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Abstract: This article proposes the development of a distinct offender engagement model
for voluntary and community sector agencies, recognising the contribution of: reciprocity,
reliability, consistency, and emotional pleasure, to effective offender engagement. Drawing
on empirical data from users of a voluntary sector programme in England for young
adults, this article makes an original contribution to the evidence base by: identifying the
key elements (within the programme) of effective engagement with offenders; seeing how
this relates to the National Offender Management Service (NOMS) engaging practitioner
model and companion literature review and considers the implications for voluntary sector
criminal justice policy and practice.
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This article argues for the development of a distinct offender engagement
model for voluntary and community sector (VCS) agencies recognising the
contribution of: reciprocity, reliability, consistency, and emotional pleasure,
to effective offender engagement. It draws on lived experience, reanalysis of
service user interview data collected for the evaluation of the Transition
to Adulthood (T2A) Pathway Programme, which provided a voluntary
opt-in support service for young adults involved in the criminal justice
system (Wong et al. 2017). In making this argument, this article will aim to
identify the key elements (within the programme) of effective engagement
with offenders; how this relates to the National Offender Management
Service (NOMS)1 engaging practitioner model (Copsey and Rex 2013)
and the NOMS commissioned literature review which contributed to it
(Shapland et al. 2012); and consider their implications for VCS policy and
practice.
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Offender Engagement and Probation
The structural changes to probation services2 in England and Wales, arising from the government’s Transforming Rehabilitation (TR) changes
(Ministry of Justice 2013a), has heightened interest and attention paid
to the effective engagement of offenders. The motivation for this is unsurprising. Maintaining the engagement of offenders for the duration of
an order is likely to contribute to desistance and reduce recidivism – an
individual and societal good (Copsey and Rex 2013; Sorsby, Shapland and
Robinson 2017). At a more self-serving level, the delivery element of Community Rehabilitation Company (CRC) contracts is based on outputs, for
example, requirements completed by offenders (Ministry of Justice 2013b).
Maintaining effective engagement with offenders is a means to ensure payment for delivery. In the medium and long term, effective engagement with
an offender may provide a further monetary pay-off for CRCs, reducing proven reoffending, triggering a bonus under the payment-by-results
mechanism of CRC contracts (Ministry of Justice 2013b).
Interest in the effective engagement of offenders is not new. The 1970s’
social work informed model of probation provision was epitomised by
the mantra, ‘advise, assist and befriend’ (Senior 2009). However, as noted
by Turley et al. (2011), the Offender Management Model (OMM), which
dominated probation practice in England and Wales from 2006, assumed
that the programmes or interventions, within the ‘case-manager/interventions
model’, made the difference to offender outcomes, with the offender manager relegated to a more detached brokerage role. Seemingly, as a riposte
to this and recognising the contribution of skilled engagement by probation practitioners in reducing re-arrests and reconvictions (Ministry of
Justice 2013b), one of the final initiatives undertaken by NOMS prior to
the government’s TR changes, was the Skills for Effective Engagement
Development and Supervision (SEEDS) project and broader Offender Engagement Programme (Copsey 2011; Rex 2012). They were based on the
hypothesis that the relationship between the service user and probation
practitioner was an effective means of changing behaviour (Copsey 2011;
Rex 2012). This reflects the desistance literature, that offenders are most
influenced to change (and not to change) by those whose advice they respect and whose support they value (McNeill and Weaver 2010). Arguably,
this, in itself, is not new and has been tacitly understood by criminal justice
professionals for some time (Senior 2009). More generally, good working
relationships with offenders are viewed as being important to the quality of
probation practice (Robinson et al. 2014) and contributing to rehabilitation
and legitimacy (Phillips 2013).
Developing a VCS Offender Engagement Model
There are good reasons for developing a distinctive VCS offender engagement model. First, the limited level of probation service engagement with
offenders (HM Inspectorate of Probation 2017) appears to have fostered
a greater dependence on VCS provision, to backfill the gap in probation
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provision (Clinks, NCVO and Third Sector Research Centre 2016; Wong
et al. 2017). Second, the effective offender engagement model developed by
NOMS (Copsey and Rex 2013) based primarily on risk-need-responsivity
principles (Bonta and Andrews 2010) for probation practitioners, at first
glance does not appear to be wholly applicable to the terms of VCS engagement with offenders. Commentators have suggested that the involvement
of VCS agencies with offenders in the community and custody has a different function and role from that of probation and prison staff (Maguire
2012, 2016; Martin et al. 2016; Meek, Gojkovic and Mills 2010; Mills, Meek
and Gojkovic 2011; Tomczak 2017; Tomczak and Albertson 2016). Third,
given the greater reliance on VCS services to work with offenders, there
is a need for VCS provision to be more evidence based. Therefore, developing and testing a model of VCS offender engagement would contribute
to the currently limited evidence base of VCS efficacy in offender provision (Corcoran and Hucklesby 2013; Hedderman and Hucklesby 2016;
Maguire 2016; Wong 2013).
Transition to Adulthood (T2A) Pathway Programme
The T2A Pathway Programme comprised six VCS projects which worked
with young adults (aged 16–25 years), who were offenders or at risk of
offending at: pre-arrest, arrest, pre-court, in prison and on release (Transition to Adulthood Alliance 2014). Each project had a specialist focus, such
as education and employment, family engagement and drug abuse, while
providing holistic support, tailored to the needs of their users (Wong et al.
2017). This was provided by the projects themselves and/or in conjunction
with other agencies, operating in three ways: as a key worker; niche service
provider, offering a specialist intervention; or as a gap filler, meeting noncriminogenic needs, where criminogenic issues were addressed either by
the youth offending team (YOT) or probation (Wong et al. 2017). Between
May 2014 and March 2017, the projects worked with 414 young adults who
had, on average, four criminogenic needs (as defined by the reducing reoffending pathways: National Offender Management Service (2013)) and
three-quarters of whom had criminal records (Wong et al. 2017). Significant features of the services which appeared to have contributed to their
effectiveness were: voluntarism, that is, service user involvement with the
project was voluntary; and open-ended involvement, that is, there were no
restrictions on the frequency or duration over which the users could access
the projects (Wong et al. 2017).
Methodology
The empirical data for this article were collected for the evaluation of the
T2A Pathway Programme. A total of 39 one-off semi-structured interviews
were undertaken with individual service users in the periods: November
to December 2014 (Research Phase 1); and December 2016 to March 2017
(Research Phase 3). Service user interviews were not conducted during
Research Phase 2 (June 2015 to June 2016).
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Sampling of users was purposive. The original intention was to achieve a
spread of age, gender, ethnicity, and level of engagement with the projects.
This had limited success because of difficulties in contacting individuals
and/or securing their involvement to participate. Users were then selected
on the basis that they were: still involved with the projects; willing to
be interviewed; and attended their interview. Attempts were also made
to sample users who had started with the projects but had disengaged;
however, this did not prove possible (see Wong et al. 2017).
The interviews with these ‘service engagers’ were originally analysed using
a thematic framework (Ritchie and Spencer 1994) based on: interviewees’
participation with the T2A services; the services they received; and their
impact. A subset of these analysed data (18 interviews) were reanalysed
adopting the same thematic framework approach (Ritchie and Spencer
1994) but mapping the data to a different set of themes which focused on
how the T2A services were delivered:

