved, both in the survey returns and in other sources of
data on this subject. The whole question of effectiveness will be addressed
in Chapter 6, and we shall say no more at this point thaa that we are particu-
Iarly sceptical of the accuracy of the reconviction figares in the survey.

However, even i not as deamaticelly low as the above figures suggest, there
is lirtie doubt from our discussions with probation officers and magistrates
from several parts of the country, as well as analysls of casefiles in our stixly
areas, that - so far, at least - completed breach proceedings have been rave
in ACR cuses.! Of course, whether this is due 1o widescale co-opcration
by offenders, to less than strict enforcement of conditions by supervising
probation officers, or to delays In getting ‘faflures’ to court, is a sepamate
question, to be acddressed later (see Chaprers 4 and 6).

Specialisation

The questionnaire went on to ask respondents to describe their organisa-
tonal atrangements for throughcare. Table 3.2 shows that most aneas had
instinted some form of spechalisation {only one in six had none), although
only just over a third had full specialisation. Similarly, the majority had at
2 [ may be that mwy muse breach procwedings beve beeo knidetedd, bus noe carried diwough vwing % fellures by the

poliex to exercise wanso, procecdiops boing dropped 58 serving no wsafi purpnee aiter the passage of time, sod
80 on. Thexe 2 soae kadicions Rom our caclile stmdy Bt this may be the case (e Chmpter £).

n
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least one specialist senior officer supervising officers dealing with through-
care cases, although only 37 per cent had specialist seniors in charge of al
throughcare work. Most probation services dispersed such work in offices
throughout the area, but 31 per cent (Le. the majority of those with specialist

teams) concentrated it all in two or three centres.

Table 3.2
Throughcare arrangements

(a) Feams

Speclalist throughcane team({s) oaly 19
Mixture of speciaist and pon-specialise teams 11

No specialis teams, some officer specialimtion 10

No spechlisation in throughcare 9
Orher/no responee 3

37
21
19
17

(B) Supervision

]

Specialist SO() supervising all throughcare POs
Some POs supervised by specialist SO, ochers not
Joint supervisioa by spec/nonspec 508

No specialist throughcare SOs

No response

7
17

[ %

[ Y

Blw 8w ol

Total

100

We asked respondents to commemnt on the advantages and disadvantages of
specialisation in this eld of work. The most common advantages mentioned
were the development of expertise (15 respondents) and efficlency/cost
saving (12). Others mentioned by six or more respondents were ‘consis-
tency of delivery’, better Baison with insthrations, and a better service to

offenders. Typlcal comments included the following:

WI‘ of expertiss, concentration of gffort, bopefilly better
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‘Economical use of lime. Facilitates practice development. Improved
lirisom with prisons. Retier management.

‘Knowledge, skills, systems better developed in a very specialised
area of work”

‘Enables effective use of resources and may avoid diuplication via
Drison visiting schedule’

T can see only advantages to prison inmates, seconded officers and
licensees, in terms of consistency and best practice arising from
specialism.’

Considerably fewer respondents mentioned disadvanrages. Those most
frequently cited were that it was ‘geographically difficult” in lagge rural arcas
(), that officers had high or excessively demanding caseloads (6) and that it
was ‘deskiliing’ or provided officers with ‘t00 narrow a range of work® (5).
Other comments referred to various negative personal effects upon specialist
officers, including feelings of ‘Insularity” and the demoralising effect of
working with ‘unmotivated cases’, as well as to the problem of a lack of
continuity for offenders (In that it entailled a change of officer after sentence).
Finally, in contrast to those who saw specialisation as cost-effective, two
claimed that it was a driin on resources. A sample of comments is provided
below:

‘Less variety of work - possible link to job dissatisfaction.
Conceniration of demanding bigh risk cases. Specialisaiion necessi-
iates officer change ai sentencing poinl. Some officers find long
baul prison vislis Hiring’

‘Sbecialist knowledge beld by a small number of siaff Dangers of
oiitism. Lack of sbaring and undersianding. Lack of ownersbip by
rest of service’

‘Greater dislance for POs or offenders io travel, ceasing io offer a
communily based service. Specialist tbroughcare POs are likely to
Jeel a degree of isolation from colleagies. Field teams are simaller
and bave less flexibilily to cope with upsurges in workload.

“The specialist team is an expensive resource. We need o find ways

of providing a fully integrated througbcare service within Jield
teams for all prisoners’.
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Despite these arguments, and in line with the generally stated preference for
specialisation, most of those areas which were considering a change in their

post-release supervision arrangements scemed to be moving in the direction
of more specialisation, rather than away from it. No fewer than ten

mentioned concrete or putative plans of this kind, although three were
considering going back to a generic approach.

Finally, others mentioned different plans for change, lochixiing several who
were considering or embarking upon management reviews or audits of the

whale throughcare system, often underpinned by financial concerns and
constraints. For example:

We inlend reviewing our ibrougbcare system structure early next
year. Also, we need o undericke work to measurc/understand
wbat exactly tbroughcare means in terms of cosl, gualit), rele-
vance, good practice, effective outcomes, eic’

A iborough review is necessary’

‘Broad review to take account of the demands on the service re
standards and the need (o make the mos! efficient use of onr
resources’

More concrete plans included the foliowing:

‘Pilot being planned of mafor input inito local prison to offer
weehly visil and welfare surgery and input accommodation.

‘Cannot supervise under 12 monib sentenced offenders: consider-
ing parinersbip polential as an answer

‘Currentl); officers are allocated cases on the basis of which prison
tbe client is in. Soon we will change lo a system In which a client
should bave the same PO throughout the whole of the cuslodial
senlence and licence’

Relationships with prisons

Responkients were asked to state approximately what proportion of offend-
ers were being visited by their prospective supervisors whilst in prison.
Almost half were unsble o give an znswer, but 2 surprisingly higch propor
tion (91 per cent) of those providing figures stated that over 80 per cent of
both ACR and DCR prisoners were visited. This did not accord at all with
prisoners’ statements (Chapter 2), nor did it reflect our dara from probation
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areas or our discussions with probation officers at conferences and work-
shops. It moay be, of course, that the non-respondents were primarily from
arczs which visited much lower percentages of offenders; or, more likely,
many of the respondents, who were mainly senlor managers, had insufficient
information to form an accurate picture of the situation ‘on the ground'.

Whether or ot this is the case, many respondents were certainly aware of
the financial implications of large numbers of visits to prisons. Indeed,
almost a third referred to cost-saving policies in their area (not counting the
ubiquitous car sharing schemes) which placed some restrictions on the
numbers who could be visited. The most common of these were the need to
obtiin permission from a senior officer before visiting a prison outside the
county or over 4 certain distance and limits on Individual officers’ or teams’
miieage budgets. Several also gave lsts of priorities in terms of visits, on
which ‘ondinary” ACR prisoners nsually came low down. Indeed, only four
arcas stated thar there were virtually no restrictions on visits. Some examples
of comments:

‘Cashy Bmitations obviously resirict prison visiting’
We restrict visils to prisons oiside tbe SE region’

‘Eacb team bas a itravel budget and decides its oun priorilies
within policy’

‘Officer thne is as bigh a priority as travel cost. Visits are Igft (v tbe
discretion of the local manager

We bave a maximum mileage per officer, car sbaring system, mons-
loring sysitem.

All prisoners visited once during senlence, but not ACRs wbere
excesgsive expenditure involved’

Altempt o visit ‘all’ as per national standard, bul priority o
serious/violent/sex/schedile 1 offenders’.

The respondents were also aware of numerons practical problems associsted
with prison visits. Those most frequently mentioned were long distances
(23), transfers of inmates with no warning (22), delays in prisoners being
produced for interview (26), shortage of time (18) and poor intervicwing
facilities (17). Several said that they had taken steps to ameliorate some
of the problems inside the prisons, principally thronugh discussions with
governors or seconded probatdon officers.

]|
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This leads us to more geneml questions about relationships between prisons
and ‘the field". As Tabie 3.3 shows, most responcdents felt that the level of co-
ordination and co-operation between ficld probation officers and both
prison staff and seconded probation officers was fairly good, and a substan-
tal mmmber reported improvements since the implementatiop of the pew
system. Even so, over a third reported ‘poor’ reladons with prison staff.
Further comments on this topic will be made in Chapter 5.

Table 3.3
Levels of co-ordination and co-operation

(a) Betsveen prison siqif and field probation qfficers

Leval moso: % Since GJA 1991 bay: %
‘Very good 2 Improved 33
Pairdy good 52 Bemained same 8
Poor s Worsened 0o
Don't know 11 Doa't know 8
Total 100 Toal 100
(N=52) (N=52)
(®) Betsveen seconded probation stqff and field officers
Level nore: % Since CHA 1991 bas %
Very good 8 Improved 29
Fuaidy good 3 Remined same 61
Poor 13 Worsened _ 2
Don't know 6 Don't know 8
Total 100 Total 100
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Table 3.4
Probation invoivement in sentence planning

How bappyy with level: N ™

Fairly happy 7 13
Not very happy 30 38
Not happy atall 11 21
Dona't know 3 ]

One topic on which there were numerous expressions of disstisfaction was
the level of probation involvement in sentence planning. A strong majority
of respondents declared themselves unhappy on this score (Thble 3.4) and
most of the comments added were negative. They revolved mainly around
three practical problems - lack of consultation, short notice (or no notice) of
meetings, and ‘bureaucraric’ approaches by the prisons - as well as the basic
concems that assessments were ‘superficial’ owing to reliance oo untrained
prison officers, and that they tended o focus upon prison prioritdes rather
than the offender’s potential needs in the community. A few examples are
given below:

Wi are not consulted, it is just a paper exercise as far as the prison-
ors are concerned. It focuses upon the regime in prison ratber tban
the prisoner’s needs on release’

‘POs don’t feel included enough. Sentence planning documenis look
amgateurish. Bureaucratic approach. No recl depih’

‘Meetings changed or cancelled ai short notice. Often percelved lo
be superficlal’

‘Poor diagnostic skills of prison officers. “Doesn’t need belp with
affending bebaviosur as s/be bas decided this sentence is the last”.
This is a very common comment on ibe ojfending bebaviour
targets. I would like a separate PO assessment’

‘POs are “invited to comment” on the plan qfter it bas been
Drepared. Most plans are more dependent on satigfying the needs of
the prison rather tban those of ibe prisoner’ .
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‘POs are not consuited enough, and not ai all by some institutions.
Risk assessment, where probation officers bave a contribution to
mabhe, is ofien underiaken by prisons with apperently litle under-
standing of what this means.

Another topic which appesared to be cansing concern among probation
managers was the documentation coming out of prisons in relation to
throughcare (see Table 3.5). There were particularly high numbers of
responses expressing doubts about the quslity and content of the written
assessments made by prison officers and sboat delays In the transmission of
forms. These lssues, again, will be topics for discussion o Chapter 5.

Table 3.5
Documentation coming out of prisons

Haoe you experienced problams swith:

Documentation fxlling 1o arrive

Time given to respond o forms
Quaslity and contents of forms
Design of forms
Organisarion of bume lexwe
Arrangements for NFA offenders

cvavng et
cvouos. |

Supervision and standards

Both the 1992 version of National Standards, which was in operation at the
time this research was conducted, and the 1995 version state that, in normal
circumstances, supervising officers should make a visit to the offender’s
home within five 'working days of the first post-release interview (Home
Office 1992:111; Home Office 1995:49). Of the 37 probation areas able to
provide figures or estimates, 27 indicated that they vished at least half their
ACR offenders within five days, but only six that they met the target for
90 per cent or more.* However, as will be shown In Chapter 4, even these
relatively modest figures may paint an overoptimistic picture of the situadon.

Tovewyiwes were shie 10 provide Sigures, whils 14 provided esimasics oofy. The discributiun of ompooses was
aimiler o bodh cases.
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One reason for failures 1o visit sizeable proportions of offenders within five
mmummmmmmmmlmmwmw
Standards allowed vishs to be walved ‘in exceptional cases’, where there
might be physical danserwtheprobuﬂonoﬂieu‘mdnmclarﬁom
questionnaire responses that this was quite frequently a concern. About
a quarter of those able to provide figures or an estimare stared that at
least 20 per cent of ACR offenders were not visied at all. Tovo arezs also said
thar they did not visit the majority of their ACR offenders. Asked about
their policy in relation to the waiviog of visits, the great majority (43)
referred to officer safety /s the key facror ‘Thirteen mentdoned reluctance to
visit particular types of accommodation (especially “lodgings’, "multiple
occupancy accommoxdation” and hostels), either for reasons of staff safety or
because supervision is already exercised by resident wardens. There were
also isolated references o staff shormages and to “refusals’ by offenders or
their families, nelther of which appear in the Standards as legitimate reasons
for waiving visits. Decisions on visits were mainly made by senior officers,
although in two areas they were left to the sapervising officer’s professional
judgcment.

We also invited commments on National Standards in relation to home visits.
Only eleven of the 52 respondents offeted positive remarks, which included
the following:

‘Home visils are vitally important, not just as a means of verifying
the address, but as a means of deltvering a service’

‘Generaily agreed 1o be a sensible expectation’
‘Reasonable, but many POs seem reluciant 10 make bome visits’
‘Reasonahile expectalions, bui more discretion needs to be aliowed.

Almost all the remainder were critical, with many comments suggesting
changes. By far the most common criticism was that the Standards were
Hnuuﬂﬂc'or'ﬁnpncﬂul'.asenﬂmente:prmedbyoveronﬂhkdohﬂ
respondents. This was often linked with complaiars about inadequate
m(wmmmmmmmmmmmdw
Six questioned the necessity of home visits at all, seeing them as “tokenistic'
or pointing out that addresses could usually be verified without visits. The
following illustrate the range of critical comments:

4 Home Dfice 1992:100. There ks no specific memdon off poveniial viclence In L 1993 vervion, slthough o sicaller
power i walve vigks s koplied in s genenl susersant thay line mexagers sy tn cxcepiions] chcumsances” tlse &
Jndgemess to "depen from & requirement of the saadacds” (Home Office 199513
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‘Unrealistic through risk dimension and resource mplication.
Unnecessary in many cases (citeris and families very well known).

‘Sometimes unrealistic. Officers are invariably bostile io whai they
see as procedural praciice ratber than “intervention”™’

‘Seems iokenistic’
Takes no gecount of safety Issues.

Too rigid and do not allow flexibilily io use professional jfudge-
ment where appropriate.’

