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1. Introduction
Context

This study starts from the recent identificationaof association between offending
and accommodation needs though OASys —the stasddrdissessment system now
used by the Probation Service. It reviews availéitdeature in order to discover what
light can be shed on this association. In OASyspmanodation needs include ‘no
fixed abode’, ‘transient’ or ‘unsuitable’ accommdda, lack of ‘permanent’
accommodation and ‘unsuitable location’ (meaningselto criminal associates or
potential victims) —clearly a range of problemsttage not necessarily connected or
similar. This ‘umbrella’ term makes for a fascimgtibut somewhat unpredictable
journey through a disparate terrain.

The coverage of a review is dependent on its seurd@&ough a search for
international sources has been made, literature than relationship between
accommodation needs and offending is not easy datdooutside North America,
Australia and the UK. This review of literaturesist in the context of offending and
social policy in these countries, which presengnesting contrasts as well as shared
characteristics.

Recently, policy-related research on the causespaegention of crime has given
limited attention to residence and accommodatiedaeThis was not true of an older
criminology, which viewed crime as a by-producudbanisation (Shaw and MacKay
1942). Using the example of Chicago, the flow ogration to the city was observed
to create zones where traditional social contro&sewimpotent and new controls
difficult to establish. This analysis of the citashbeen succeeded by more specific
concerns: a focus on situational crime preventioth @an social measures that target
families and youth. The location and residence ftdnalers have been peripheral to
these concerns.

Currently a number of major trends are likely targten the attention given to
accommodation needs. One such trend is the risgigmtion across borders, which
in some respects parallels the movements that quead the Chicago

criminologists. Another is the rise in custodiahstzons for all age groups and each
gender in the USA and the UK. Custody inevitablyg® questions about the ex-
offender’s re-entry to society and return to sdttlccommodation. A third is the
reconstruction of the social housing market in walyat exclude categories of
offenders. All these have the effect of increasilegnand for accommodation in an
already tight employment and housing market.

Analytical tasks

The identification of trends takes us only a litttley down the analytical road that we
wish to pursue. We want to find out how such tremtdght be related-if at all. The
association of accommodation need and offendingdcbe generated by social
factors that are independent of offending. If aegahdrought occurred, the finding



that offenders were thirsty would not be very sisipg. But if offenders suffered
more frequently from the shortage then importargstjons about their needs would
arise. Further crucial questions would certainlyhg on the agenda if the water
shortage coincided with a rise in offending, wheths assaults on alleged water-
hoarders or as illicit water dealing. In the latase we would want to test out causal
theories about the impact of drought. We therefaree to think in terms of stages of
analysis that can deliver more sophisticated andemsightful approximations to
reality. The review will examine a range of evidento see which of the
interpretations outlined below are best supported.

How might accommodation needs and offending be reted?
Relationships

A relationship between offending and accommodatieed can be understood in
several ways.

* An association that appears inconsistently at whffe times and places
(contingency)

* A consistent association based on a causal prdoesgich one variable
influences the other (causal determination)

* A consistent association that can be explained bthia causal factor
(codetermination)

Causality

Both causal determination and codetermination regailequate evidence of a causal
process.

A causal factor must have a specific identity irefegent of its outcome. It must be
capable of being distinguished from other factors.

A causal theory should propose a mechanism thajuadely explains the relevant
facts including the mental facts involved in theqass. So it should be able to show
how action follows from a given starting point amalv an offender’s state of mind is
influenced by the factor in question. It should ldedh alternative explanations by
offering some form of analysis.

A causal theory should specify the direction ofgdloie causal relationships between
two or more variables.

Causal determination

A number of possibilities present themselves inkisge to understand how one
variable might influence another. Hypotheses A Bnidpresent opposite directions of
influence, though the causal processes differ.



Fig 1.1 Causal hypotheses

A. CauseHousing need Effeddffending

Description

‘People develop housing needs and offend more difi@m otherwise’
Mechanisms

Stress; daily needs unmet; opportunities in tramisecommodation

B. CauseDffending_EffectHousing need

Description

‘People begin to offend and develop housing needs’
Mechanisms

Rejection of offenders by head of household/ haupioviders

It is quite conceivable that at certain points editis could operate in either of these
directions. Indeed the same individual might gotigh two different phases, one in
which the first causal process occurred and anoitteen the second occurred.
Chapter 4 will argue that a model based on the equinof ‘life course’ can help to

make better sense of these relationships in indalidases. A ‘life course’ approach
shows how influences correspond to stages in thevsidual's biography, as the

controls, opportunities and motivations affecting edividual alter during the

transition to maturity.

Co-determination

Indeed if there were evidence that housing need#fiedding co-varied continuously
we might speak of co-determination in which a wigeocess of exclusion was at
work: housing would be just part of the story. CGedaination could operate at the
level of individuals as well as groups as in thiéofeing examples:

* Individuals might possess mental health problenas pinecluded them from
sustaining accommodation and avoiding crime

* Mental health problems can co-determine a rangaifb€ulties that prevent
participation in social arrangements.