r
r
r

interviewees’ experience of the T2A staff;
how (if at all) their experience of the T2A staff differed from their
experience of staff from other services; and
the feelings which arose from their encounters with the T2A staff.

The findings are necessarily limited, reflecting the experiences of these
service engagers. In addition, based on single interviews, they provided a
snapshot of how the interviewees felt at a single point in time. Only data
from users who had been involved in the project for three months or more
were used for this reanalysis, to ensure that the interviewees had a minimum level of experience of the T2A staff. User age, ethnicity, and duration
of engagement (based on elapsed time) with the project are detailed in
Table 1. The ages of interviewees (at time of the interview) ranged from 16
to 25 years; their mean age was 19.8 years. Interviewees’ duration of engagement with the T2A services ranged from three months to 24 months;
the mean duration was 10.2 months. The duration of engagement is based
on elapsed time rather than the actual amount of time that interviewees
spent with the project. All of these 18 interviewees were involved in the
criminal justice system, ranging from at point of arrest to being in prison.
While caution is urged as to the generalisability of the findings, there
was consistency in the findings generated by the interviewees across the two
phases of fieldwork and across projects operating in different locations in
England. This consistency adds weight to the applicability of the findings,
particularly (where we turn later on) to their implications for policy and
practice.
Findings
The interviewees had generally achieved a degree of stability in their lives,
with the T2A services as their main support agency. They were generally
positive and expressed indebtedness to the T2A services for helping them
to achieve this stability. Their accounts may have reflected a degree of social
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A3
A3
A3
B3
B3
C3
C3
D3
C1
C1
B1
D1
D1
D1
D1
E1
F1
F1

Project and
research phase

female
male
male
male
male
female
female
male
female
female
male
male
male
male
male
female
male
male

Gender
22
19
21
17
18
25
21
21
21
21
21
19
20
19
19
17
16
20

Age (years)
White British
White British
White British
White British
White British
White British
White British
Pakistani
White British
White British
White British
Mixed race
Black
Mixed race
Black
White British
White British
White British

Ethnicity

(Note: * Over this period the interviewee started with the service, stopped attending, then re-engaged.)

T2A1
T2A2
T2A3
T2A4
T2A5
T2A6
T2A7
T2A8
T2A9
T2A10
T2A11
T2A12
T2A13
T2A14
T2A15
T2A16
T2A17
T2A18

Service user

TABLE 1
Profile of Sampled Service Users

12 months
4 months
3 months
4 months
24 months
3 months
10 months
3 months
3 months
9 months
4 months
6 months
6 months
6 months
5 months
3 months
12 months*
24 months

Duration of engagement
with the project

community
community
community
community
community
custody
custody
custody
custody
custody
community
custody
custody then community
custody then community
custody
community
community
community

Service delivered in
community or custody

The Howard Journal Vol 57 No 4. December 2018
ISSN 2059-1098, pp. 556–575

The Howard Journal Vol 57 No 4. December 2018
ISSN 2059-1098, pp. 556–575

desirability – the services were still providing support to the interviewees;
their engagement with them had not ended. Nevertheless, interviewees’
descriptions of the way in which the service was delivered by the T2A staff
and how they related to the users suggest that their positive view went
beyond a socially acceptable tokenism.
How the T2A services were delivered was as important to the interviewees as what the services delivered. Their individual accounts consistently
depicted an ideal professional described most comprehensively by T2A7 as:
caring, understanding, sympathetic, helpful, reliable, professional, motivating, understanding, and consistent. All of the users had experience of
other agencies and readily made comparisons between the T2A staff and
those from other organisations, where their experience was generally less
positive. Users suggested that the approach adopted by the T2A services
was the exception rather than the rule. These exceptional qualities are examined in this section. However, the way in which the T2A staff engaged
with their users needs to be set in the context of the limited capacity and
resources of other agencies and a supportive funder of the T2A projects
(Wong et al. 2017). This latter condition allowed the projects to deliver
their services in a safe environment unbounded by meeting delivery targets.
What was important to the funder was the quality of the service rather
than meeting the projected number of users (Wong et al. 2017).
In accordance with the analysis approach outlined above, the findings
are presented in this section grouped around the following themes:

r
r
r
r
r

persona and approach;
time and pacing;
thinking and motivation;
attitude;
reliability and consistency.