‘Unrealistic time scale. No clear purpose for itbe visii. Address can
be confirmed in otber ways. What is tbe point of assessing whetber
accommodation is sullable when ACR cases are released automaii-
cally, Le. whetber or not they bave an address?”

In regard to comphance with another important clement of the Standards -
thar of attendance at probation offices - all but aix respondents claimed that
their area had a policy on what officers should do Ip the case of missed
appointments. In most cases, this was described simply as following the
procedures laid out in National Slandards, with two wamlogs followed by
breach action on the third occasion, any discretion to depart from them being
exercised by the nelevant SPO. One area had 4 “follow up officer’, who routinely
visited non-attenders at home the next day - an interesting lonovation, though
its effectiveness is unknown. Many respondents to the survey, however, were
umable o hazard even an estimare of the percentage of appointments tilssed
by offenders. Among those who did, the majority pat k no higher than 20 per
cent, and none at £0 per cent or over. (Again, in Chapter 4, we shall provide
figures from our casefile analygis and offender interviews 10 see whether these
estimates are in Hne with experlence on the ground.)

The reladvely small number of answers to the above question raises the
general ssue of what kinds of systems were in place to monitor compHance
with National Standards. While 83 per cent of arcas stated chac they did
monitor for comphiance, and all but three of the remainder claimed 10 be in
the process of settlng up monitoring systems, 2 very wide range of
approaches was apparent. The methods mentioned included random
sampling of case records (9), ‘supervision by SPO" (9), computerised recond
systems (8), completion of standard forms or ‘tick lists' by officers (6),
internal inspections and audits (6), ‘key indicators’ (3) and ‘team reviews'
(2). However, there must clearly be doubts whether some of these methods
are sufficiently formal and comprehensive to provide a regular flow of
reliable information.
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Breaches of licence and reconvictions

Respondents were asked to describe and comment on how the courts in
their area were dealing with breaches of licence. Among the 35 who
mentioned specific sentences, over half stated that the magistrates’ usual
response was to impose 2 fine; only six reported return to prison as a
common outcome, though several others referred to ‘mixtures’ and “incon-
gistent’ responses.

Overall, sbout 40 per cent declared themselves reasonably happy with the
courts’ approach, 30 per cent were critical and the rest were non-committal
Among the main eriticisms was a lack of understanding among magistrates,
due perhaps to insufficient training, of many of the issues involved. Typical
comments Included:

‘They don't seem 1o undersiand the process.

‘Magistrates unclear of what to do, wbat tbe sysiem Is, tend
lowards leniency’

Little undersianding of ‘al risk’ provisions. Oaly just under
standing thet breach and reoffending on lHoence bave 1o be deall
with separately’

‘Not very well informed about procedure. ACR breach seems fo be a
low priority. I question the appropriateness of breach going
through the magisirates courts.

In regard to the level of sentences passed, none complained that breaches
were punished excessively. On the contrary, six cafled for them to be taken
more seriously and beavier penalties to be imposed (principally, short
prison sentences). A somewhat different view was in evidence in regard to
new offences commitred during the licence period. Here, although the
congensns was that magistrates did not pass heavier than normal sentences
to mark the Gact that the offiender had been on licence,” the lack of & tougher
approach did not meet with any criticiam . It therefore scems likely (especiafly
in the light of similar worries raised at conferences we attended) that the
minority of managers wishing to sec heavier pensities for breach were
principally concerned that failure 10 punish non-compliance with Heence
requirements could seriously hinder supervision by sending a genenil
‘message’ 1o ofienders that appointments could be missed with impunity.

5  Only 19 per o reported hosvier sentesce i thiy cossexe.
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Aims of supervision and general comments

The fnal section of the questionnaire sought respondents’ views on the
main aims of ACR supervision and their opinions of the throughcare system
as a whole, as well as asking for any other general comments. We first asked
them to rank four statements of possible aims, in order of mportance (see
Table 3.6).

Table 3.6
Survey respondents’ views of main purposes of ACR

Al in 2nd 3nd #b  ND) Points™
Protecting public 22 4 5 6 ()] 146
Compliznce with Bcence 20 10 9 “ 157
Addressing offending behaviour 7 15 20 L] ()] 118
Meeting practical needs of offender 2 10 11 @ ad

* 4 points for each tme muked ficac. 3 for each ttme xked second, 2 for thind, 1 for anh,

It was Interesting to find that, on 2 notional ‘points’ system (See note to
Table 3.6), the great majority put the aims of protecting the public and
ensuring compliance with Hcence condittons ahead of the more individu-
alised goals of "addressing offending behaviour’ and ‘meeting the practical
needs of the offender’. Chapter 4 will provide further data on supervisors’
priorities, based on interviews with probation officers and analysis of case-
files in the study areas.

We next asked respondents which of four stat¢ments best described thelr
overall view of ACR to date. The results were as follows:

“Very walusbic in boch concept and realiy” 12
‘A good ides but only modernely succesaful in practice’ 67
'A good iies but largely unsuccessful in practice 8
*Of lintle or no valne in both theory and practce’ Il
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This cleasly indicates that the principles behind the new system had already
been widely accepted by probation managers, although many saw practical
problems in its implementation. These, again, will be explored in sub-
sequent chapters.

Finally, we requested any other general comments about ACR, throughcare,
training, or related subjects. We also asked whether the respondent’s
probation area had developed any pmactices which he or she would recom-
mend to others. These questions produced 2 miscellany of replies, although
certain themes recurred. In brief, comments on training referred most
frequently to a need for more In the area of sentence planning (including
joint training with the Prison Service); on ACR, to the by now familiar
complaints of insufficient resources, inflexibility and excessive bureaucracy
(cg. ‘A great gift 10 the paper industry at present”); and on throughcare, to
approval of its upgradiag in status from a ‘Cinderella’ part of the Service, as
well as 10 a need for more effective joint working with the prisons. The
request for recommended good practices produced relatively little of an
original nargre, though the following seem worth reproducing:

‘Quarterly newsletter to all prisoners’

“Using clinical/forensic psychologists to assess risk’

Meet reguiariy with local governors/area manager to bridge the gap’
‘Sermi-specialist officers working with sex offenders’
Allocation of all under 12 month prisoners o one PO’

‘Deweloping a comprebensive code of practice to complement the
National Siandards. This is essential io ensure that the realities of
the local environment are recognised.

As noted earlier, our main intention in this chapter has been simply to
outfine the results of the survey and raise issues for further exploration later.
It should aiso be rejtersred that the respondents wene probation managers,
who may have quite different ideas about how the system is working from
those operating it ‘on the ground’. In the next chapter we look at the super
vision phase of seotences in the context of a study of local probation areas,
based on faiceto-face interviews and direct analysis of casefiles.
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4 On licence in the community

Compulsory licence and the probation service

In moviog to a discussion of probation responses to ACR at a local level, it is
important to underline once more the extent of change that its introduction
entsailed for the Probation Service and the new challenges it posed to both
thinking and practice. For the first time, all medium-verm prisoners, and all
long-term prisoners other than those released early under DCR, were to
come under a form of compulsory supervision on their return to the
community. Before 1992 such ‘Dlanket’ arrangements had applied only to
young offenders, with substantially different aims to those of ACR.! Adult
offenders, unless released on parole, life licence or supervision as a
restricted patient under the Mental Health Act, had been eligible only for
‘voluntary sfterceare’, 2 fcility made use of by only & small minority.?

Probation officers’ experience of postrelease supervision of adults thus
consisted mainly of supervision consequent on eariy release on the
offender's own application. Parolees could be presumed to have given at
least an implicit consent to supervision; In this way that resembled other
adult clients of the Probation Service who had consented in Court to the
requirements of probation or community service orders.

Agxinst this background, the Probation Service in 1992 was not well geared
up to the task of supervising adult ex-prisoners on compulsory Heence. The
purpose of this chapter, which develops several of the themes introduced
from the pational survey in Chapter 3, is to show how some local probarion
areas adapted over the next two years to these new expectations, what kind
of supervision was being provided and how it was being reocived by ACR
Heensees.

1 Ssxory ahercace foc yorog offcodess, the exglion orm belng Borsal Licenee mad e lases the Yoong Ofiender
Inatication Licencs, bad iy acdgios ia arsagements devised vo sohanee the intended henelics of paccicular focms of
codial sestence which ware sex up in dellbesste contrast 1o (he adalt SRS GAVCTO 1963:71-T3 sl powsiu)). The
codipalsory netuce of the sepervision needs 10 be wderweod in the content of te percuived eed for condioued
aidance of youthfnl sud insnatore olfendars, a9 well as the pactly benign Insentions of the sextences concemed.

penexally seen 39 bhaving a Jower priority than stxmeory 'work, & view B had hees given official recogaidion - snd
indead encousagemest = in the Scatemans of Nations] Objectives snd Procitiey (Some Qiffice, 1986,
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The chapier draws on an anafysis of the content of 288 probaton case files
(275 male, 13 female) on completed licences in areas A, B and C; question-
naires completed by supervisiog probation officers in 201 of these cases;
interviews with 26 probation officers supervising ACR licences in areas A, B,
and C and with elght SPOs and fAve Chief and Assistant Chief officery in all
five study areas; and interviews with 42 offenders who formed part of the
original prison sample and were re-dnterviewed towards the end of their
licence period. In addition, we were able to examine internal practice
guidance and statements of objectives In the study areas, together with a
number of Internal Monitoring and Inspection (IMI) reports from these
areas and others. It also proved useful to lead workshops an ACR at several
conferences and to accompany a Home Office Inspector on a three-day visit
to one of the study arcas In connection with a thematic nspection (HM
Inspectorate of Probation 1994).

Questions of priority

The implementation of new requirements for ACR was prepared for as only
one part of a large package of practice innovations arising frorh the 1991
Criminal Justice Act. Although a Chief Probation Officer had served on the
Carlisie Committee, the latter’s report played a relatively minor part in most
discussions in and around the probation service, which were focused primarily
upon the themes of the Government’s Green and 'White Papers (Home
Office 1988b, 19902, 1990b). These devored a good deal of space to the
recuction of unnecessary imprisonment and the development of commmunity
sentences or ‘punishment in the community’, but only the 1990 White Paper
covered (in seven pages of 48) the Carlisle recommendations. The training
materizls commissioned from NACRO w prepare probation services to
implement the Act inciuded a section on cady relcase on licence, but this
Bllowed after, and was rather shorter than, the very comprehensive sections
on community sentences and pre-sentence reports (NACRO 1992). In all
the study aress, senlor managers and practitioners told us that tralning oo
throughcare issues including ACR was undertaken as part of pre-tmplemen-
tation training for the 1991 Act, but was given tonsiderably less artention
than PSRs and the new community sentences. Many practidoners also told
us that ACR scemed a less immediate issue at the dme: for examplc, one
had ‘oo taining about throughcare specifically'; another "asked for training
and got two hours’; one SPO told us that io her area training on throughcare
had been planned but never delivered. An even more COMMOnN rESPOUSE 'Was
that, although ACR had been covered in the training, this had been rendered
less effective through not being consolidated by practical experience. Such
experience 'was slow to come Inftially: pumbers of postrelease ACR cuses
took dme to build up, whereas PSRs and community sentences were central
issues for everyday practice as soon as the Act came into force.
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A similar partern of priorities was observable in jocal practice guidelines and
IMIs, which tended to focus on PSRs and community sentences before atten-
ton was paid to throughcare. In three of our five study areas, the definftion
of local objectives was also undertaken sooner and more thoroughly for PSRs
and community sentences than for throughcare. While objectives for the
former tended to be based on clesr tarpets and intended outcomes, managers
scemed to find these more difficult to devise in relation o throughcare.
Consequently, throughcare objectives were often based instead on goals
such as the development of systems and guidelines. One area’s main objec-
tive for throughcare was to develop 2 sct of specific objectives. Another area
specified the proportion of ACRs to be ‘completed satisfactorily’, but neither
defined this nor allowed for the obvious point that, as longer-sentence
prisoners became ¢ligible for release and the average length of Boences rose,
the propartion reconvicting daring licence was likely to rise with ir.

Finally, several of the probation managers we Interviewed stated that
throughcare had been a low priority for 2 number of years uptil the 1991
Act, and that this had led 10 established patterns of sexrvice which seriousty
hindered its revision to priodity status. In practice, the prioritics of all proba-
tion services during the late 1980s had been influenced by the 1984
'‘Satemem: of Naxjonal Objectives and Priorities’ (Home Office 1984) which
concentrared on supervision in the community as an alternative to custodial
sentences, and showed less concern about throughcare and aftercare. As one
officer in Area A put ir, the introduction of ACR was ‘A culture shock:

throughcare was a Jow priority. notw it's up front”,

Specialisation

Probation sexrvices entered the ACR cra with different tradiions concerning
the best way to organise & throughcare service. This s pot simply a question
of whether or not to specialise; there are different forms of, and different
possible rationales for, specialisation. During the 19805, many services
operated special teams or units of officers specialising in young offender
throughcare, or had some degree of specialisation in the supervision of
parole cases, traditionally seen as inappropriate work for inexperienced
officers. Some of these formed the basis of later specialisation in supervising
the new forms of adult statitory licences. Among our five study areas, three
bad traditions of this kind, and varions forms of specialisation or part-
speclalisadon were represented. Approaches included centralisation in a
specialist team under a specialist SPO; specialist officers distributed in
generic teams but responsible to a single specialist SPO; and a distribired
model in which throughcare cases were allocated to 'semi-specialists’ within
a peneric ream and supervised by the team's SPO. One seryice, too, was o
transition to a semi-specialist model.
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The general advaptages and disadvantages of specialisation as percelved by
the respondents 1o our survey have already heen covered in Chapter 3. In
the study areas, discussions with main grade officers, SPOs and ACFOs
produced a broadly similar range of comments. For example, in arez B,
where throughcare officers were geographically scattered but responsible to
a specizalist SPO, managers spoke of the advantages of having one SPO with
in-depth kmowledge of a new system which was sill quite unfamiliar to
other managers, and of better consistency In decision-making on discre-
tionary matters when only one SPO Is invalved. In other areas where several
different seniors were involved, there was evidence of different approaches
in different teams o implementation of National Siandenis; some examples
of this are considered later in this chapter. In the two arcas where little
specizlisstion was practised, ACPOs frankly admitted that they did not know
whether SPOs wexe being consistent with each other. In geperal it seemed
easier for bigher management 10 have a clear idea of what was going on in
throughcare when their information came through one person.