* In a society that exploited temporary migrant labloymembers of a minority
ethnic group, housing need and crime might be blobeked. Low-level
offending by the impoverished against the majontypuld then be a
manifestation of endemic social conflict.

Where offending appears as a correlative of stratpoverty, the link with housing
conditions is likely to be one of co-determinatitmthe slum housing need is not an
individual misfortune but a way of life. Analysettbe ‘deprived area’ have shown
how sections of the population are engaged in goetitive struggle for housing and
crime becomes a prominent option for survival (eambert 1970).



The dynamic development of risk factors

Causal processes in offending are dynamic and imetd,f so it is important to
understand how different factors place individuatsrisk of offending. Some are
closely connected to the individual, affecting eimodl reactions, for example, while
others are conditioned by the environment. Crimgoojunities are structured by the
degree to which potential victims are protected agdtheir abundance in certain
settings.

This means that the occurrence of offending is tmméd by combinations of
factors, some of which are highly sensitive. Thesiude, for example, opportunities
appearing in clusters, stressful situations, an@rso Some experiences (like being
abused in childhood) produce critical impacts tate long term consequences and
thereby increase future risks. In this way an iidial can be subject to progressive
risks in the long term as well as the short termvafid assessment of risk for the
individual is based on an appreciation of this dyita

Primary and secondary risk factors

Risk is a product of the interaction between indiinals and their environments. How
society responds to individuals’ offending can beagor influence on what they do
subsequently. Responses to crime and to housird) imees a key role in explaining
what happens to offenders.

A useful distinction can be made between primargdse (connected with an
individual’'s behaviour) and secondary needs (rexyfrom responses to behaviour).
As social controls respond to unacceptable behatimy create important conditions
for the next phase of an individual’'s behaviour.c&ssful responses work by
addressing the roots of behavioural problems armbnmecting the individual
positively with the wider society. Inappropriatespenses can lead to an amplification
of the problems. Imprisonment and other forms aflesion can produce a range of
secondary needs that should be constructively adeldeby throughcare and aftercare.
The creation of primary and secondary needs withydored in Chapter 4.

Meeting needs and reducing risks
Needs and causation

‘What works’ assumes that it is possible to mee&tdseonce these are understood. In
principle, there are two aspects of need revieward,lone to do with accommodation
and the other to do with offending. It would berertely useful if the causal analysis
were to inform an analysis of meeting need, sottiatauses could be addressed in a
preventive fashion. If, for example, we could camfithat housing need and offending
were jointly co-determined by mental health proldewe would be well placed to
incorporate them in a treatment strategy. Similaflghe limitations of the housing
market were identified as a causal factor it wolbdd possible to prescribe policy
remedies. However, even if this were true, soméefcauses might lie in the past
and so not be very amenable to being addressé&thdpter 5, evidence of practice is



reviewed to see if successful approaches can Inéifidd and whether or not they are
related coherently to valid causal pathways. Theptdr considers how successfully
particular needs can be assessed and met and tnmalis. Which approaches work
with adolescents? Or women? How do they differ frapproaches that work with

drug-users emerging from prison?

The variety of needs and the complexity of riskdes are likely to call for a coherent
strategy that reaches across agency boundaries. pbliey and institutional
framework for the provision of services to offerglés composed of various levels,
each with a set of objectives and functions. Someneies are concerned with
housing need in its various forms and others dffecialist services to offenders. A
clear set of objectives for services will be disadin Chapter 5.

It is evident that the review will have implicat®for:
» social policy on housing,
* the treatment of offenders,
* and family links

In seeking a prospectus for a future ‘What worltsére are several promising
avenues in the literature that will be given dethiscrutiny including:

» the development of community and neighbourhoodesiras,
» the assessment of needs at both strategic andduodlvevel,
» the planning of flexible provision,

» the time limits set for probation or parole afteeca

* and the planning of subsequent re-integration.

In the next chapter the aims and methods of thewewill be set out on detail.



2. Aims and methods
The aims of the review
The general aims of the review are

* toinvestigate associations between accommodatimigms and offending, and any
causal links

* show evidence of effective ways of helping offersdsith housing problems.
Questions to be explored

* How do factors such as gender, age, ethnicity, tinealelationships,
employment, or offending history affect accommaalatiproblems and
likelihood of offending?

* How can the location and type of accommodatiorugrice opportunities to offend?

* How are housing needs assessed and what servicefextive in helping which
groups of offenders find and keep accommodation?

The search for material

We were asked to collate literature from Engliskadpng and near-European
countries. Contacts with national organisations erperts were made, as well as
searches using electronic resources.

National organisations

Using a standard letter, enquiries were made threugail, fax, letter or phone with
national crime and justice organisations.