Persona and Approach
A number of users described their relationship with the T2A staff as being
more like a friend than a worker. This harks back to what may be considered
the traditional role of probation operating under the mantra of ‘advise,
assist and befriend’ (Senior 2009). This is illustrated by one user, who
felt that this persona had been instrumental in enabling him to build a
relationship with the T2A worker:
You can just talk to her, it doesn’t seem like she’s a worker, it seems like she’s more
your friend than she is your worker which is better probably, that’s what every
worker should be like. (T2A11)

A different user had a more nuanced take on the relationship, observing
that the T2A worker found it:
. . . easy to switch between professional and personal ways of speaking while keeping
me on track. (T2A5)

Interviewees described the mode of delivery as a social activity rather than
a professional consultation. According to T2A11, it was less about activities
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and more a question of meeting up for a coffee or the interviewee calling
the worker and/or responding to calls from them. This was underlined by
another user:
What I have enjoyed the most is getting away and just being able to chat. (T2A16)

The encounters with the T2A staff were described by interviewees in ways
which suggested that they derived emotional pleasure from their sessions.
This was generally bound up with other feelings, for example one user
described finding it very helpful to be able to talk in confidence with
someone who listened and cared and who ‘ . . . made me feel warm’ (T2A8).
This concept of providing a pleasurable experience is considered in more
detail later.
The accounts of the users suggested that they felt looked after by the T2A
staff. The service and staff were described explicitly by T2A7 as ‘caring’
and the sense of being looked after was signalled for other users by relatively
small but significant gestures:
They’ll buy you a drink, if you come and see them. (T2A1)

This lived experience of users is confirmed by partner agencies who observed that the T2A staff acted as parental figures with users who were
without positive parental influence or support (Wong et al. 2017).
Time and Pacing
Half of the service engagers (nine of 18) which formed the sample for this
study had been with the T2A services for six months or more. One of the
key principles which underpinned the services was the open-ended nature
of user engagement (Wong et al. 2017), enabling the relationship between
the user and staff to gradually build up over time. This sense of a gently
coaxed relationship is exemplified by this account:
For the first month or two our appointments weren’t in here they were out and
about. We went to cafes I’d never been in before . . . (T2A5)

Thinking and Motivation
Users made favourable comparisons between the T2A services and other
provision, particularly in the way that T2A staff encouraged them to think
differently about their lives and how the T2A workers motivated them.
They appreciated the choice and control that the T2A workers offered:
With other people I’ve worked with they were ‘you need to do it this way, this is
how you have to do it’ whereas [name of project worker] I tell her what I want to
do and then she’ll give me ideas on how I can do it and it’s more down to me with
a gentle push in the right direction. (T2A9)

This acknowledgement by the T2A worker and encouragement of the
user’s own agency accords with the desistance literature: consciously taking responsibility for their own path (Bottoms and Shapland 2016), and
developing self-efficacy and self-determination (McNeill 2016).
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Conversely, other users marked out the T2A services by their active
encouragement for them to engage in purposeful activities:
I don’t think they [other support organisations] push you as much as [T2A provider]
does and they don’t do one on ones, they don’t do activities, they don’t do nothing.
(T2A15)

That this T2A service was able to offer ‘one on one’ activities (where for other
agencies it might not have been possible) was due to the way in which the
service was resourced and the flexibility of the funder allowing providers
to deliver provision as appropriate to their users.
Users described how the T2A staff had helped them to reframe their
thinking, exemplified in relation to this individual’s hopes and ambitions
for employment:
. . . it’s made me think about things different. I want to just go and get a job . . .
straight away and she said stick at that apprenticeship part and then it’ll be better
for you in long run, she puts everything into a better perspective. I go to her with
summat and she’ll put it into a clearer, better picture. (T2A11)

Another user confirmed how the T2A worker had helped her see selfemployment as an option building on the beautician training that she had
received (T2A7). This re-framing activity offered by the T2A staff appears
to have contributed to creating an environment which provided the ‘ . . .
scaffolding that makes possible the construction of significant life changes’
(Giordano, Cernkovich and Rudolph 2002, p.1000).
Staff Attitudes
Staff attitudes emerged as the most multi-faceted theme from the users’
accounts, considered as significant in maintaining their engagement with
the service, and appeared to be the point of greatest difference between
T2A staff and professionals from other agencies.
One of the principles of the T2A programme was trialling a young adult
specific approach to support services for 16- to 25-year-olds across the various
points in the criminal justice system. It is perhaps unsurprising, therefore,
that the age-related welfarist approach noted early on during the programme evaluation (Wong et al. 2016) is further confirmed by these data.
This contrasted, in particular, to the approach of probation exemplified by
the experience of a 19-year-old user:
I think [name of T2A worker] looks at your age and she’s more sensitive about
doing things in the future, probation see you as adults straight away and when you
come out if you don’t get a job straight away you deserve to be back in prison, . . .
they don’t see that you’re young and trying to make a difference, they don’t really
care but [T2A agency] do . . . they are different, they cater for our needs, the work’s
brilliant. (T2A15)

This experience should not be taken as a reflection of a wider failure to
account for maturity, as part of the way in which probation staff related to
this user. However, it does suggest a gap between intent, set out in the instructions (National Offender Management Service 2016) for considering
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maturity for 18- to 24-year-olds in pre-sentence reports (PSRs) and practice.
The agency interview data collected for the T2A evaluation suggested that
because PSRs were rarely used – fast delivery reports were used instead –
in practice, maturity assessments were therefore rarely undertaken.
Striking among the users’ experience was the relatability between T2A
staff and their users, described as:
There is personal understanding with [name of worker]. (T2A16)

This relatability and ease were explained by another interviewee as being
able to talk to his T2A worker about anything because of their personality
and further endorsed as:
. . . possibly the best thing you can do is work with someone who can understand
and see things from your point of view and still be there as a professional to help
you understand things from their point of view . . . (T2A5)

Users reported on the commitment of the T2A staff, that they went the
extra mile, that is, beyond their professional responsibilities, described as:
. . . she goes above and beyond what she needs to do. (T2A15)

By another interviewee as:
. . . she thinks about me after work but manages to get involved without getting
emotionally distressed. (T2A5)

In comparison with their experience of other agencies, these interviewees
regarded the T2A staff as providing a more complete service, by attending
to small details:
. . . [name of T2A worker] made sure that I get everything done, even checking that
I’ve got asthma, she makes sure I’ve got the information I need to find out about,
it’s different, I don’t know how to explain it, it’s actually different. (T2A15)