Officers’ views about thelr working and supervision arrangements varied,
and wrere clearly affected by general views about the SPO concerned, regard-
Iess of specialism: For example:

‘Here tbe Senior never specialised in tbroughbcare and knouws very
listle... but otberwise be's a good Seniox

When spechlist officers were distributed in area teams and answerable for
some purposes to the team SPO and for others to the throughcare specialist,
this proved Ieas difficult than might have been expected: the local nk
tended 1o take priority and the spectalist was used as a consultant.

There is littte contact [wilth the specialist SPO] except on obscure

qutestions in special cases I'm part of the local team and bappy
about it

I's difficult to get bold of the tbrougbcare senior nit be'’s belhful
wben you manage 1o contact bim.’

In another area whese specialist officers, although distributed geographically,
were working to ope throughcare seniox, there wys fitle indjcation of difi-
culty over contact and no worries abour expertise, but officers clearly fek
more isolated or marginslised within the service:

e miss out on access io mainsirearn resources, and on lraining
opportuniiies’.
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Specialist officers often reported high caseloads (seversl around 50, one up
to 80) and felt vulnerzhle to further increases arising from growth in the
prison population. Some of those in specialist teams also believed that ACR
licensees tended to miss out on resources and progranmmes that were zvail-
ghle o offenders on probation. However, the casefile survey suggested that
this wzs a general feature of ACR supervision, rather than a consequence of
specialisation. Moreover, when examples were found of ACR cases being
loked in to malnstream facilities, this was often In a context of specialisa-
tion. For instance, in one probation service we visited outside the study
areas, the speciallst postrelease team was deliherately closely linked with
the Resources Unit. Here, ACR offenders were sakl to get, if anything, better
scrvice than offénders on probation orders in reladon to problems such as
accommodadon..

In genersl, the decision abour whether and how to speclalise was clearfy
affecred by many practicalities. In the most rural of the shudy areas, officers
tended to work in a non-specialised way because they were geographically
scattered, and arrangements for ACR reflected this. In another, the CPO
genenally preferred to avoid specialisation as this crested inflexibilities in the
deployment of staff and reduced options in a time of many changes. In the
national survey, respondents identified more advantages of specialisation
than disadvantages, aod our study areas showed a similar picrure, despite
fairly common concerns from nmin grade officers about caseloads and isola-
tion. Perhaps the most obvious problem presented by a completely non-
specialised system Is that no member of staff, particularly at SPO or ACPO
level, will be concentrating primarily on throughcare issues and It becomes
difficult to identify a throughcare 'expert’ within the organisation. In one
non-specialist area, the main professional input to the development of
County gnidelines secemed to be coming from a seconded probation officer
in the local prison in addition to her normal duties, because she was the
most credible Iocal source of expertise.

Standards: officers’ views and levels of adherence

As in the pational survey, comments ot National Standards from the probe-
tion officers we interviewed revealed a mnge of views. The handful of off-
cers who welcomed them unreservedly referred principally to their ‘fairness’
and their role in improving practice:

‘National Standards are a good thing. Work was siopfy in the pasl,
I’s a good thing to tighten up, good for credibilihy”

It’s the same for everybody’ -
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However, although total opposition to the principle of National Standards (as
in the commenz, 'The whole thing is set up to control the officers not the
offenders’) was equally uncommon, most officers Telt that the existing
Sundsrds’ expectations of contact were unrealistic and difficult to fulfil. This
tended to be explained as due either 1o lack of resources or to thelr design-
ers’ perceived fallure to take into account the actual lifestyles of offienders.
For example:

‘National Standards are written by people who do not undersiand
tbe kind of people we bave to work with.'

‘Some of these people bave never worked: tinie means notbing to
tbem, or ever: the day of the week’

‘National standards are different from local standards and do not
respond 1o local needs.’

On the other hand, around half of those interviewed indicated that In prac-
tice a considerable degree of discretion was exercised, with support from
seniors, which made the Stmndards less restrictive and more realistic than
they appeared on paper. Comments included:

‘Thbese riles are in reality only guidelines’

‘There & a need for a framework so long as we are nol slavisbly
ted to themn.

‘National Standards are not resirictive - I still see people when

they're lale and accept cbanges of appoiniment... very few abiise
that’

It's reassuring to bave a senior 1o endorse my decisions.

The ways in which discretion was exercised in practice are explored later in
this chapter. First, arremion will be paid to the question of how far National
Stamdants weve adhered o in practice, using date from our casefile study.
Table 4.1 summarises the findings in relation to inital Interviews, home
visits, overall contact frequencies and authorisation by managers of
deviations from standards.
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Table 4.1
The casefile study: contact requirements and
National Standards (N=288)
Number %
Olce Interview:
on dxy of release 149 52
next day 58 20
within 7 days a4 15
Iater 19 7
0O COmACE 8 3
not known 10 4
Licence concditions:
explgined 147 51
oot cxpisined 141 419
Home visi-
within 5 days 74 26
within 14 days 49 17
within 4 weeks 17 6
Imer 12 4
No vish: ressons given 52 18
No visit: no reasons given L -] 18
Not known 31 11
Second interview within 10 days 19 62
Manager approves absence of home visit 6o ) |
Owerall level of contact at or above Standard 171 »

The sample on which Tabie 4.1 is based covered all cases compieted in the
relevan: time period in areas A (120 cases) and B (118) for which files could
be found, & ndom sample in area C (45) and five cases fromm another neigh-
bouring arez which were included because they formed part of the original
prisan sample. The overall sample (288) was slightly smaller than that nsed
in the thematic inspection by HM Inspectorate of Probaton (1994), which
covered 332 cases, but more information was collected from each file and in
most cases 2 supervising officer’s questionnaive was also completed. While
we would not expect casefiles 10 reveal every detail of Interaction, partico-
larly when most are kept in summary form and in some areas are hand-
written, we would expect them to contsin reasonshly accurate records of
what contacts took place and when.

The clear indications from this exercise are that probation services were
finding it very difficult to adhere to the prescribed standards in all cases.
Although a certain amount of discretion was (and still is) aliowed by
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National Standards, this was clearly intended to operate within quite
narrow boundaries or in exceptional circumstances (Home Office 1992:114;
Home Office 1995:1). In practice, the numbers of apparent departures from
the Standards were substantial. For example, 28 per cent of offenders failed
to report as prescribed within two days of release,’ and 38 per cent of
second interviews did not take place within ten ‘working days, but in only a
small minority of the relevant cases was a formal warning recorded in the
casefile. As in the thematic inspection, bome visits emerged as the area
where adherence to the Standards was most problematic. In our sample,
only 26 per cent of offenders had a home visit recorded within five days,
while 36 per cent never received one and the position in a further 11 per
cent was unknown. Reasons for faflure to make a home visit were noted in
lide more than a third of those cases where no viskt was recorded. Reasons
for delays, similarly, were not given in a majority of cases. And although
74 per cent_of vislts were deferred or not made at all, only 21 per cent of
flles recorded a manager’s approval Some of the problems of home visits
and the reasons for managers’ decisions to remit them are explored in the
next secton.

'We were able to determine that the overall nomber of contacts duriag the
licence period met or exceeded the number required by National
Standards in 171 cases (59 per cent), though these included many in which
home visits were not made within the required time. Most Hcensees (73 per
cent) missed one or more of their appointments, with 28 per cent missing
three or more. However, when reasons recorded as acoeptable o the super-
vising officer are taken into account, the proportion missing appointments
falls to 62 per cent, with 17 per cent missing three or more.

Standards: non-compliance, enforcement and discretion

The fndings outlined above indicate that the proportion of ACR Hcensees
who falled to keep appointments was substantizl, and that over a quarter
missed three or more. At first sight, one might expect the courts to have
been kept busy with breach proceedings. In practice, however, the great
majority of offenders completed their period of licence without breach
action. Why should this be?

3 Mﬂlmhwﬂmm-“-ﬁum-iuﬂ—h'&h-;
Insexviow bad el place In the fe two deys of celesse, 30 were quickly followsd op by wiy of a telephone ol
Jetter or home viskt
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The main reason scems to be that probation officers - generally with the
support of thelr managers - were making wide scale use of the discretion
sllowed by National Standards. Paragraph 61 of the 1992 Standards gave
supervising officers the responsibility of deciding whether an explsnation
for a missed appointment was ‘acceptable” (Home Office 1992:114)' and our
research sugpests that this was ofien given & generous interpretation. For
example, medical certificates were asked for in only eight cases and received
in four, although flincss was often the stated reason for missing an sppoin:-
ment® Officers tended to be more concerned abour those who made little
contzct than about those who telephoned to alter appointments, even if
they called after the scheduled time. They were also prepared to make
allowances for failuges by licensees who had problems with alcohol or drugs
and comsequently chaotic or unpredictable lifestyles. The general principle
cxplained by officers in interviews tended to be that one should be flexihle
with those who made a genuine effort, and thar many people needed help in
establishing a pattern of reporting.

Table 4.2 summarises records in our casefile sample relating to officers’
efforts to secure contzct or 10 respond to fallures to comply. In interpreting
this table, it is important to bear In mind that very few flles explicitly
recorded whether or not the officer had fbund a reason given for missing an
appointment to be ‘acceptabie’. Indeed, the reasons themsecives were often
noted in a2 cursory manner (e.g ‘phoned - IlI' or simply ‘phoned”). We are
also in no position to judge what should have been regarded as acceptable o
the circumstances of a particular case. However, we have made a separate
count of those instances whene no reason at all 'was noted, on the basis that
this provides a probably conservative estimate of the mumber in 'which oo
scoeptable rezson was xvaiiable.

4 The 1993 Scaaderds ar less precise showe the respoosibiiicy for such dechions, sioply Doting . the office’s
ophilon of ' whether sy axphaation i acospeblc” should be paconded on fie, zod et ay inftsnce not covered by
an sccepinhe resson should e teescest as w10 COMPE

3 The 1952 Nanional Sisndavls staced that, 'If medical regpoos e repemedly given for fiibese oo comply, 4 docor's
cenificate should be sought ot s sedy sage” (Home Oiee 19921%). ‘This requiceeent Wiy omnltsed S0m the new
vaxsion.
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Table 4.2
Appointments missed and action taken (N=288)

Number %

No missed appoinmments recorded

77
n
Two appointments missed &0
Three to five missed 63
Six or more missed 17
Three or more siseed: no resson recorded 48
Expisznation of ‘at risk” period 57
Warning recorded after two misses 51

7
a5
21
2
6
17
2
18
Breach action Initfated after three misses 16 6

The table cleardy illustrates the extent to which discretion was being used,
not oply in the liberal lnterpretation by officers of termes such as ‘acceptable
reasons’, but in decisions not to initiate enforcement actions even when no
such reasons were present. For example, wrinter warniogs were issued in
less than half the cases where two appointments were missed without good
reason, and no breach action was Initiated in nearly two-thirds of cases
where three were missed without reason.

According to the 1992 National Standards, decisions of the above kind, like
any other clear departure from the requirements upon either offenders or
sapervising officers, had to be authorised by line managers (see, for cxample,
Home Office 1992:115 on breach actions and #74:111 on home visits).
Discussions with senior probation officers about how they exercised discre-
tion on matters brought to them were revesling. It was evident from inter-
views that most were prepared to use their powers to relax the requirements
of the Standards on frequent occasions, usually confirming officers’ recom-
mended courses of action. It was also evident, however, that they had Mude
knowledge of the practice of other SPOs. Where most decisions in 2 county
went to one spechalist, this at least gusranteed 2 degree of consistency within
the county, though not necessarily, of coarse, between countles. ' Where many
senlors withie one county might be lovolved, there was scope for Inconsls-
tency even at & local level. For example, in one area, two SPOs in the same
office described quite different approaches to home visits. One allowed them
1o be omirted on health and safety grounds in the case of 'dangerous’ offend-
ers, primarily those with 2 record of violence, although rarely on other
grouns. The other anthorcised omission of the visit in 2 much wider range of
cases, including not only ‘dangerous’ offenders but all offenders living in
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mulr-occupied accommodation. This policy was imovwen to her officers, who
could put it into effect without consulting her on each indlvidual case.

Discussions with ACPOs In non-specialised areas suggested that they were
aware of nconsistencies, If not necessarily of their extent. SPOSs saw them-
selves as having a responsibility to the team, while ACPOs were more
concerned about consistency at county level, and in two counties were
producing guidelines in an attempt to bring this about. This was not simply a
mansgerial preference for tidiness: the issue was seen a8 involviog pamural
Justice, in that Tlicence requirements should be the same for everyone’. If
this becomes a general pattern, it will tend to reduce differences within
counties, but may well increase differences between them, as each ACPO
with throughcare responsibilities develops slightly different guidelines on 2n
increasing list of Issues.

To sum up, most supervising officers and probation managers we inter-
viewed saw it as important in handling ACR offenders to use discretion
based on professional judgement. While some felt that Natlional Standeards
bad reduced the scope for this, many pointed out that there was still
considerable flexibility In the requirements, a view clearly supported by
the casefile evidence. Despite the general desire for such flexibility, it was
recognised that one negative consequence could be inconsistency, and
hence possible unfuirness, in the weatment of offenders.

It should be emphasised that the high levels of non-compliance with
National Standards which we found are unlikely to come as & surprise to
agyone who regularly Iooks at probation files. Similar results emerged from
the thematic inspection, whiile a number of probation areas, including one of
our studly areas, have since produced IMI reports drawing attention to, inler
alia, low propordons of home visits. Such monitoring tends 1o be driven
and dominated by concern shout the single issue of compliance with the
stipulared Standards. However, it should be remembered that the Standards
themselves are subject to question and revision from time to thme, and it is
important that this process Is fully informed by experience of their applica-
tion in practice, particulardy in 2 context of severe resource consuaints.
Some of the problems identified by practitioners - notably difficulties in
achieving contact on the day of release - have been addressed In the 1995
version of the Standards (Home Office 1995:48), but our findings suggest
that others remain. Our purpose, then, was not simply to measure the
degree of compliance with National Standards, but 1o explore their impact
on practice and to consider how far they were contriburing to effective prac-
tice. These issues are discussed more fully later in the report; the remainder
of this chapter concentcates on further documenting the practice of ACR
post-release supervision, and considering the relationship between the reali-
ties of practice and the officially stated aims.



Automatic Conditional Relesse: the first two year's

Breaches of licence: outcomes

As will already be clear, breach action was injtiated in only 2 small proportion
of cases. Many probation officers saw such action very much as a 'ast resort’
and some questioned its utility for any case where there was 0o dsk to the
public: for example, one fle contained the statement, “Technically he is oux of
contact but a breach will sexve no useful purpose’, and the SPO supported
this view. People who kept poor contact were often scen as struggling to
manage thelr lives, and unlikely to be helped by fines they could not afford or
by return to prison. On the reladvely few occasions where breach action was
taken, this was usually in refation to people seen as wilfully unco-operative.