In comparison with probation staff this could be explained by limited
resources and by their focus primarily on issues of a criminogenic nature
and, by default, non-criminogenic problems being set aside to be dealt
with by other agencies (Ministry of Justice 2013b). This completeness of
provision is considered further below.
In addition to adopting a holistic approach, that is, aiming to addressing
the range of problems presented by users (Wong et al. 2017), interviewees
suggested a persistence on the part of T2A staff attempting to find alternative ways of best meeting the needs of the users:
They helped me get into college. But I didn’t go because I missed my assessment
thing. But then they got me into [a community centre course] that was very good.
(T2A1)

Reliability and Consistency
The reliability and consistency of the T2A staff were qualities which were
highly valued by the users. In comparison, other services did not follow
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through with what they said they would do (T2A2), which was the key
difference according to this user. This view was confirmed by another
interviewee:
I got referred to [name of other service], they were supposed to get in contact with
me when I got out but I haven’t heard nothing . . . [name of T2A provider] is the
only one that’s stuck with me. (T2A14)

This same user expressed difficulty in trusting people but stated that the
T2A staff had gained their trust by being consistent and reliable. This
sense of reliability was reinforced for users by T2A staff being available to
see them as needed:
. . . she’s got a bit of an open door policy that if I do need her and she’s free then
I can come in and see her or . . . she’ll arrange a time for me to go and see her.
(T2A9)

Context of the T2A Pathway Programme
It is acknowledged that the experience of the service engagers examined
above, was inevitably, context specific. This needs to be accounted for
when considering the wider applicability of the findings. However, we
would argue that they have relevance beyond the confines of this pilot
programme and the policy and practice environment which existed during
its implementation, while at the same time point to the type of context that
may be required.
As identified in the programme evaluation report (see Wong et al. 2017),
the context factors of note were:

r
r

r
r

A history of failed engagement by the T2A service users with other agencies,
manifested in missed appointments and being excluded from services,
leaving the T2A service as one of the few or the only agency remaining
that was willing to work with the user; and/or
The size of caseloads and limited staff resources of other agencies – due to
funding limitations, these other organisations were only able to offer
limited support that was insufficient to meet all of the service user’s
wide-ranging needs. By default, it fell to the T2A services to ensure that
the other needs were met.
The voluntary nature of engagement with the T2A services – the service users
could choose to opt-in, engage, or disengage with the services as required.
Open-ended, non-time limited engagement by the T2A services – this was enabled by a funder who prioritised quality of service delivery over a
requirement to meet projected service user numbers.

There is nothing to suggest that at the time of writing and/or for the
foreseeable future this delivery context and reliance on VCS provision is
likely to change dramatically, as suggested by the recent HM Inspectorate
of Probation report on VCS involvement in probation supply chains (HM
Inspectorate of Probation 2018).
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Engaging Practitioner Blueprint
A standard VCS offender engagement model for England and Wales does
not currently exist, therefore we turn to the next closest model available,
one developed for probation provision. The target operating model which
set out the blueprint for the design of offender management services under
the government’s TR changes affirmed the importance of the quality of
rehabilitation support as a critical factor in reducing reoffending (Ministry
of Justice 2013b). Based on the SEEDS programme, the Ministry of Justice
(MoJ) and NOMS put forward a blueprint for the ideal ‘engaging practitioner’ (Copsey and Rex 2013), one-to-one interaction with an offender
based around four principal elements: structuring sessions; prosocial modelling; risk-need-responsivity principles (drawing on the work of Bonta and
Andrews 2007); and cognitive behavioural techniques. Around the same
time, the MoJ and NOMS commissioned a literature review on quality
in probation supervision to link into the NOMS Offender Engagement
Programme (Shapland et al. 2012). The review concluded that there was
‘surprisingly little research directly on what was perceived to be quality
or on what led to desired outcomes . . . ’ (p.43). However, from the literature, they did find six factors which probation supervisors and supervisees
regarded as demonstrating ‘quality’. These were:

r
r
r
r
r
r

Building genuine relationships which demonstrated care about the
supervisee, their desistance and future beyond control/monitoring/
surveillance;
Identifying needs and setting goals including a supervisory relationship
which showed listening by supervisors and persistence in steering supervisees towards desistance through motivation and encouraging problem
solving;
Understanding desistance and thoughtful consideration of how relapses
and breaches should be dealt with;
Attention to practical obstacles to desistance and psychological issues;
Knowledge and access to services to address practical obstacles; and
Advocacy tailored to supervisees’ needs and capabilities, involving supervisor action, referral or sign-posting.

These factors are considered below in relation to the findings from this
study.
The qualities identified through the T2A user data which map across to
the principal elements of the MoJ/NOMS engagement model are set out
in Table 2.
While alignment exists between the VCS mode of delivery (as exemplified by the T2A Pathway Programme) and the ‘structuring sessions’
and ‘prosocial modelling’ elements of the Engaging Practitioner blueprint,
there appears to a notable absence of alignment with the ‘risk-needresponsivity principles’ and ‘cognitive behavioural techniques’ elements. This
seems to reflect two important points. First, a demarcation of roles between statutory probation services and VCS resettlement and rehabilitation
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TABLE 2
Mapping Qualities from the Empirical Data to the MoJ/NOMS Engaging Practitioner Blueprint
Elements from the Engaging
Practitioner blueprint

Qualities identified from the empirical data

Structuring sessions

Timing and pacing
Gradual approach to resolving
problems/providing support

Prosocial modelling

Maintaining a professional and personal
relationship
Proffering options for the service user to decide
Pushing the service user
Reframing the service user’s thinking

Risk-need-responsivity principles
Cognitive behavioural techniques

No data available to evidence this
No data available to evidence this

services – a mandated responsibility on statutory probation services to manage offender risk and sentence compliance. As noted by Maguire (2016),
while VCS agencies may have contributed to compliance and risk management in terms of providing information to statutory services about
offender take-up of services and engagement with services (Senior et al.
2011; Wong et al. 2012), by and large they have had no formal part in these
roles. With this in mind and given the general welfarist orientation of the
T2A services (Wong et al. 2017), which reflects much VCS offender provision (Maguire 2012, 2016), the conscious (or unconscious) adoption of a
risk-need-responsivity approach to offender management is unlikely to be
widespread. This differentiation in role is also reinforced through training
and supervision. While probation staff receive training in compliance and
risk management, supported through supervision, this is generally not the
case for VCS staff (Wong et al. 2012). Second, in relation to cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) techniques, none of the T2A services offered this
type of provision. Across the VCS as a whole where CBT is adopted, this
is generally in the form of specialist provision such as a domestic violence
perpetrators programme (Richmond Fellowship 2017). There is little evidence that this is an integral element of engaging with offenders by the
VCS.
Other staff attributes prominent in the data reported above while important to these service engagers, appear to be absent from the MoJ/NOMS
engagement model but did reflect some of the factors ascribed as contributing to the quality of probation supervision identified by Shapland
et al. (2012). These are considered next.
Reciprocation
It could be argued that some of the attributes examined in staff attitudes
could constitute prosocial modelling, that is, the routine and conscious use
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of a set of behaviours, responses and psychological rewards which encourage positive social behaviours and attitudes while eroding negative ones.
However, the accounts of the service users suggest something else. The
attributes: viewing the person as a young adult; relatability; going the extra mile;
persistence; suggest a greater commitment to the service users, than that
which is explicitly indicated by the MoJ/NOMS model (Copsey and Rex
2013). This is indicated by Shapland and colleagues (2012) in relation to
quality probation supervision, where supervisors persist in steering supervisees towards desistance through motivation and encouraging problem
solving. Hinted at in the literature review (Shapland et al. 2012) but explicit within the T2A user data appears to be a universal truth about human
interaction more generally, that of reciprocation, that the commitment of the
T2A staff as perceived by the service users being rewarded by engagement
and co-operation from the users. This is illustrated by the following:
if we didn’t see each other as much and she helped me out as much I don’t think
I’d be willing to co-operate as much but she does help out a lot. (T2A12)

This was also expressed by another user as a desire to ‘not let them down’
(T2A3). This suggests that the principle of co-production in offender management between service user and practitioner (McNeill 2009; Weaver
2011) applies equally to offender engagement. While this principle of reciprocation appears absent from the MoJ/NOMS model (Copsey and Rex
2013), it is implicitly understood in practice, for example, in situations
where offender managers are seeking to manage the compliance of offenders. As noted by Phillips (2016), probation practitioners were reluctant to breach offenders because they were concerned about the impact
of this on their relationship with the offender. Moreover, such reciprocation is likely to contribute to practitioner job satisfaction and reinforce the
sense that what they are doing is worthwhile and is working, both of which
are important factors in sustaining morale. Turley et al. (2011) noted that
positive offender outcomes increased offender manager job satisfaction.
Phillips (2016) also observed that probation practitioners altered the ‘field
of compliance’ for offenders because this provided a greater sense of job
satisfaction. Despite the widespread challenges in probation delivery in
the wake of the government’s TR changes HM Inspectorate of Probation
(2017) was able to cite an account from an offender under supervision
which echoes the importance of going the extra mile identified earlier from
the T2A interviewees:
It is more than a job for her. She always gets me to see the positive, using CBT
techniques on me, giving me the tools I need to sort out my life. I recently was
holding a blade to my arm, wanting to cut myself, but, remembering what my
responsible officer had said to me, stopped me harming myself. She probably saved
my life. (p.66)

Reliability and Consistency
Similarly, reliability and consistency identified as important to the service
users in this study, while potentially implicit within the prosocial modelling
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element of the MoJ/NOMS engagement model, could in fact benefit from
being made explicit. Assuming that such principles may implicitly operate
does not have the same effect as making this an explicit organisational,
cultural, and individual commitment. It would be perverse to think that
the other agencies with which the users compared the T2A services had
an operating policy of not being reliable or consistent. However, interviewee accounts suggest a comparative exceptionalism among T2A staff. The
benefits of explicit commitment can be seen elsewhere. Critical to the effective implementation of the Youth Justice Custody Reinvestment Pathfinder
(which aimed to reduce youth custody) was an explicit and regularly reinforced operating culture among YOT staff, of the principle that custody
for young people should be the last resort and all other alternatives should
be attempted where possible (Wong, Ellingworth and Meadows 2015).
Stakeholders acknowledged that prior to the initiative, while this principle
among staff was assumed, it became actively operationalised during the
scheme (Wong et al. 2013).
Completeness of Provision
Offender management delivery models which have prevailed over the last
ten years have adopted a ‘fordist’ approach – for the purposes of this article, breaking down the offender management process into discrete ‘production’ functions based around the ASPIRE3 model (National Offender
Management Service 2006). This is not to suggest that such a model does
not have merit. It is evidence based and has provided a means of understanding and systemising the offender management process. In practice,
this disaggregation into functions has facilitated a diffusion of responsibility with different agencies and individuals having discrete responsibilities
for elements of the overall offender management service; something that
service users have found confusing and difficult to engage with, which in
part, integrated offender management (IOM) arrangements were developed to address (Senior et al. 2011; Wong et al. 2012). In addition, given the
constraints across public services since the financial crisis of 2007/08, this
has inevitably meant allocating these functions to be delivered in the most
cost-efficient way, that is, most cheaply but not necessarily most effectively.
The evidence-based prioritisation of criminogenic and non-criminogenic
needs which are weakly related to recidivism (Bonta and Andrews 2010)
has also furthered this separation and the allocation of responsibility for addressing these needs. Mostly, commonly criminogenic-related needs have
been addressed by probation and YOT staff and non-criminogenic needs
by VCS agencies (National Offender Management Service 2006, 2013; Senior et al. 2011); an approach which appears to have accelerated following
the government’s TR changes (HM Inspectorate of Probation 2017).
It should be recognised, of course, that these fordist arrangements
are, in part, an artefact of the separate funding and commissioning arrangements which prevail for the range of provision that is required
to meet the needs of offenders (National Offender Management Service
2013). This has had the inevitable consequence that different agencies and
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therefore, practitioners, will be delivering different elements of the jigsaw of provision required by offenders. The limitations of this approach,
where meeting the requirements of the discrete function is prioritised over
its contribution to the rehabilitation of the individual, is exemplified by the
results from the HM Inspectorate of Probation thematic review of unpaid
work. It was noted that unpaid work was administered by ‘a separate group
of probation staff’ and that their approach to delivery was:
. . . pragmatic and perfunctory, with only one in five placements tailored to suit the
individual circumstances of the offender. Planning for the individual appeared to be
largely an administrative process rather than to help achieve the broader objectives
of the sentence. (HM Inspectorate of Probation 2017, p.68)