It should also be added that magy breach proceedings which were started
seemed to have produced 2o clear ‘result’ after several months. Probation
officers often told us of warrants issuved some time ago which had still not
been executed; there was a fairly widespread belief that the police took little
action on them unless they came across the licengee for some other reason,
such as a further offence. One described a case in 'which she had been able to
elicit urgent action because the licensee was believed to present an immedi-
ate threat of violence to an expartner, but generally officers had not come to
expect rapid results and a few questioned whether offenders would be at all
alarmed by the prospect of breach iIf they knew how it worked in practice.

‘When we intervicwed magistrates and thelr derks from a substangial Petty
Sessional Division in each of two of our study areas, mpost had difficulty in
recalling a case of breach of ACR. Generally speaking, they saw It as a new
ares in which clear principles had not yet been established to guide their
decisions. The main issues raised by discussions with them related to serk
ouspess, the relationship between sentences for breach and for new
offences, and procedural uncertzinties.

On the questdon of seriousness, one magistrates' clerk initally thought that
the serlousness of the originzl offence for which the prison sentence had
been imposed would affect the seriousness of the breach, but on further
thought took the view that breach was about faillure to comply with the
sentence rather than about the original offence. Seriousness would then
mainly depend on how bad a breach it was, though the original offence
might still come into the reckoning if considering risk to the public. One
magistrate thought it important to give credit for the amount of licence
successfully completed before the breach. All considered that in practice
they would need some guidance from the probation officer about the
circumstances of the breach and about the prospect of the licence being
completed successfully if allowed to continue. There was no lack of aware-
ness of the difficulty some offenders had in organising their lives or comaply-
ing with requirements of contact, and the magistrates we met were very
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clear that they would expect probation officers to use their discretion, and
to bring only cases where action was cleardy necesgary ('Officers should
exercise discretion in the light of their knowledge of the individual®), though
some suggested that there should be less flexibility than over breach
of Probation or Community Service because the original offence would
probably have been more serious.

Questions were also raised about the situation in which breaches were
combined with new offences and deslt with together The general view here
was thar the courts would be inclined to think frst abo the new offence
and what the appropriste sentence for it would be, and then to deal with the
breach of licence in such a way as to avoid frustrating the purposes of the
majoc sentence. In other words, if sentencing to immediare custody for the
new offence, they might in addition order recall to custody on the breach,
but if sentencing non-custodizily for the new offence they would deal
similarly with the breach. However, breach 'was not seen as trivial; as one
very experienced magistrate put it, “Early release Is a privilege; breach
proceedings should send a message to the offender’.

A further aspect of the courts’ unfamiliarity with ACR was uncertainty about
procedures. In one of the study areas, court sixff were surprised to discover
that they could not issue a warrant undl after the licensee had fafled to
respond to 4 summons, since the offence of breach Is not tmprisonable: an
order suspending a Hoence and resulting in recall to prison is not itself a new
sentence of imprisonment. This was reganded as inconvenient and probably
not foreseen by the authors of the Act, since it tended to reduce the
perceived seriousness of breach and potentally to introduce farther delays.

The uwnfamillarity of courts with breach proceedings did not go unnoticed by
probation officers. The following comment illustrates this, as well as the
feeling of some officers that magistrates tend to undercstimate the serious-
ness of breaches of licence, hence sending an unfornmate message to other
offenders:

Tt's 1994 and magisirates, clerks of the court and the defence bave
0 be leclured on the new system during breach proceedings... they
Dpass each oiber a book for reference and finally come up with a
toially inadequate senience which makes the future compulsory
relationship between the defendant and bis PO a dangerous one for
both of themn’".

Clearly, the stereotypical image of probation officers as automarically on the
side of lenlency does not always reflect reality, especially where offenders’

behaviour appears to pose a direct challenge to thelr authority.
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The rationale and content of ACR supervision

Surprisingly Hutle bas been written about methods of supervision or appro-
priate models of work with offendera in throughcare and aftercare,
compared to the mmch more extensive corpus of work on probarion orders
or even community service. Several models were developed In the 1960s
which remzined influential for many years, and indeed, introduced some
ideas which went Jargely unquestioned until quire recently. A common
theme was the development of probation-client relgtonship from an carly
stage of prison sentences in order to facilitate work after release. Another
wis the need for long periods of supervision if aoy results were 10 be
achieved. Both were central to the psycho-dynamic casework approach
expounded by Mark Mooger in his influential book Caseuork in AfterCare
(Monger, 1967), which assumed a famevwork of Jongterm supervision and
co-operative ‘clients’. Another theme which emerged strongly around this
ume was that of ‘reintegration’. For exampie, the Advisory Council on the
Treatment of Offenders (ACTO, 1963:5) quoted with approval the resohition
of 2 United Narions congress that:

‘The purpose of aftercare is 10 bring about the reintegration of the
offenider into Ibe Hfe of the free communily and io give bim moral
and material aid. Provision sbould be made in tbe firsi instance
Jor bis practical needs such as clotbing, lodging, travel, mainte-
nance and docimenits.

During the 1970s and 1980s, a mumber of probation officers and probation-
linked academics continoed to keep debates about throughcare and post-
release supervision alive.* However, despite the expansion of parole, such
issues became increasingly marginalised as other areas of probation work
came to be accorded higher priority, both by the Home Ofice and probation
managers (sec, for exampile, Home Office, 1984). Conscquently, as noted
earlier, the emergence of mass snutory postrelease sapervision for adults
caxme as something of 4 shock to those who would have to provide it, and by
no means gll probation services had dme for careful reflection about how it
should be practised, and why.

In other words, many individual officers had to feel their way into the new
territory of ACR, armed only with fragments of wisdom from past debares
about throughcare, their own experiences of supervising parolees and
young offenders, and the gencral guidance provided by the 1992 National
Standards (which newly deflned the alms of supervision as "protection of
the puablic’, '‘prevention of reoffending’ and 'successful redntegration in the
commmuniry”). The following pages show; from the differing perspectives of

e S = P e ey el
6 See, Sor waample, Stowr 1974 Nexoall 1977; Corden of of 1978, 1980; Suith 1979, Rungey 1990, Willans I1991;
McANlir of Al 1992 Faines (1950) provides s very uselil review of the Hreratore up b0 the cod of the 19808
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probation officers, licensees and official records, what modes of practice
appeared to be making shape as ACR supervision became an everyday reality.

When reading the casefiles, researchexs were asked to categorise the general
focns of the supervision 23 it emerged from the case record. Some joint reading
‘was undertaken to increase coansistency of Interpretation. The results of this
exercise (see Table 4.3) suggest that by far the most frequent focus of officers’
activity was "securing complance ‘with ACR requirements’, which mostly meant
making sure people reported and chasing them up If they did not. Offending
behaviour, employment and socommodation were also a focus in a substantial
mumber of cases, but 10 a considerably lesser degree than compliance.,

Table 4.3

Main focus of activity identified by researchers in casefiles (N=284)
(Al figures are given as percentages of the total)

Level of activity:
None A Hitle

19

18

16

10

21

21 13
5 6

14 13

Substantial
Securing compHance with ACR 6 £ E -] 17
26
24
13
8
Z7

Psychiatric and medical

Changing satitudes to offending
Victim xwarcness
Social costs of offending

PEB88R8ri8kS
O N W A BV O DY

The evidence from the questionnaires which officers themselves completed
in regard to 201 of our sample cases heips to fill cut this picture. Officers
were asked to idenrify their main areas of work in each case. Table 4.4
sommarises the responses, which are broadly consistent with the researchers’
reading of files: again, securing complisnce was the most frequently idenrified,
as well as the feature most often ranked highly ip 2 priority rank order.
The differences are also interesting - for instance, the officers mendoned
drink and drugs more often than the casefiic readers, and addressing offend-
ing behaviour had a comparatively high profile in officers’ questionnaires,
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particularly in one arca well known for an explicit focus on offence reduc-
ton in probaton supervision® - but the main point emerging from both
research exercises was the primary focus on securing compliance with

Mentionsd  High rank

20 19
92 19
T 14

Changing attinudes to olfiending - 11
56 11
7

-
te2s5& =
A Voo

Officers' comments in interviews helped to reveal the thioking behind this
situarion. Many commented that the kinds of groups and programmes which
they might want to use in connection with serious attempts to tackie offend-
ing behaviour did not cxist, or were difficult to access, or were unlikely to
engage offenders’ comnxitment after release uniess they built on a founds-
tion of relevant programmes in prison. (This last poiat bears directly on the
theory of throughcare end will be revisited in the next chepter.) A falrly
typical comment, too, was that ‘there is no time to address offending
behaviour® during what are usually short meetings over relatively short
Heence periods. Certainly, few examples of actual participation in programmes
were found in the casefiles; the vast majority of ACR cases were supervised
through office-based individual interviews.®

7  This Aifference betwern aroes 43 20t appess In the rassscchery’ remllog of 1he files.

8  Besmples of lovolversany is progosmenes relsted melaly 1o sex affeaders {pf whom owr semple contalned oaly Ove,
mot all ivolived In progaowses) aad 1o the use, ooinly In ooc ercs, of refaxl o projecs doigodd o balp with
socommodution aad employment. Somi¢ Oppommitics o folt frovps G cxemple, WSS Joups) wene NS0
mmﬂ#“dm“hw*-ﬂhhﬂ_mlﬂ
In costody, again coacorned sex oliendens.
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In the context of these constraints, It appeared that most officers had come
to view ACR supervision principally as the execution of 2 set of formsl
requirements ('part of the sentence”) and/or as 2 means of assisting ‘resettle-
ment’ in the commuoity. A sizeable minority emphasised the first of these
virtually to the exclusion of other goals, either on principle or, more often,
because in many cases a high proportion of their energy was expended in
‘chasing and chivvying' offenders to establish an acceprable pattern of
reporting. Comments in inmterviews inchuded: _

ACR leads o jormal reporting, formal information, a jormai reia-

Honship.'

T make it clear wiat the botndaries are from day one’
T less concerred wiith the soctal e of welferes, more with discipliine.

Again, pumerous casefiies contained noces such as:
‘Repeated chasing and explaining.

Verbal warning, o lo? of repetitive talk aboul consequences of not
complying’

A slightly larger group — though still 2 minogity - clearly saw attention to
offenders’ social problems, especially (but not exclusively) practicsl prob-
Iems refated to rescttlement, as the central priority, at the same time taking a
relatively relaxed attinude to compHance: _

There &s a noad for properly resourced aftercare facilities and for a
drop-in facility

We use thbe employment officer, ibe bousing officer - go round
different gffices. We do applications for charities for qffemders and
Haise with DHSS! i T

The largest group, however, gave emphasls to both the above aims.
Importantly, very few concems were expressed about any incompatibility
between them. On the contrary, several saw a clear Iink between the two,
the prospect of practical assistance belng used to some cxtent as an incen-
tive to compliance:

“Wejfzre can be tsed as a carrol’

“We try io mahe a bargain o some exient,
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This issue of implicit negotiation and ‘deals’ over complance is interesting
becanse It bears oa the involuntary nature of ACR supervision As many offi-
cers pointed out, 2 probation order required consent and parcle or DCR
required a prisoner 10 apply, so there was an investment in co-operation:
‘parolces feel they owe you one’, Much of the Hterature on probaton prac-
tice points out that supervising offenders in the community depends on
their co-operation, and explores the issuc of ‘contract’ or agreement to be
supervised (e.g. Bottoms and McWilllams 1979; Raynor 1985). Some officers
clearly felt the need to establish an implicit or explicit informal ‘contract’ In
ACR: "You have to negotate, to go through the Hoence and mezning of the
consequences of noan-compliance.! Some 2150 indicated that this was one
reason for the prevalence of a style of supervision in ACR cases which
jnvolved relatively Hitle ‘offending behaviour' work: to challenge one's own
attivudes and behaviour requires fairly strong motivation, while a commit-
ment to maintain regulsr reporting and perhaps recelve some practicsl help
may be sustainable on the basis of a weaker ‘contmact’. Motivation to chal-
lenge offending was also thought lilcely to be grester at an esrly stage of
sentence, and unlikely to be evoked after release if the carlier gpportunitics
were missed.’

'To sum up, the standard recipe for ACR supervision seemed to be & combina-
tion of practical help, repeated reminders of the need for complisnce and, as
discussed earller, consiierable tolerance and flexibility. These ingredients
were mixed in different proportions according to the perceived characteris-
des of each offender, often as part of a subile bargaining process simed at
steering the latter through the licence period fn 2 manner acceptable to the
officer and his or her mapagers.

The licensees’ perspective

Forty-two of the original sample of prisonérs were re-interviewed at the end
of their Hicences, aod this provided an opportunity to elicit opinions about
the supervision provided, as well as an alternative source of nformation
about what took place. The considerable degree of attrition from the original
sampie (caused, in maoy cases, by offenders not keeping appointments to
see their probation officer, and hence frustrating our plans Lo imerview
them on the same visit)*® may affect bow representative this group is, but

9§ It was aleo worthy of nore that supervision plans were recosded in ooly 149 cases (30 per cont). Such plany 'wore
not meietly & requirsneat of the 1992 Susderds, slace It appasrs to keve bees gssopsed that a yeparvision
progreonse 'would be agreed =3 pert of semence plenning snd recocded bn senicsce plaoaing docomentssion.
However, andad siatence pleating ke ACR priveocrs becomes & jros desl oo efiective (pev Chepter 5), pood
pactice will coadome 10 demand the development of & Supervision plan at o Doss the sart of postociesse supervi
sion. This potar was implichty recoguised bn the 1993 Standards, which nuw specifically requice & sapervision plan
0 be prepareil.

10 The rescarchars mude nomerous et 10 Ierview memsbers of the arjginl sample, bychaliog sranging visits o
chieir homey, bur s Jirgs cuxmber of joameys wase wasced. Tiis oaderiiney che geners! Jificuky of making ibllow-up
contect with exprimners, as well a8 the speciiic problem of missod or Ixe appoiotments & probsrion offices -
parcculark, scwmedy che and of the supervision period - shich ko sbreadly bosn tefiarmed o,




their opinions are still of interest. Any bias Is likely to be In the direction of
Lvoursble opinions of supervision. In comparison with the original sample,
they had a slightly shorter average sentence and licence length, since they
consisted mainly of people released early in the research period. They were
also, on average, a slightly older group, and were more likely to have a home
address and therefore to be followed up successfully. Younger offenders 'with
more mobile [ifestyles and irreguiar reporting patterns present particular
difficulties in arrzoging follow-up interviews.