In simple terms, the approach adopted by the T2A services appeared
to offer a more holistic delivery model, one where, if at all possible, the
T2A workers themselves provided the support, advice and/or intervention
needed by the service user (Wong et al. 2017). Where they did not have the
required expertise, for example specialist autism support; or the physical
resource, such as accommodation, their role was to broker that provision.
However, importantly, from the perspective of the user, the T2A staff were
willing and generally had the capacity to address the issues of importance
to the user, irrespective of whether or not it fell into the category of criminogenic or non-criminogenic need. While at an agency and system level,
the concepts of criminogenic and non-criminogenic needs prevail, these
interview data suggest that this neat categorisation did not exist for these
service users. Instead, they had a set of problems with which they needed
help, in order that they could progress with their lives. Having a single
person to rely on for help, who understood them and who they trusted,
was their ideal scenario. For the service users in this study, adopting a
holistic, rather than fordist approach, appeared to have contributed to
user engagement. This holistic approach appears to be echoed by the literature review of quality probation supervision, which acknowledges the
importance of addressing offender needs, irrespective of whether these
are criminogenic or non-criminogenic (Shapland et al. 2012).
The Pleasure Principle
Affording users emotional pleasure through offender management and,
more generally, support services for offenders, is generally absent from
the literature on rehabilitation and desistance – perhaps because it may
appear to trivialise and undermine the goal of offender rehabilitation – a
serious and societally important outcome. Politically it could easily lend
itself to ridicule as part of a punitive backlash, of the type commonly
referred to by policymakers, practitioners and academics as the Daily Mail
view of justice. This issue has also been played out in the debate around the
integration of risk-need-responsivity principles and desistance approaches,
that concentrating too much on improving the well-being of the offender
without regard for their level of risk could result in a happy but dangerous
individual. It is also argued that concentrating on risk without concern for
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promoting goods or well-being could lead to a defiant or disengaged client
(Ward and Maruna 2007).
That said, the accounts of the T2A users expressed an emotional
pleasure from their encounters with the T2A staff, as a combination of:
persona – more a friend than a worker; setting – meeting in a coffee shop
rather than an office; and a sense of being cared for. The last attribute, the
expression of care for the user, is an explicit staff quality prescribed as
part of the risk-need-responsivity model (Bonta and Andrews 2007) and
recognised as probation supervisors demonstrating:
. . . ‘care’ about the person being supervised, their desistance and their future, and
not just control/monitoring/surveillance. (Shapland et al. 2012, p.43)

While the concept of consciously designing in emotional pleasure as a benefit within services for offenders has generally not been countenanced,
the importance of the emotional content of a service user’s experience has
long been recognised in the wider service design and service marketing
literature (Price, Arnould and Deibler 1995; Verma 2012). The developing
evidence on emotional literacy in criminal justice practice (Knight 2014;
Knight, Phillips and Chapman 2016) appears to offer a means to facilitate
emotional pleasure among service users as part of the experience of offender engagement, although it ‘ . . . should not be seen as a “technique”
to be practised but rather as an authentic human quality’ (Knight, Phillips
and Chapman 2016, p.55). The importance for users (in this study) of the
expressed authenticity of the practitioner as a human being rather than just
a professional is illustrated by this account:
I’ve worked with housing people before but they were in their 40s or 50s and they
just didn’t give a fuck, just doing it for their job and not to help me, not like here,
they’re young and they care. (T2A3)

Adapting the Offender Engagement Blueprint for the Voluntary Sector
We propose, that the qualities identified by the users in this study: reciprocity, reliability, consistency, and emotional pleasure, merit incorporation into an adapted MoJ/NOMS engaging practitioner blueprint (Copsey
and Rex 2013) – one that has the potential to be developed as a distinctive
VCS offender engagement model for young adult and older adult offenders. They appear to resonate with the recommended practice of forming and
working through warm, open and enthusiastic relationships, one of the behaviour
clusters identified as core corrections practice (Dowden and Andrews 2004)
and featured as part of the NOMS OMM (National Offender Management
Service 2006). A more recent endorsement of this can be found in the companion document to the NOMS Commissioning Intentions document, which
acknowledged that one of the set of staff behaviours which assisted desistance was ‘Building relationships that demonstrate genuine care about
the individual, their desistance and their future’ (National Offender Management Service 2014, p.11). In simple terms, the qualities identified in
this study can be regarded as facilitating key elements of the MoJ/NOMS
engaging practitioner blueprint, that is, structured sessions and prosocial
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modelling. In addition, they reflect some of the factors regarded as contributing to quality probation supervision identified by Shapland et al.
(2012). Such a model has the potential to be trialled as part of a commissioning framework by charitable trusts and other providers of grants
to VCS organisations. Particularly, as it offers perhaps a better alignment
to the values/benefits (as indicated in this study) of VCS offender provision than a service specification based on outputs. Evidencing that these
values/qualities occur will require feedback from those who experience it,
that is, those who provide and receive the service; a point which has been
similarly noted in relation to identifying quality in probation supervision
(Shapland et al. 2012). There is insufficient space within this article to assess how best this can be achieved. Further exploration is required and is
intended to be incorporated by the authors in a separate article which they
are developing, examining how such a VCS model would also lend itself
to a different form of measurement based on engagement data
Conclusion
The continued contribution of VCS offender provision in the wake of TR
has acquired a greater importance given the limitations of statutory probation provision. The centrality of effective engagement with offenders signalled by the MoJ/NOMS engaging practitioner blueprint has resonance
in the importance attached to relationships between offender and practitioner in VCS offender provision. As such, using the engaging practitioner
blueprint offers the opportunity to develop a distinctive VCS offender
engagement model. Based on the findings of the lived experience of the
young adult users, this study suggests the importance of reciprocity, reliability, and consistency, completeness of provision, and emotional pleasure
as additional features of such a model. As such, it provides a starting point
for considering an alternative model of commissioning and indicates areas
for further development and testing.4
Notes
1 NOMS was renamed Her Majesty’s Prison and Probation Service in February 2017.
2 Probation service is used throughout this article to collectively describe the statutory services delivered by Community Rehabilitation Companies and the National
Probation Service.
3 ASPIRE: Assessment, Sentence Planning, Implementation, Review, and Evaluation.
4 Acknowledgement: The authors received funding from the Barrow Cadbury Trust to
undertake the evaluation of the Transition to Adulthood Pathway Programme.