Some aspects of these interviews serve to confirm the account given by
casefiles: for example, 20 of the £2 reported that they had received no home
visit after release, 35 (85 per cent) that they had missed or changed some
appointments and nine (21 per cent) that they had received 2 warning of
possible breach acton. However, perhaps the most interesting aspecis for
current purposes relate 1o the quality and focus of supervision. Table 4.5
summarises responses 10 a selection of questions which bear paricularly on
these issues.

The licensees’ opinions of postrelease supervision were generally quite
favoursble. Hleven (26 per cent) had found it "better than expected’, and
only four found it worse. Morcover, most of those with previous experience
of supervision sald that their current experience had been better. 'While 36
per cent thooght that their probation officer should have done more, a
strong majority rated the officer’s work as good or fairly good, and even
more (79 per cert) had a good opinion of him or her as 2 person. Although
meetings with probation officers were geperally remembered as only
berween 15 and 30 minures in length, 38 per cent of the offenders rated
them as ‘helpful’ overdll. Seventeen offenders said that they had received
practical help, and eleven of these rated it highly; 16 valued the ‘moral
sapport’ they received and 11 valued the solurions probation officers offered
for personal difficulries. Perhaps most encounging of all, as many sald they
preferred release with supervision to release without it. Finally, some
support was given to one of the oldest arguments for throughcare by the
Anding that those who had known their probation officer well before release
were more Jikely (0 express favourable opinions than those who had met
them for the first Ume on coming out of prison.”

I1  Seven of nine who bad imows 1he officer “well’ before refense mved the superviion s ‘good” o ‘lisdy good”,
compened with four of dlevan wha b sever previomily met that,
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Table 4.5

Some views expressed by offenders about ACR supervision
(N=42)

Number %

better than expecved 11
&3 expected 21
'worse than expected 4

whh supervision 17
‘withour supervision 17

1 bad move than one probation officer 16

§
J

shoald have done more 15
vislted me at home 23

Is good or very good 335
Ssw PO on day of release 19
Supervision:

places restricdons oo me

7
does not reserict me 30
has no effect on me 7
4
7
11

B
& JBR BwUB 98 B8 2=

17
71

‘was incroduced o pucdsh
actually punishes

'was introdoced to control
actually controls i2
was Imtroduced t© help

acrully heips

has nopped me from reoffending
has not stopped me

1 resent being supervised (agree or strongfy agree)

10
17

v BRRY
R BEREBN

These views suggest that officers were on the whole succeeding in making
supervision tolerable, and useful, 2 good deal of the time. However, the
licensees' view of supervision as 4 means of controlling behaviour was Jess
encoursging: 71 per cent belicved It had put no significant restricdon on
them, and 64 per cent said that it had no effect ar afl on their behaviour.
Interestingly, 100, 20 of the 42 belleved thet ACR supervision had been intro-
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duced in order to belp offenders (compared with 11 who thought it was
htroduced to ‘control’, and four to ‘punish”). Finally, ahhough such claims
are enlilely to be refiable, it may be worth noting that 12 daimed chat super-
vision had helped stop them reoffending, compared to 21 who thought it
had not, the remainder not responding.

ACR [licensees, then, on the whole thought well of probation officers aod
found supervision reasonably helpful (In texms of both practical help and
moral support), but did not see much In it thar controlled them, punished
them or directly affected offtnding behaviour This needs to be seen in the
light of earlier comments abowur the nature of this particular group of respon-
dents, but it throws an interesting light on 2 procedure which is officially
described as the non-custodial part of a (presumably punitive) sentence of
imprisonment and as 1 means of addressing offending behaviour

ACR licence and social integration

Offenders’ beliefs that ACR licence is unlikely to affect offending are not
necessarily a complete reflection of reality, any more than probarion officers’
beliefs that supervision does affect offending behaviour. In Chapter 6 we
review the small amount of evidence which this kind of study can provide
on this questdon. At this stage it is interesting to note, despite the views of
offenders, some possihie connections between 2 practical, helpful approach
to supervision and ap impact on offending.

One such connection has already emerged from the discussion of officers’
views: they regard compHance with licence requirements (at Jeast encugh to
avold breach proceedings) gs very important, but aim to secure It Jess by
‘laying down the law’ than by elichting at least the partial co-operation of the
licensee, the latter being heiped if the offender can be persuaded that there
are some positive benefits In reporting regularly. Help and compliance are
thus treated as compatible aims rather than alternarives.

Some of the research Hierature suggests another kind of connection. The
idez of "sddressing offending bebaviour’ is often equated with the learning
of specific cognitive or social strategies for staying out of trouble (McGuire
and Prlestley 1985; Ross ef gl 1986), bur these are not the only deficits
which are associated with offending, and which might serve as a focus of
help. Haines (1990) points to evidence that soclally isolated prisoners do
worse on release, and lack of social integration could be regarded as a
criminogenic need. This would be consistent with control theories of
delinquency (Hirschi 1969) which point to various dimensions of sociai
integration as cffective restraints for the potential offender: in Hirschi's
formulation the key factors are attachment to others, commitment to shared

|
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norms and interests which would be endangered by crime, invoivement in
non-criminal occupations and belief or acceptance of nop-criminal norms.
We asked probation officers to rate each of their ACR offenders in terms of
aitachment, commitment, involvement and belief, and to indicate how fer
their supervision during the licence period had been directed at or relevant
to any of these arcas. The results arc summarised in Table £.6, which
indicates that officers belicve that these factors are relevant ln many of the
cases they supervise; moreover, they think their own efforfs are often
directed towands these {ssucs, particularly commitment and bellef.

Table 4.6
Social integration as alm and activity In supervision
(All figures are given as percentages)
(a) Qfficers’ rating of qffenders (N=201)

Very low Lowr High Yory bigh Not dated
Anachment 15 2 25 33 1
Commitment 16 a1 30 20 3
Involvement 30 34 18 11 5
Belief 20 36 24 14 5

(®) Qfficers’ rating of their own activily

with qffenders on these issues
Very fow Low High Wrpligh  Not stated
Annchment 20 37 30 9 3
Commitment 13 26 43 14 4
Involvement 10 31 3» 12 7
Belief 8 20 41 25 5

This is not to suggest that this study shows any evidence of 2 causal connec-
tion, but it points to the possibility that a form of supervision oriented
towards helping may impact on social integration, and copsequently on
offending. Offending behaviour groups are not the only way of addressing
<riminogenic need. It is also interesting to note that in about two-thirds of
thelr ACR cases the officers thought they had ‘achieved something' in the
area of both social problems and offending, though cases in which they
thought ‘a lot’ or ‘quite a lor’ had been achicved amounted to only 26 per
cent in the case of social problems and 31 per cent in the case of offending.
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Other miscellaneous problems

The previous section compietes the review of our main findings about post-
release supervision. The pext two chapters cover liaison and collaboration
berween the Probation Service and the prisons, and a broad sppraisal of the
effectiveness of the scheme. However, before leaving the Issue of post-

refease supervision, we shall vexy briefly ralse one or two other problems
mentioned by probation officers in Interviews.

Most of the chronic problems they described related to issues of documen-
tatlon and Haison, and are outlined In the next secton. However, & fow
belong clearly in the realm of post-release supervision, and two special cases
were raised often enough 10 be mentioned here. Some offenders still arrived
without notice or documentation or on the wrong day, after 2 change in
rejcase arrangements: this was rare, but caused disproportiomate confusion
and time-wasting when it happened. Offenders with no fixed abode also
presented particular problems. Some were genuinely NFA and had no clear
plans, but attempts were nevertheless made to establish post-release super-
vision in the area where the last available PSR was prepared, despite the
absence of aoy more substantial connection. Others wished to be treated
as NFA in ordet to obtain 2 larger discharge grant, causing difficuldes for
probation officers in determining which were genuinely, and which were
not, homeless.

Aside from these speclal cases, it wis a common view among probaton
officers we inrerviewed that & small number of people released under ACR
are impossible 1o supervise effectively: some have Tifestyles 80 disrupted by
substance abuse that a pattern of reporting cannot be established, while
others simply resent supervision and announce long before release that they
have no intention of complylng. The overall pumber of ‘unsupervisable’ ACR
licensees is difficult to estimate and may be only one or two per cent, but
many officers had personal knowledge of one or two cases. They followed a
paticrn either of ime-consoming enforcement action or of sipping through
the net, moving around ahead of unexecuted warrants. Several officers
wondered whether there might be more constructive ways of dealing with
this amall but difficalt minority. Further commeny on this will be made in the
concluding chapter.
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5 Inter-service liaison in ACR

Eadlier chapters have shown how the thronghcare ideal incorporates Joog-
standing beliefs about the benefits of close collsboration berween those who
are responsible for the prisoner’s contxinment and care In prison and those
who provide postrelease supervision. In this study we were concerned o
document both parties’ experience of this process, and where relevant the
views of the offenders themseives. Much relevant material is contained in
the casefiles and in our Interviews with feid based probation staff, probation
officers seconded to prisons, prison staff and lcensees. This chapter atms to
identify some of the more salient features of these accounts.

It is firm warth reitecating that, while practice following the basic concept
of throughcare - using a term of Imprisonment to start a rehabilitative
programme which is continned afier release - was not unknown in Britain
before the inrodaction of ACE. (Jepson and Hliot 1985; Groombridge 1993),
it had never been central to penal peactice as in some other countries. This
was partly because, unlike in Cansda, for exampie - where the Canadian
Correctional Service's Cognltive Skills Training Programmme offers an example
of a fully integrated throughcare programme (Correctional Service of
Canada 1991) - the English and Welsh penal system is characterised by
2 separation of prison and probation services, which means that suy sub-
stantial developments in throughcare or programme contimuity require intex-
agency collaboration.

Collaborative policies were certainly under active development during the
period of vigorous planalog around the 1991 Criminal Jastice Act. However,
their implementstion cecincided with a number of major demands on the
Prison Service, not least the rapid increase in prison population which
began in 1993, a8 'well as with other important changes in the work of the
Probation Service. Hence, our findings describe the operation of a new
system in less than optimum conditions. The casefile studies illustrate the
limited degree of collaboration attained in soch circumstances, and our
discussions with staff inside and ourside the prisons help flesh out the back-

ground of particular problems.
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Liaison during the custodial part of the sentence

Of the 288 offenders covered by the casefile study, 250 (87 pet cent) were
sentenced to 18 months or less, and were lable to be sapervised on relesse
for between three months and four and a half months. Given the falcly short
periods of licence which were in prospect, one might in principle expect a
substandal joint plamning effort prior to release. In practice, the files show
that while 183 prisoners (64 per cenf) recelved visits from probarion officers
during their sentences, only 64 cases (22 per cent) showed any contact
during these visits with prison staff. Agsin, while the records show that 199
prisoners received letters or telephone calls from probarion officers, there
wa3 a record of correspondence with prison staff in only 139 fles. Moreover,
much of this comespondence was brief and routine io nature: only 61 cases
(21 per cent) showed evidence of the probation officer becoming involved
in substandal joint planning or discussion with prison staff about the prisoner.
Overall, then, correspondence with or visits to the prisoner were the maln
prerelease probation activides, rather than interaction with the prison.!

The 42 prisoners In our follow-up interview group added 1o this gencral
picture. A majority of this group (24, or 57 per cent) had recelved a vish
from 2 probarion officer in prison,? and 22 (52 per cent) had had some
contact with a probation officer on bome leave. Altogether, 74 pex cent had
met their probation officer before release. However, beyond oge visit, the
level of contact had often been minimal: for example, 17 said they had had
no letter from, and 28 had not written to, their probation officer.

Interviews with field probation officers suggested various reasons for their
generslly low level of contact with both prisoners and prison staff. Most
frequently mentioned were jssues relating to time and resources (e.g. ‘Large
numbers, not epough time, lack of availability”). Others suggested problems
rooted in attitudes and traditions:

‘Prison co-operation is very bad. Personal offfcers are purely
adminisirative... There's no respect for probation from other
services. It’s a iraining problem jfor prison officers.’

————— e e ——————————

I  Ouhar prenclesse scrivities included correspondeoce 'with other sockl sgemcies In 82 cases or 28 per cent; viils
reliiives 10 71 <afes or 25 per coot: correspondence with relatived 48 108 cmes or 35 per oont, conupondeccs
'with sock] sgencics on belnif of pelatives b 45 cases of 15 per cent; snd denling wikh peisonsry’ belongings In 54
cases or 12 per cent. Often theee Wety Wy significant and tmeconsoming activities ia cenla cases, fbr exzmple
when family probiiems needed sorting oot befbree the prisooer could retern home, hut (e encal ooy of pre-ndeme
work mmsained ditecr comomnication with the prisoaer.

2 The proportion visiced in privon wag close to thet suggested by the caselies. bex well helow the propectdon celmed
by some probation services In the sstionl sarvey (see Chapoer 3).

T
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Problems of access to seconded probation officers were said to be similar to
those of access to prison staff:

‘Contact with tbe inside PO Is almost non-existent’

Echoing respcnses to our national survey, many officers mentioned prob-
lems with appointments, loadequste space, and prisoners being moved
without notification, resukiing in wasted journeys. Some probation services
themselves had contributed to the problem by forbidding out-of-<county
journeys in an attempt to save money. One of our study areas was in the
process of reconsidering such 2 prohibition in the light of new throughcare
expectations.

Overill, the emerging pictare is of a system under stress in both agencies.
The theoretical ideal of a planned visit invoiving planned threewwiy contact
between probation officer, prisoner and an appropriate member of prison
staff (and perhaps a seconded probation officer as well) was percelved as
simply vnrealistic in practice. The time needed to set up such arrangements
prohibited them in all but a minority of high-priority cases, even without the
added obstacles of different cultures and traditions. In this situation proba-
tion officers appear 10 have concentrated on the direct personal relationship
with the prisoner mther than the organisational relationship with the prison.

Sentence planning in practice

Joint involvement of probarion services and the prison service in sentence
planning is one of the central fearures of the developed vision of throughcare
which informs ACR arrangements. If the sentence is one unified comectional
episode, served partly in custody and partly in the comnmnity, then in the
absence of 2 unified correctional sexvice it depends on close collaboradon.
This is emphasised in National Standands, which depict sentence planning &s
% joint process; the Natfonal Frametwork document also emphasises collabo-
ration but, as stressed earlier, Indicates that sentence planaing is a
responsibility of the prison, in which the prison should seek to involve others.
Our casefile study aimed to document probation service involvement in
sentence planning, while our interviews with probation officers and prison
staff sought to elicit personal experiences of the system. We also had acoess to
prison service manvals and training materials concerning sentence planning.