References
Bonta, J. and Andrews, D.A. (2007) Risk-Need-Responsivity Model for Offender Assessment
and Rehabilitation (User Report 2007–06), Ottawa, ON.: Public Safety Canada.
Bonta, J. and Andrews, D.A. (2010) ‘Viewing offender assessment and rehabilitation
through the lens of the risk-need-responsivity model’, in: F. McNeill, P. Raynor and
C. Trotter (Eds.), Offender Supervision: New Directions in Theory, Research and Practice,
New York, NY.: Willan.

572

C

2018 The Howard League and John Wiley & Sons Ltd

The Howard Journal Vol 57 No 4. December 2018
ISSN 2059-1098, pp. 556–575
Bottoms, A. and Shapland, J. (2016) ‘Learning to desist in early adulthood: the Sheffield
desistance study’, in: J. Shapland, S. Farrall and A. Bottoms (Eds.), Global Perspectives
on Desistance: Reviewing What we Know and Looking to the Future, Abingdon: Routledge.
Clinks, NCVO and Third Sector Research Centre (2016) Change & Challenge: The Voluntary Sector’s Role in Transforming Rehabilitation, London: Clinks.
Copsey, M. (2011) The Offender Engagement Programme: An Overview from Programme Director, Martin Copsey, London: Ministry of Justice, National Offender Management
Service.
Copsey, M. and Rex, S. (2013) Engaging Offenders to Reduce Re-offending: A Model for
Effective Practice Skills, Presentation to World Congress on Probation, London: Ministry of
Justice, National Offender Management Service.
Corcoran, M. and Hucklesby, A. (2013) Briefing Paper: The Third Sector in Criminal Justice. Available at: http://www.law.leeds.ac.uk/assets/files/research/ccjs/130703-thirdseccrimjust-briefing-2013.pdf (accessed 29 March 2018).
Dowden, C. and Andrews, D.A. (2004) ‘The importance of staff practice in delivering
effective correctional treatment: a meta-analytic review of core correctional practice’,
International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 48, 203–14.
Giordano, P.C., Cernkovich, S.A. and Rudolph, J.L. (2002) ‘Gender, crime, and desistance: toward a theory of cognitive transformation’, American Journal of Sociology,
107(4), 990–1064.
Hedderman, C. and Hucklesby, A. (2016) ‘When worlds collide: researching and evaluating the voluntary sector’s work with offenders’, in: A. Hucklesby and M. Corcoran
(Eds.), The Voluntary Sector and Criminal Justice, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.
HM Inspectorate of Probation (2017) Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Probation: 2017 Annual
Report, Manchester: HM Inspectorate of Probation.
HM Inspectorate of Probation (2018) Probation Supply Chains: A Thematic Inspection,
Manchester: HM Inspectorate of Probation.
Knight, C. (2014) Emotional Literacy in Criminal Justice: Professional Practice with Offenders,
Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan.
Knight, C., Phillips, J. and Chapman, T. (2016) ‘Bringing the feelings back: returning
emotions to criminal justice practice’, British Journal of Community Justice, 14(1), 45–58.
Maguire, M. (2012) ‘Big Society, the voluntary sector and the marketization of criminal
justice’, Criminology & Criminal Justice, 12(5), 483–94.
Maguire, M. (2016) ‘Third tier in the supply chain? Voluntary agencies and the commissioning of offender rehabilitation services’, in: A. Hucklesby and M. Corcoran (Eds.),
The Voluntary Sector and Criminal Justice, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.
Martin, C., Frazer, L., Cumbo, E., Hayes, C. and O’Donoghue, K. (2016) ‘Paved with
good intentions: the way ahead for voluntary, community and social enterprise sector
organisations’, in: A. Hucklesby and M. Corcoran (Eds.), The Voluntary Sector and
Criminal Justice, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.
McNeill, F. (2009) Towards Effective Practice in Offender Supervision, Glasgow: Scottish
Centre for Crime and Justice Research.
McNeill, F. (2016) ‘The fuel in the tank or the hole in the boat? Can sanctions support
desistance?’, in: J. Shapland, S. Farrall and A. Bottoms (Eds.), Global Perspectives on
Desistance: Reviewing What we Know and Looking to the Future, Abingdon: Routledge.
McNeill, F. and Weaver, B. (2010) Changing Lives: Desistance Research and Offender Management, Glasgow: Glasgow School of Social Work and Scottish Centre for Crime and
Justice Research, Universities of Glasgow and Strathclyde.
Meek, R., Gojkovic, D. and Mills, A. (2010) The Role of the Third Sector in Work with Offenders:
The Perceptions of Criminal Justice and Third Sector Stakeholders (TSRC Working Paper
34), Birmingham: Third Sector Research Centre.