Full senrence planning for ACR was not formally introduced untll well into
our research period, in November 1993, although it existed prior to this Ina
few prisons. Where it did not exist, a ‘discharge report’ was supposed o be
sent instead, to arrive 2 week before release. In the casefile study we looked
for evidence qf the discharge report system as well as the more developed
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sentence planning system, In which it was intended that copies of sentence
planning documents would be sent to supervising probation officers. We
also looked for evidence of the use of pre-discharge reports (used primarily
1o confirm release and supervision arrangements kn advance) and for indica-
tons of the use of feedback forms at the end of the post-release supervision.
‘Where copies of forms were not In evidence, we looked Tof correspondence
or records explaining where they had gone.

In the majority of files there was no record of the supervisor's reccipt (52
per cent of cases) nor of the return to the prison (63 per cent) of a pre-
discharge report. A discharge report had been recorded as received in 35 per
cent of cases and a sentence plan in 28 per cent. Only 11 per cent of files
contained a note that a feedback report had been sent to the instiution, and
nearly a quarter of these did not contain a copy of the feedback report. The
only document which was more likely than not to be represented in the files
was the licence, or a record of its recelpt (one or both of these was found in
76 per cent of the files).

Judging the quality of doeumentation Is a more subjective matter, but all
those reading files were familiar with probation service reconding and some
hzd been invalved In quality control work within probstion sexvices. On the
whole, ACR sentence planning documentation was very basic, with many
blank sections in forms and token comments in others. Most forms showed
signs of having been completed in haste with a primary focus on completing
and dispatching them as required, rather than on their function as communi-
cation or as a medium of inter-agency collaboration. Basic practical informa-
tion like reporting instructions was usually handled appropriately, but more
complex issues such as statements about offenders’ needs tended to be
superficial, or to turn into statements about what courses they wanted o
artend, If they were available.

Probation officers' comments on sentence planning and liaison were consis-
tent with what we found in the files, as well 25 with many of the replies wo
our national survey (Chapter 3 above). On the whole they were not

involved; 2 few had been asked 1o contribete in relation 10 sex offenders;
others had been frustrated by practical obstacies:

My caseload probibits a special trip for tbal purpose!
Tve been invited to a couple, but al very short notice... I didn't go’
In theory il sounds excellent, in practice it's ridiculons.’

We find boxes not filied in on jorms, tbe informaiion is not in
depth.
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“‘The guality of paperwork bas gone down; the aulomatic nature of
ACR resulls in automatic forms, there is very little in them, bardly

any information, it makes very litilie difference if you bave not bad
them.

Within the prisons we encountered much the same view of a system which
made sense in principle'but was not really working as Intended in practice.
For example, in one local prison the prison service officer in charge of
semence planning documentation had recelved two days of training, but
others in the prison who actumally filled in the forms had received only one
and a half hours, which inevitably concentrated on how to il in the forms
rather than on their purpose. If it is true, 85 some probation officers told us,
that effective throughcare requires a change of culture in the prisons, 2n
hour and a half is probably not enough to produce this. The same officer
cast an interesting light on probation officers’ compiaints about documenta-
in about one in four cases in which they were requested. Moreover, as we
have already seen in Chapter 2, ordinary prison officers saw only 2 small
proportion of those which were retumed. Clearly, the problems of liaison
were not all on one side. The plan within the prison had been w0 have perl-
odic inspectons of feedback forms by an Assistant Governor and the
seconded Senior Probation Officer, in order to assist ln the appraigal and
planning of inmate programmes, but because so few were coming in and
some of them contained so little, this plan had not yet been put into effect.

A number of interviews were carried out with seconded probation officers
in the prisons, in addition to maoy lnformal contacts during visits to prisons
to interview prisoners. As mentoned in Chapter 2, It was clear from these
that not only did injtia] sentence planning for ACR prisoners proceed
without much involvement of supervising probation officers in most cases,
the probation officers actually in the prison were not always involved, and in
some prisons hardly ever involved. Prisons varied in the way seconded offi-
cers were perceived and used, and the new freedom given to governors to
draw up contracts with local probation services specifying the role of
seconded staff was likely to increase this variety. In some prisons, the
seconded officers’ role seemed to be primarily about welfare problems of
Individual prisoners and linkage with outside agencies about individuals,
while prison staff (sometimes personal officers) made plans about prisoners.
In others, the seconded officer was more involved in development of nmate
programmes and personal officers underrook more “welfare' links with
outside. And in some prisons, undoubzedly, the role of the seconded proba-
tion officer remained a5 much in need of darificadon as ever The conclu-
sion must be thar new throughcare arrapgements are unlikely of themselves
to lead 1o improved colflaboration or good practice unless the workiog rels-
tionship between seconded staff and the prison is already a good one.
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A system created by circulars?

Overall the evidence of a gap between theory and practice was found to be
considerable. The ideal of throughcare represented in documents such as
the National Framework required a degree of interagency collaboration
which did not yex exist as far as most ACR cases were concerned. If we had
not known how the system was meant to work it would have been virtually
Impossible to infer this from studying the flles. It may be thar this was partly
an effect of novelty and that matters will improve as both services become
more used to the system; however, it would in our view be wise at least to
consider alternative approaches. A full implementation of the sentence plan-
ning system a2s designed would require substantial time for collaborative
efforts by both agencies and the development of enhanced assessment skills
by some prison officers, ar a time when in practice both agencies report
severe difficuities in keeping up with aspects of their present workloads and
cannot realistically expect dramatic increases in their resources. Recognising
the desirability of collsboratdon, or even instructing people o collaborate,
does not by itself create the conditions in which collzboration could be fully
effectve.

Managers io. both agencies were keenly awape of the practical realities. One
probation manager described ACR 10 us as "an zttempt to create a sysiem by
writing circulars’', and while this was undoubtedly an exaggeraton, it
conveys the widespread sense that 2 system had been designed for a reality
that did not yet exist. It was clear that che prison system did not offer a full
and accessible range of effective inmate programmes which could be consis-
tently linked in a planned way to follow-up programmes outside. Probadon
managers recognised a need for Haison and the exchange of documentation
over risk assessment, but even here the need was perceived as greater in
relation to DCR prisoners.? Indeed, we gained the general impression that
there was more investment and attention to sentence planning and llaison by
both sides in relarion to DCR cases and procedures, as if a perceived need to
ration resources was leading to concentration on this generally higher risk
caregory. Some probation managers, too, were Imirog the demands of ACR
by defining very carefully which parts of the process were the prime
responsibility of the probation service and coacentraring efforts on those,
with a resulting teandency to try to Improve the quality of postreicase supen
vision rather than pre-reiease Haison.

The question of whether it will in the long term be feasible to operate the
ACR system as originally designed depends partly on what resources are allo-
cated to It in a climate where such resources would need to be drawn from
other areas of work. Given the level of resources which prison and proba-

3 A furcher ificulty Is that conxnoaly agreed methods of sk ascannens Sl swak development CAQOP 159:-8).
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tion service managers have been able to allocate to it so far, together with
the prospect of increasing demand If prison numbers continue to rise, It is
difficakt 1o see hovw all the procedures originally envisaged can be performed
to the desired level of quality and consistency. In addidon, the prospect of
more sericus offienders being released on ACR for longer periods of Hoence
after being refused earlier release on DCR is causing some apprehension
among probation officers and may add to the straina in the system. Pechaps
the periodic reviews of National Standards will offer the opportunity to
consider whether all the existing requirements are feasible or necessary, or
whether further development In risk assessmrent may allow a greater degree
of targeting in the use of planning and supervision resources.

This is not to say thar there are no advantages in the present system. On the
conteary, hardly anyone we spoke to thought that the whole idea of ACR was
wrong, 50 In fzct the system has achieved quite 2 high level of acceptance
for its basic principles. However, virtually all our informants pointed to prob-
lems about how it was working in practice, and clearly the problems were
serions and widespread. Many expressed a concern that, if Hiwtle is done to
address these problems, there is a risk that both probation and prison
services will develop a habit of scepticism about collaboration and sentence
planning, and a general feeling thar the required standards are impossible to
achicve. They feared that this could be counter-productive, working against
improvements In collaboration and in the quality of supervision.

On the positive side, some prison officers and managers pointed our what
they saw as a naajor advantage of sentence piznning: it required prison offi-
cexs to focus, for ar least part of the time, on the individusl needs, problems
and histories of prisoners and to think of them as people with z life outside
prison. It was not possible fully to test this claim tn this study, bue if correct,
it mxy contribute to the cultural change which meny probation officers told
us 'was necessary if throughcare was to fulfll its potential.
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6 The ‘effectiveness’ of ACR

The last four chapters set out to document current practice in the ACR
scheme, and to compare this with officizl expectations of how it should be
operiting. In this chapter, additional questions are raised reganding the
scheme’s effeciiveness in achieving its purposes. Ay indicgted in Chepter 1,
ACR could be seen as having a mumber of different purposes, and it is not
clear which of these should inform the process of evahmation. The question
‘does it work?’ could be asked in relation to its punitive function zs part of a
sentence; in relation to a correctional function as a measure intended to
reduce offending; in relstion to a monitoring and coptrol function; or in rels-
tion to the reintegration of offenders in the commmunity. None of these, in
practice, yields the kind of evaluative questions which are easy to answer
from an exploratory and descriptive study of this kind. This chapter attempts
to draw together those suands of evidence which are relevant 10 evalusting
ACR and to make some suggestions about other evaluative work which may
be desirable.

Evaluating an innovaton which has a variety of aims dfid lnvolves various
profcssional and user groups lends itself to the approach known as “‘pluralis-
tic evahumrion’ (Souith and Cantley 1988). Pluralistic evaluation recognises the
plursiity of stakehoiders and their different aims and expectations, and seeks
to draw on the experiences of all significant groups to identdfy benefits and
problems. This chepter draws in turn on each of the main groups which
have contributed materfal to the study, and also introduces some nevw mate-

The experiences of professionals

As we have seen, both probation officers and prison officers were experf-
encing problems with the ncw system and particalarly with its expectations
of Joint working and collaboration. Sentence planning was, on the whole,
not undertaken collsboratively and - particulady in the case of ACR prison-
ers, to whom it was extended later than the long termers eligible for DCR -
few practitioners were able to argue with conviction that it was undertaken
well. Ligison was difficult end fraught with problems, particulariy as the
system was under pressure both inside and outside the prison. Time avail-
able for probation officers to maintain contact with prisons was used to visit
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prisoners rather than 1o develop joint plans about them; and under two-
thirds of ACR prisoners in the areas we studied received visits at some point
in the custodial part of the sentence.

Most ACR licensees successfully entered on and completed thelr post-release
supervision, though this frequently did not comply fully with the expecta-
tons of National Slandards, the discretionary power to depart from the
Standards was widely used, and did not always follow the procedures laid
dovwn for its use. Probation services were becoming aware of this and begin-
ning to firm up local standards apd expectations; these, it appeared, were
likely to increase local consistency within individusl services but at the cost
of more differences between services. The tendency of supérvision to depart
from Nalional Standards partly reflected the lifestyles and chamacteristics
of those supervised, and partly the resource constraints experienced by
the Probation Service. More fundamentally, it raises questions about the
appropriateness of some requirements in the Standards, as well as about the
purposes and focus of supervision.

The favoured mode of delivery of throughcare services was through some
degree of specialisation, if the particular probation service was large enough
10 accommodate specialisarion. Such specialisation was said to promote
specialist knowledge and skills, but could lead to feelings of marginalisation
among officers and to problems in accessing mainstream resources. If
throughcare workers were under particular pressures they could also fieel
relatively deprived within the Service.

Despite a range of practical problems, the professionals generally welcomed
the principles behind the new system. They believed both that throughcanc
wis important and oseful, and that it required collaboration between
probation and prison services. The problems lay in the complexity of current
arrangements; the overprescriptive nature of the expected standards; the
other pressures on both services; and the sense that the design of the system
was divorced from reality, assuming programmes and resources that did not
yet exist.

The view from the licensees

The interviews with prisoners provide evidence that one of the main aims of
the Carlisle report had been ar least partially achieved, in that ACR was
generally seen as 2 fir system, and as less arbitrary than parole. It was also
evaluated by a substantisl proportion of offenders as helpful, most often in
terms of practical assistance and moril support: indeed, many more of them
thought its prrpose was to help than thought it 'was to control or punish. It
was not quite 50 clear, from the comments of those Interviewed again after
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release, that probation supervision was achieving the aims set out in the
1992 Nalional Standarids (protection of the public; prevention of reoffending
reintegration into the community).

The fact that almost one-fifth of these licensees stated that supervision had
‘helped them stop offending' may be encouraging, but we have, as yet, no
way of testing their trurhfiulness, It is also difficult to koow precisely bow it
might have stopped them offending. If such an impact is thought to derive
from z sense of being “watched” or ‘controlled” by the supervising officer,
the evidence does not suggest that many offenders experienced supervision
as restrictive In this way. Indeed, it is not iImmediately obvious how such
control might in reslity be exercised. Round-the-clock supervision is not
provided even by day centres or hostels, and even an appreach following
National Standards to the letter would not approach this degree of over
sight. It is also relevant that most studies which claim to demonstrate a
positive impact of supervision on offending (see McGuire, 1995) suggest that
this is mainly due 10 eliciting the offender’s co-operaton in controlling
himself or herself, not to acmal survelllance by the officer.'

If ACR supervision was experienced by offenders neither as punishment nor
as an obviowsly coencive form of control, in whas other ways might it have
been ‘effective’? One possibility, of course, Is that t was achicving - at Ieast
in some cases - the traditional aim of "rehabilitarion’, either through individ-
ual casework or planned programmes 10 ‘address offending behaviour'.
However, all our evidence, includiog that from the offcnders themselves,
indicares that such work was rare in ACR cases, partly because in most cases
there had been little or no preparation for it during the custodial phase of
the sentence, and partly because this kind of focus is more likely 25 a result
of an agreement negodated in a commumity semtence, where co-operation
can be increased by the offender's belicf (and, perhaps, gratitude) that a
custodial sentence bas been avoided.

From the offender's perspectve, the most effective aspect of supervision
might be summed up in the tradiional term “aftercare’. Offenders’ positive
reactions to supervision reflected above all probation officers’ emphasis on
consiructive contact and practical heip, and the sense that reintegration was
an important need of many licensees,

It must be emphasised that it would be wrong to infer from this that ACR
supervision is primarily a form of social assistance which has nothing to do
with reducing offending. As many probation officers argued, lifestyles and
environments have criminogenic potential: many offenders lead marginal

1 Thisls o0t o my it the notion of "Lespley rahs on' oandyey bay 1o signticencs. The simple fare thar: they are
under ullficial sopervision; are “on Sic”, have to reporr: are askbed questioos; Fod 50 On, SOmeys & leart & scose of
comtrol, which mey In loself reduce levels of public concera. (The concept of social control theoagh isfrmation aod
classificaion hes also hecome a Sanillar thene: In criminglugy through the work of Foucanie, 1977.)
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and insecure Lves, characterised by difficulties over money, accommeodation,
empioyment, health, family relationships, educational achievement and
social skills (see, for example, Stewart and Scewart 1993). Not all people in
adverse social circumstances will offend, but there Is clear evidence that
those who have already offended are more lkely to continue if they find
themselves In a situgrion of restricted legitimate opportanities (Fartington ef
al 1986; Dickinson 1993). To the extent thar the activiries of probation off-
cers tend to address what, following Hirschi (1969) and Naticral
Standards, could be described as problems of social integration, they may
well have an effect on offending. This stdy shows that supervising officers
often sought to address such problems, and while the rescarch was not set
up to tackle the compiex questions of whether (2) any beneficial changes in
offenders’ lives resuited from this, and (b) any offending was actually
prevented, It has at least shown thar mapy offenders themselves beliered
supervision to be helpful to their resertiement after release.

Changes n attitudes to offending

Half of the 42 licensees who were successfully contacred for follow-up inter
views 2150 completed a questionnaire concerning attitudes to crime and
perceptions of current life problems. In cach case, it was possible to
compare responses with an earlier questionnaire completed at the ociginal
interview In prison. The instrument employed 'was CRIME-PICS II (Frude et
al 1994), 2 development of the original CRIMBPICS scale now widely used
by probation services and researchers. It gencrates scores on five scales:
general attitudes to offending (G): anticipation of reoffending (A); denial of
barm to victims (V); evaluation of crime as worthwhile (E); and perception
of current life problems (F). In the first four scales, a lower score indicates
attitudes less favourable to continued offending, while in the 'problems’
scale a low score indicates fewer perceived problems. Administration of the
questionnzire in prison, followed by readministration at the end of the
licence period, allowed scores to be compared and changes noted. Table 6.1
summarises the increases and decreases observed in the scores.
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Table 6.1
CRIME-PICS results from repeated questionnaires:

Numbers of offenders showing decreased, Increased and
stable scores (N=2])

Lower Highor  No change

General artitdes to affending 10 11
Anticipation of reaffending 10
Victim harm denial 12
Evaluation of crime as worthwhile 11
Perceived severity of probleros 12

v W oda &0
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It will be seen that on most scales, increased and decreased scores roughly
balance. The exceptions are denfal of harm to victims and evaluaton of
offending as worthwhile: both these scales show a clear majority of
decressed scores, suggesting at least some change in the direction of more
pro-social attitudes. The problem scale 2lso shows some indication that more
licensees perceived a reduction in current problems than an increasc. Based
as they are on small numbers, these changes are not statistically significant,
nor are they evidence of 2 ceusal link with any particular aspect of through-
care, bur it Is interestiog that the observed changes are most often in a dircc-
ton consistent with the reintegrative purposes of throughcare.

Expected and recorded reoffending in casefiles

It was impossible during the research period 1o gain an accurate picture of
the reconviction rate of those subject to ACR. Insufficient time had elapsed
for the Offenders Index to have been updated with all new coavictions of
offenders in our sample. As for alternative sources, our national survey 'was
probably affected by considerable underreconding on probation Information
gystems, and individual casefiles were not fully refiable due to varying quality
and different local conventions. Moreover, recording ceases in almost all
cases it the end of the Heence period, which may fll between the probation
officer being informed of an arrest or charge and the case coming to Court,
sometimes on a different charge and sometimes resulting in dropped charges
or an acquittal. Some cascs may ncver even be notified to the officer.
Consequently, any conclusions about reconvictions based on data from these
sources have to be treated with the greatest cautlon.
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Nevertheless, an attempt was made to extract information on reoffending in
relation to 91 offenders who were covered by the casefile study, and whose
Ales contained sufiicient nformation o allow calculation of a score on the
National Risk of Reconviction Predictor (Home Office 1993; Copas 1992).
This yields a percentage score representing the probability of reconviction of
a Standard List offence within two years, and is currently under development
as a performance indicaror for probation services.’

Amlysis was carried out on the basis of three groups of approximately equal
size. These comprised a low-risk group of 29 offenders with two-pear risk
scores up to 57 per cent, 2 medlum-risk group of 31 oflenders scoring from
58 to 75 pef cent; and the highest risk group of 31 offenders scoring from 76
per cent upwards. Table 6.2 sers out the average licence lengrh, average two-
year risk score, average converted risk scont and actual number and rate of
new standard list offences in each group.

Table 6.2
and recorded reoffending (standard list offences)
(N=91)

Lo Medinm High
Ppredicted predicted predicted
risk 0-57% risk 58-75% risk 76-100%
Number in group 29 31 31
Mean length of supervision (months) 3.7 3.9 3.7
Mezn 2venr predicted reconviction rsk 30% 66% 91%
Risk of reoffending under supervision % 21% 1%
Recorded reolftnding 1mder sopervision 0 (00 £ (13%) £(15%

For all the risk groups, the recorded reoffending was below the level
suggested by applying the predictor. This result, it is reiterated, should be
interpreted with great caution, as there is a substantal possibility of under
recording.* We would not, therefore, suggest that these figures are evidence
for the correctional effectiveness of ACR supervision, and we suspect that
with more comprehensive informarion of better quality the gap between
expected and observed reoffending would tend to narrow rather than to

2 This scone oequingd covaction o reflect the shorer lengech of Ticence periods, which was done aing the ooover
sion tebiles recamty devcloped 10 ooz reo-yoer ridk scores Indo risk scuses fur vhober periods (Copet 8 of 1998,
Secmme the cooversion tahios mxe ctntoaned with known pealfending, scher it reconviction aod were oxlcutued
wiing olfence dates mcher than eourt Jxies, they can be compered spproximately with Infrmarion in the fies
reluing to arress and charges, rther than COMUT sppEancel.

3  Thexe Is niso & Licelthood s some offencos 'wers commitned during the Bcence period which bl ot ctee (0
Light by the time we extracied the lnfooiion o e fics, but which, wivin kopem, will couns setrospectively
cownnls the reoliending sonce for tha period.



The ‘effecivensss’ of ACR

widen. However, it is interesting to note that similar differences between
expected and observed reconviction rates have been reported for parolees
under supervision (Nuttall 1977). We would suggest that there Is 2 good case
for further regearch on this issue, using substantial samples from the
Offenders Index, perhaps comparing expected and actual reoffending for
offenders released on ACR and for a similar group of offenders released from
semences of similar length in the year before the introduction of ACR. Such
an exercise should be feasible within the next two years, as oumbers of ACR
Licensees at risk for two years following release continue to grow.
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1 Discussion and conclusions

In this brief conchuding chapter, we attempt to pull the strands together of
‘what has been a fidy complex study, drawing on data from 2 number of
disparate sources. The research produced a mixture of positive and negative
findings. On the once hand, it was found that the principies of throughcare
and amtomatic conditional reiease on licence commanded a considerable
amount of support among practitioners and that, during the first eighteen
months of opetation, the new armangements had already begun to wotk quite
well in some respects. On the other hand, the design of the new system was
considered by those working within it to have a number of flaws, and its
implementation was clearly being hindered by some substantial practical
(particularly resource-related) problems, &s well 23 by major problems of
communication berween the main parties involved.

‘The most encouraging findings can be summarised as follows:

= ACR was regarded by most interested parties, inchiding offenders, as
a better and fairer system than parole, and the principle of through-
care had wide support.

* Almost 40 per cent of the offenders interviewed after release had
found supervision ‘helpfl’ (mainly in terms of practical assistance
and moral support) and shout three-quarters had a good opinion of
their probation officer. There were also claims by 4 minority that it
had helped preven: them reoffending, although this must be viewed
with caution.

e There were carly indicarions that supervision was proving very
successful in terms of completed licences. Fears of numerous flflures
through breach of licence had so far proved groundiess, although this
appeared (o be partly a result of a high degree of flexibility and
discretion exercised by probation officers and their managers, who
were prepared to tolerate imperfect complisnce by offenders who
they felt were making some effort, while dealing firmly with those
who showed deliberate and consistent discegard of the rules.

s While there may have been some underrecording, rates of reoffending
‘while on licence seemed to be considerably fower than expected.
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The main probiems identified by the research were:

* Lack of clarity and agreement about the central aims of, and the penal
philcsophy behind, the new system, with different ‘agendss’ driving
the contributions of the agencies concerned,

s Frequent problems of communication and co-operation berween
these agencles, fuelling concerns that, in practice, ‘throughcare’ ‘was
not onc continuous process, but two largely unconoected sets of
activities, one taking place in prison, the other outside.

s Inzdequate thoe and resources to deliver a2 proper jevel of service in
all cases, 80 that sentence planning and, to a lesser extent, supervision
on ACR, wias regarded as 2 bureancratic, ‘box ticking' exercise for
many offenders.

* A widespread belief among probztion officers that the existing
nationsal standards were unrealistic reflected also In fallure to attain
them in considerable proportions of cases.

The main problems

In arriving at a final evaluation of the system and of its prospects for
improvement, It is necessary to make brief further comment on the four
main problems identified above. It is argued that they are to a considerable

degree inter-dependent, and that in contempiating any reform to the system,
account should be taken of all four dimensions.

Conflicting aims and separate agendas

As we have emphasised several dmes, many of the eritical comments made by
practiioners about ACR centred on a Iack of darity or agreement about Its
aims. Waa it essentially about "punishment’, about ‘rehabilitation’, about
'resettlement’, or about ‘surveillance and control'? Was it an areempt to
deliver 2 coherent system of througheare, with penal and social work agen-
cies collaboeating in planned rehahilitative programmes beginning in custody
and continuing after release? Or was It, a5 some believed, Izrgely a symbolic
exercise 10 Justfy automatic early relesse, unlikely in reality to produce more
than ‘paper’ custodial plans and token meetings with probation officers?

The confusion of aims seemed to stem 1o a large extent from the very diffier-
ent central concerns of the Carlisie Committee, the Probation Service (and
the Home Office Probation division) and the Prison Service, all of which had



been involved in varjous aspects of the system's design and implementation.
As owutlined in Chapter 1, the Carlisle Committee’s main interest was in
ending the ‘lottery’ of parole for shorter term prisoners and in devising 2
fxirer system of determining their release dates. The Probation Service, by
contrast, has a primary interest in service provision. Probation officers arc
also used to working with offenders who have been selected as suitable for
supervision and to using their judgement as to the needs of individuals and
the type and amoant of work to do with each. Compulsory supervision of
large numbers of ex-prisoners, it was found, not only meant trying to work
with many who would not normally be considered suitable for probation
assistance, but made it difficult - not least, through the sheer weight of
numbers - to ‘target’ those who might benefit from more attention. It
tended to generate instead a relatively unambitions working philosophy in
which ~ while many officers tried to do more, particulacly in the provision
of practical assistance - the primary aim became that of ensuring that as
many as possible met the basic licence condition of murning up at the office
for a set number of appointments. Moreover, the development of meaningful
relationships with prisoners before release was not helped by the unfortu-
nate history of throughcare in probation work, whereby ht had frequently
been consigned (lncluding in official publications, &.g. Home Office 1984) to
a position of low priority vis--vis other forms of work with offenders.
Despite gencral agreement that it was valuable to get to know offenders at
an early stage, there was ample evidence from our research that personal
contact with prisoners sdll often took second place to other casework and
that field probarion officers continned to have relatively little input into
prison programmes. Finally, the Prison Service's agenda has been somevwhar
different agzain. Its main focus has been upon the development of sentence
planning and personal officer schemes which arose from the need for a cred-
ible response to the Woolf Committee's criticisms of prison regimes and Irs
calls for better care for prisoners. With the introduction of ACR and DCR,
these became conflated with ‘throughcare’.

In short, then, the ACR system, can be viewed 25 a hybrid, & vehicle designed
to resolve a set of diverse problems, administered by practitioners from
agencies with quite different cultures and assumptions. The overall result,
we conclude, was that - at Jeast at the time of our resesrch - the through-
care ideal of a2 seamless progression for each prisoner through a jointly
devised progmmme of needs assessment, planned treatment to prepare for

release, and supervision by an already involved probation officer to
complete the plan, had not become a reality for many ACR prisoners. Rather,
much of our research evidence suggests that, while some individual

elements of the system may have had beaeficial results, the prison and post-
release stages of sentences had proceeded largely independently of each
other, with relarively Httle meaningful collaboration and supervisiog officers
virtually ‘starting again® when the offender left prison.
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Practical constraints

Of course, neither lack of clarity about ultimate purposes, nor difficulties in
collaborative work by agencies with different agendas, are unique to ACR,
and many other joint ventures hive managed to work well despite such
problems. In this case, however, the problems were found to be greatly exac-
erbated by the extra factor of severe time and resoarce constraints. This
applied to both the pre- and post-release stages of sentences, bur was partic-
ularly acure in the prison stage (see Chapters 2 and 5). Many prison
managers and stafff felt that the Prison Service had been compelled to devise
nominal sentence plans on a lacge scale before they had the facilities or
resources to deliver them effectively, or before adequate training had been
provided for all those involved (the latter evident in the low quality of many
of the assessments produced by prison officers - sce Chapter 5). The ideal of
identifying an individual’s need for a particular type of course, and then
cither scting one up or transfecring him or her 1o an insdrution already
runoing one, was simply not attainable in large numbers of cases. There
were also many weiting lists for key courses, and as ACR prisoners often do
not stay in any one establishment for 2 long period (or are released within a
few months), many had left before reaching the top of the waiting Hsc.!