573

C

2018 The Howard League and John Wiley & Sons Ltd

The Howard Journal Vol 57 No 4. December 2018
ISSN 2059-1098, pp. 556–575
Mills, A., Meek, R. and Gojkovic, D. (2011) ‘Exploring the relationship between the
voluntary sector and the state in criminal justice’, Voluntary Sector Review, 2(2), 193–
211.
Ministry of Justice (2013a) Transforming Rehabilitation: A Strategy for Reform, London:
Ministry of Justice.
Ministry of Justice (2013b) Target Operating Model: Rehabilitation Programme, London:
Ministry of Justice.
National Offender Management Service (2006) The NOMS Offender Management Model,
London: National Offender Management Service.
National Offender Management Service (2013) NOMS Evidence and Segmentation: Companion Document to NOMS Commissioning Intentions from 2014, London: National Offender
Management Service.
National Offender Management Service (2016) Determining Pre-sentence Reports: Sentencing
within the New Framework, London: National Offender Management Service.
Phillips, J. (2013) ‘Understanding “the relationship” in English probation practice’, in: I.
Durnescu and F. McNeill (Eds.), Understanding Penal Practice, Abingdon: Routledge.
Phillips, J. (2016) ‘Myopia and misrecognition: the impact of managerialism on the
management of compliance’, Criminology & Criminal Justice, 16(1), 40–59.
Price, L.L., Arnould, E.J. and Deibler, S. (1995) ‘Consumers’ emotional responses to
service encounters: the influence of the service provider’, International Journal of
Service Industry Management, 6(3), 34–63.
Rex, S. (2012) ‘The offender engagement programme: rationale and objectives’, Eurovista: Probation and Community Justice, 2(10), 6–9.
Richmond Fellowship (2017) Available at: http://www.richmondfellowship.org.uk/birmingham/
my-time-domestic-violence-perpetrator-programme/#toggle-id-1 (accessed 27 April 2018).
Ritchie, J. and Spencer, L. (1994) ‘Qualitative data analysis for applied policy research’,
in: A. Bryman and R.G. Burgess (Eds.), Analysing Qualitative Data, Abingdon: Routledge.
Robinson, G., Priede, C., Farrall, S., Shapland, J. and McNeill, F. (2014) ‘Understanding
“quality” in probation practice: frontline perspectives in England & Wales’, Criminology & Criminal Justice, 14(2), 123–42.
Senior, P. (2009) 21st Century Probation Practice: Notes from the UK. Available
at: http://www4.shu.ac.uk/_assets/pdf/hccj-HKProbation3Nov09.pdf (accessed 3 January
2018).
Senior, P., Wong, K., Culshaw, A., Ellingworth, D., O’ Keeffe, C. and Meadows, L.
(2011) Process Evaluation of Five Integrated Offender Management Pioneer Areas, London:
Ministry of Justice.
Shapland, J., Bottoms, A., Farrall, S., McNeill, F., Priede, C. and Robinson, G. (2012) The
Quality of Probation Supervision: A Literature Review, Sheffield: University of Sheffield.
Sorsby, A., Shapland, J. and Robinson, G. (2017) ‘Using compliance with probation
supervision as an interim outcome measure in evaluating a probation initiative’,
Criminology & Criminal Justice, 17(1), 40–61.
Tomczak, P. (2017) The Penal Voluntary Sector, Abingdon: Routledge.
Tomczak, P. and Albertson, K. (2016) ‘Prisoner relationships with voluntary sector practitioners’, Howard Journal, 55, 57–72.
Transition to Adulthood Alliance (2014) Demonstration Projects (T2A Alliance). Available at:
https://www.t2a.org.uk/work-in-progress/demonstration-projects/ (accessed 2 January 2018).
Turley, C., Ludford, H., Callanan, M. and Barnard, M. (2011) Delivering the NOMS
Offender Management Model: Practitioner Views from the Offender Management Community
Cohort Study, London: Ministry of Justice.
Verma, H. (2012) Services Marketing: Text and Cases, 2nd edn, New Delhi, India: Dorling
Kindersley (India) Pvt. Ltd.

574

C

2018 The Howard League and John Wiley & Sons Ltd

The Howard Journal Vol 57 No 4. December 2018
ISSN 2059-1098, pp. 556–575
Ward, T. and Maruna, S. (2007) Rehabilitation, Abingdon: Routledge.
Weaver, B. (2011) ‘Co-producing community justice: the transformative potential of
personalisation for penal sanctions’, British Journal of Social Work, 41, 1038–57.
Wong, K. (2013) ‘The emperor’s new clothes: can Big Society deliver criminal justice?’,
in: M. Cowburn, M. Duggan, A. Robinson and P. Senior (Eds.), Values in Criminology
and Criminal Justice, Bristol: Policy Press.
Wong, K., O’Keeffe, C., Meadows, L., Davidson, J., Bird, H., Wilkinson, K. and Senior, P.
(2012) Increasing the Voluntary and Community Sector’s Involvement in Integrated Offender
Management, London: Home Office.
Wong, K., Meadows, L., Warburton, F., Webb, S., Ellingworth, D. and Bateman, T. (2013)
Youth Justice Reinvestment Custody Pathfinder: Findings and Delivery Lessons from the First
Year of Implementation, London: Ministry of Justice Analytical Services.
Wong, K., Ellingworth, D. and Meadows, L. (2015) Youth Justice Reinvestment Custody
Pathfinder: Final Process Evaluation Report, London: Ministry of Justice Analytical Services.
Wong, K., Lowthian, J., Meadows, L., Ellingworth, D. and Kinsella, R. (2016) Transition to
Adulthood Pathway Programme Evaluation: First Interim Report, Sheffield: Hallam Centre
for Community Justice, Sheffield Hallam University.
Wong, K., Kinsella, R., Bamonte, J. and Meadows, L. (2017) T2A Final Process Evaluation
Report, Manchester: Manchester Metropolitan University.
Date submitted: April 2018
Date accepted: July 2018

575

C

2018 The Howard League and John Wiley & Sons Ltd