Regarding probation officers” coatribution to pre-rclease work, it was clear,
first of all, that the most that could be realistically achieved in the majordty of
ACR cases was a short visit to ‘get 1o know' the prisoner. Indeed, despite the
over-optimistic estimates of probstion managers responding to our national
survey, most of our evidence suggests that a large minority of prisoners
received no pre-release visits from their supervisors (Chapter 5). This was
due partly to the pressure of other work given priority over throughcare,
and partly to restrictions on travel: many services discouraged, or even
prohibited, visits to individuals in distxnt prisons, and carsharing and ‘baich
visiting’ schemes to save costs were common. Consequently, even those
prisoners who were seen often received only a short visit.

In addition, the ldeal of threewway discussions of individual cases between
fleld probation officers, seconded probarion officers and prison siaff (In rela-
don to sentence plans, reviews of sach plans, or aftercare considerarions)
was not artained lo most ACR cases. The logistics of arranging meetings were
often too complex, given other commitments and the tght schedules of
prison visits. Of course, this not only made throughcare less effective in indi-
vidual cases, but did little to further the loog texm aim of achieving closer
interagency understanding and harmonisation of aims and approaches.
I k% worh noing thet the Cadllsie report discussed resvence planning slsost exclasivolly In the ootet of kg tam
prioners. The ichane was extended quickly w ACR prisoners, pechaps withors sefficiens stention to the problens
of mmanging conrses for people sot In the sebilshmant for vory long. Simiisr problenss were Seed bn the cxly

19808 by Youch Costoddy Cenires, which bad o desl] with s bigh trmover of sliore termess sbar tean the previoos
complement of youog duits on Sanderd Borstal sentencoes,




Post release, too, some resource related problems were identified, particu-
larly that of high caseloads. Specialist throughcare teams teaded o have
higher than average supervision caseloads, while officers in generic teams
tended to plice work with ACR offenders (beyond the minicum of ensiiiig
compliance with conditions) relatively low on thelr scale of priorides in
what was clearfy a busy life.

National Standards

The finzl problem ideatified, the ‘unrealistic’ namire of some of the required
Standards in the eyes of supervising probarion officers (and many of their
managers), was also made more salient by time and resource constraints,
although the criticisms were based on other grounds as well. Home visits
waa one area of particular concern. As shown in Chapter 4, it was felt that
these were unnecessary in many cases, confirmation of residence being
available from other sources, while officer sty Wis iso 2 prominent worry
In relation to certain offenders and certain types of area. Similarly, the need
to sec every offiender on a fixed number of occasions meant that officers
spent much of their tme ‘chasing’ and warnipg unrelisble licensees. This
situation, it seemed, was conducive o the development of a ‘buresucratic’
approach to supervision, in which serlous work with offenders was unnsual
and the main objective became simply that of genemating sufficient compii-
ance with reporting requirements from offenders to complete their licence
periods without resort to breach proceedings.

Possible ways forward

In the light of the four main problems outlined above, it bas 1o be asked,
finally, what can be done, as the system ‘sertles down’, to belp it become
more integrated, and eventually experienced by offenders as i ©oherent
process of ‘throughcsre’ from reception into prison to completion of
Heepce. Practitioners generally saw long term solutions In strategies to
reduce crowning in prisons and to house prisoners closer to their home
areas. In the immediate fature, the best strategy seems to us to lie in tackling
the problems on three fronts simultaneously, through:

(2) serious discussion at a high level between the two main participating
agencies, at which frank recognition is given to thelr differing ‘vested
interests’ and to the extent of the problems of communication
between_them, with a view to greater harmonisation of aims and
approaches, and more effective systems of information exchenge,
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(b) the provision and more effective use of resources to ease the major
practcal problems and constraints afflicting the system, and

(o) the introduction into the system of more legitimate opportunities for
the use of professional judgement and discretion: this would include
more scope for the targeting of offenders considered to merit special
attention, as well as for the reduction of work with others.

Discretion ond targeting

The first two of the above strategies are sclf-explanatory, but further
comment {s nceded on the third, which Is relevant both to the National
Standards for probation officers and to sentence planning. First, it was clear
from our casefile smdies that 2 grest desl of Informs] discretion was belng
used, by both supervising officers and senlors, to depart from the normal
requirements of National Standards. While technically allowable under
warious clauses covering ‘cxceptional circumstznces’, the overall level of
departures was clearly well in excess of that envisaged by the designers of
the Standards. This was true of decisions not to make home visits or visits to
prisons, as well as of decisions not to define offenders’ frilures to keep
appointments formally 25 a *faifure to comply’, thus reserving the use of the
ultimate sanctdon of breach only for the very worst cases.

The larter approach, it might be argued, runs the risk of offienders in general
picking up the message that, for all the warnings in the licence, compliance
with reporting conditions - particulacly in che ister stages of supervision - i3
not really taken seriously This being the case, why are we moved 1o advo-
cate, if anything, more scope for rellance upon professional judgement? A
more obvious ‘solution’ to the problem of poor attendance might appezr to
be 10 increase the deterrent aspects of the system by promoting much less
flexible and stricter policies towards adherence to conditions, so that many
more offenders are returmned to prison. However, hardly anry experienced
practitioners saw zry value in such an gpproach. It was aggued that amy
effective supérvisor had to recognise the reality of the ‘chaotic lifestyles’ of
many people subject to ACR, and thar it was in the best interests of both the
offenders and society ~ as well as, for such people, an objective worth
achieving in hiself - to ‘get them through® their licences by a mixture of cajol-
ery and warnings.

In the long term, the latter approach may achieve more In terms of successful
resettiement in the community than simply “wielding the big stick’. As many
officers sald, productive work with offenders has aitways been based to some
degree upon a process of "hargalning’, or ‘give and take: for example, parclees
were often said o co-operate more fally with rehabilitative prograsmmes by



virtue of feeling that they 'owed’ their probation officer something for
supperting their parole application. A similar guiéd pro quo was recognised by
some officers who felr that those ACR offenders they helped with accommods-
tion or practical problems were more likely to engage more sericusly with
attempts to address their offending behaviour. Many felt that if draconian
measures 1o compel strict compliance with reporting conditions became the
norm in ACR supervision personal relationships would be soured, little co-
operation ‘would be received ‘with attemprs at addressing olfending behaviour
and, 28 one put i, ‘the job could be done by a secretary ticking them off at
recepdon’. As several emphasised, officers in favour of more flexible standards
wexe not arguing for a ‘lax’ approach to reporting, but simply for more official
recognition of the wide variety of personal circumstances of those under
supervision, and for trust in the professions] skills of probation officers to
modify the requirements where appropriate. One put it succloctly in the
phrase, ‘fiexibility without unfiirness’.

Ip sam, there js a case for bringing the Standards more into line with the
reality of current practice, by formally giving greater discretion to the
Probation Service over, for example, whether and when a home visit i5 neces-
sary, or over the frequency of reporting requirements deemed necessary in
Individual cases after the first month or $0. In addition o making it easier to
deal with problematic cases, this could be used to encourage, and free up
more time for, the ‘targeting' of offenders for whom intensive work appeared
to have good prospects of effecting change. It would also allow managers to
give more sitention to issucs of quality and effectiveness of services, cather
than concentrating almost exclusively upon compliance with standards.

Perbaps an extrerne variant of this argument - but zlso one worth considen
ing sericusly - is thar the early termination of supervision shouid be allowed
In exceptional cases. Many probation olficers believed that there was a small
number of offenders for whom supervision was not at all useful and/or who
resented k 1o the point where it might prove counter-productive. Such cases
could involve the expenditure of disproportionate amounts of time and
effort in ineffective attempts ar enforcement, followed ultimately by breach.
An alternative in such cases might be to consider reviving arrangements like
those set out in Home Office Circular 16871977, which provided for the
suspension of reporting requirements in Borstal Licence cases where super-
vision was not practicable or was serving no useful purpose. This was at the
discretion of the Chiel Probation Officer, and was different from early
discharge on grounds of good progress since other licence conditions
(ncluding Jiability to recall) remained in force.? If used very sparingly, such
measures need not undermine the general perceived fuirness of the ACR

2 The procedure sppous to heve peed whon Bosstsls were abolighed, Rad we are Dot sware of soy srudies of Its use.
Indexd, Ik spproncs ko heve béim lurgely forgoicen by thoue In the Ocld.
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scheme, which rests partly on its compulsory nature. There may be a case at
Ieast for consultations about the desirability of such srmngements in ACR,
and about the type of safeguards necessary to prevent inappropriate use.

Lastly, a targeting strategy might aleo prove beneficial in relation to sentence
planning, which dearly, given the serions resource and training deficlencies,
cannot currently provide an effective service and suitable courses for all pris-
oners. The practice of risk assessment could be more widely developed, and
the ime-consuming process of detafled assessment and planning could then
concentrate on a smaller mumber of identified higherrisk cffenders, rather
than operating across the whole range of those sentenced to rwelve months
or more. Extra artention could be also paid to those judged most likely to
respond to rehabilitative programmes. This scems a realistic and sensible
approach under the current circumstances. It might also ameliorate the
problem of prisoners’ expectations being raised beyond what can actually be
delivered, which can lezd to demoralisation and cynicism. Most of those
who advocated such an approach were ultimately in favour of ‘throughcare
for alf, but took the view that ‘we shouldn't try to run before we can walk'

It can always, of course, be objected that any move in the direction of flexi-
bllity and targeting is a move away from the basic principle (emphasised by
Carlisle) of equal treatment of offenders. Indeed, this could be so in two
senses of equal rreatment: thar of fair distrfbutlon of 'services’ and that of
equal subjection to the ‘punishment’ of reporting requirements. However -
though the principle is clearly very important in relation to the proportions
of their sentence which individuals serve inside prison - such ‘falrness’
arguments seem to lose much of their significance in the real world of
posteelesse supervision. Few offenders experienced supervision as ‘punish-
ment’ at all, while ocaly a minority were receptive to courses or counselling
aimed at reducing offending, 30 for most the issue of equal treaument was
rather academic in this context.? Moreover, if it is argued, as in a high
propordon of responses to our national survey, that the overriding atm of
supervision should be o protect the public, it scems 1o follow that those
offenders thought to pose a special risk should be targeted carefully and
given priority attention, even at the expense of considerably leas attention to
low risk offenders.

Finally, the argument for placing more faith in the professional judgement
of practitioners is boosted by the fact that most of the positive findings of
our study emerged in areas concerned broadly with rehabilitation or re-
Integration, their ficlds of expertise. To end on an encouraging note, we
would pick out three such findings from the research, which suggest that,
despite all the problems outlined, the introduction of ACR has been 2 worth-

3  Ooc mighr slpo sxim the more gencssl polar that ‘equaliy of westmens” Is 8 problexalic concept In scimion ©
mervice provision, a3 difierest people bewe very different personsl circoxssances mnd nesds.




while exercise and has considerable potential for the future. First, the widely
expressed support for the basic principle of throughcare. Second, despite
their dislike of the associated ‘paperwork’, the enthuslasm of a substantial
proportion of prison officers for involvement in structured rehabilitative
work with prisoners. And third, the fact that, despite the patchy narure of
their preparation for release (including often hardly knowiog their prospec-
tive supervisor), the majority of those we interviewed who had completed
ACR licences rated their experience of supervision positively. This last
finding is possibly the most importamt, because without a posidve armitude
from offenders, the whole ACR system Is unlikely to achiewe anything except
a temporary casing of pressure on prison accommodation,
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Coping with a crisis: the introduction of three and two in a
cell. T. G. Weller. 1992,

Peychiatric Assessment at the Magistrates' Court. Philip Joseph.
1992,

Measurement of caseload weightings in magistrates® courts.
Richard J. Gadsden and Graham J. Worsdale. 1992

The CDE of scheduling in magistrates’ courts. John W, Raine and
Michae! J. Wilisoq. 1992,

Employment opportunites for offenders. David Downes. 1993,

Sex offenders: a framework for the evaination of communnity-
based treatment. Mary Barker and Rod Morgan. 1993.

Suicide attempis and self-injury in male prisons. Alison Licbling
and Helen Krarup. 1993.

Messurement of caseload weightings associated with the
Children Act. Richard . Gadsden and Graham J. Worsdzle. 1994,
(Avallable from the RSD Information Section.)

Managing difficuit prisoners: The Lincoln and Huall special
undts. Professor Keith Bortomley, Professor Norman Jepson, Mr
Kenneth Elliott and Dr Jeremy Coid. 1994, (Available from RSD
Information Section.)

The Nacro diversion initiative for mentally distorbed offenders:
an account and sn evaluation. Home Office, NACRO and Mental
Health Foundstion. 1994. (Avallable from RSD Information Section.)

Probation Motor Projects in England and ‘Wales. ] P Martin and
Douglas Martin_ 1994.

Commupity-hased treatment of sex offenders: an evalnation

of seven treatment programmes. R Becketr, A Beech, D Fisher and
A S Fordham_ 1994,



Videotaping children’s evidence: an evalusation. Graham Davies,
Clare Wilson, Rebecca Mitchell 2nd John Milsom. 1995.

Managing the needs of female prisoners. Allson Morris, Chris
Wilkinson, Andrea Tisl, Jane Woodrow and Ann Rockley. 1995.

Local informationm poinis for volunteers. Michael Locke, Nick
Richards, Lorraine Down, Jon Griffish and Roger Worgan. 1995.

Metal disarder in remand prisoners. aopthony Msaden, Caecilla J.A.
Taylor, Deborah Brooke and John Gunn. 1996.

An evaluation of prison work and traindag, Frances Simon and
Claire Corbett. 1996.

Books

Analysing Offending. Data, Models and Interpretations. Roger
Tling. 1993. vil + 203pp. (0 11 341080 8).
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Requests for Publications

Home Offica Research Studies from 143 oowards, Research and Planning
Unit Papers, Research Findings and Research Bulletins arc available subject
to availability on request from:

Research and Statistics Directorabe
Informarion and Publications Group

Room 1308, Home Office

Apollo House

36 Wellesley Road

Croydon CR9 3RR

Telephone: 0181 760 8340

Fascimile: 0181 760 8364

Internet: http/www.open govuk/home_off/rsdhome hitm
Email: rsd ha 2polio @ gtnet govuk.

Occagional Papers can be purchased from:
Home Office

Publications Unk

50 Queen Anne's Gate

London SW1H 9AT

Telephone: 0171 273 2302

Home Qffice Research Stidies prior © 143 cxn be purchased from:
BMSO Publications Centre

(Mail, fux aod telephooe orders only)

PO Box 276, London SW8 SDT
Telephane orders: 0171-873 9090

General enquiries: 0171-873 0011

{queuing system in operation for both numbers)
Fax orders: 0171873 8200

And aiso from HMSO Booksbops
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