Results

The Home Office made available the services ofllisary, which has accessed a
great deal of material published in English, in thé#K and abroad. The
Bundesministerium of Justice in the Federal Repubfi Germany passed on our
request to the criminological centre at Wiesbadem.our behalf a search was made
of resources known to the Ministry of Justice ie thetherlands. Helpful responses
were received from Aarne Kinnunen, Ministry of Jdeest Department of Criminal
Policy, Finland; Didier Coeurnelle, Belgian FedeMlInistry for Social Affairs,
Public Health and the Environment; and from Torer8p, Norwegian Institute of
International Affairs.

Experts
A range of academics in this country and abroadasasacted, including members of

The European Society of Criminology. The Europeanding Research Network was
contacted, as was the National Housing Federatese&ch Forum.



Results

Professors David Smith (Lancaster University); P&aynor (Swansea University);
Hans Jorg Albrecht (Max-Planck Institute for Foregnd Criminal Law, Freiburg);
Werner Sohn (University of Wiesbaden); Andrzej Ad&m(Nicholas Copernicus
University, Torun, Poland); Frieder Duenkel (Unsigy of Greifswald); and Ms
Penny Fraser (NACRO) kindly responded, but we weaened that specific studies
are few and not necessarily informative. ProfesaiirMclvor (Stirling University )
and Peter Maplestone (University of New South Wakésdly forwarded reviews of
services for offenders.

Websites

Several websites were visited and a search hasrbaée of the Web in general.
Search method

Databases

Searches were made through the following databases.

« ASSIA

« COPAC

* |SI Web of Science
« DIALOG

« CAREDATA

Search terms

The key words used in the searches have been dabheexpanded so as not to miss
particular categories of offender- ‘delinquent’s &xample- or of provision —‘hostel’,
‘foster home’ etc.

The search terms were grouped as follows:

1. General terms for housing, accommodation, etc

2. Terms for accommodation for offenders and tHaemable - social housing,

public housing, hostels, children’s homes, etc.

3. Terms for offenders, and for the homeless

4. Population categories - age groups, gendemnitigs, etc

As there are several topics wrapped up under bneadings like ‘housing need’ or
‘housing risk’, the search terms were as specsipa@ssible.

The use of search findings

The studies that have been obtained range widebr ohe field; it has been
challenging to compare and order them, and toa¢he&m to the brief for the review.

Criminological overviews
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Some overviews of crime causation and reductian @raithwaite 1989; Gendreau et
al 1996) have been useful in highlighting signifitpatterns that shed light on the
relationship of housing need to other variables.

Previous reviews

The present study has sought to use previous reviewdentify key sources. For
example, reviews of research on residential anttfasre and on care leavers have
been valuable. The review has concentrated on r@a@nmmation wherever possible.
For example, the most substantial official reviefnadkey part of the field was last
undertaken by Kevin Haines (1990) in his reviewaftercare services, though the
field changed in the 1990s (Herbst 1995).

Computerised search results

Extensive material was identified through a seoiesearches by the Home Office and
National Children’s Bureau (NCB) staff. Several felient article searches on
DIALOG produced approximately 120 references ofway degrees of substance and
occasionally overlapping. Over 20 relevant refeesneere uncovered by the NCB. In
addition a small number of references have beendamn ASSIA, CAREDATA and
the ISI Web of Science.

The next section outlines the approach that waptadan handling the material.
Evaluating literature

The analytical task of the review is to see how danclusions can be drawn that
would support a ‘What Works’ agenda.

From a research point of view, the ‘What Works’ ragge is concerned to identify key

studies and to see whether collectively the stusliggport similar conclusions. From a
practice perspective it is concerned to producaelende-based recommendations
about effective steps to reduce offending and tetmeeds.

Methodology

The investigation of causal patterns and evideraseth solutions makes high
demands on studies. They must possess methoddl@taeacteristics that sustain
valid and reliable conclusions. Studies that quafdr extended attention should
include a range of characteristics, particularlyshowing the relationships between
cause and effect and between interventions andmec

Fig 1.2 Characteristics of substantial studies

Coherent concepts translated into operational reseategories
Representative samples

Longitudinal design

Comparisons of variables

Manipulation of intervention variables

Outcome data
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Valid and reliable methods of data collection
Measurement tools
Comparisons across research settings

After reviewing the available material it can bemséhat this was a tall order! Few
studies have met all these requirements. Accorgintje evidence has had to be
treated in a more piecemeal way than would hava besirable.

Scope

Studies have tended to focus on needs rather thaolations. However much of the
research on need deals with one particular grougfehders or a single stage in their
careers and does not engage with the whole lifeseod’he most powerful studies are
longitudinal and these will be given major attentio

Where interventions have been examined the reselaashtended to focus on
particular groups and programmes. The studies haea often descriptive and have
failed to examine the impact of the interventions the targeted needs. While
longitudinal studies are valuable, the length @&f tbllow-up in different studies will
need to be noted so that the outcomes identifiedhbge studies can be properly
compared.

There is also a shortage of international compasiswith the UK and North America
providing far and away the most literature.

Order of discussion

The subsequent chapters are laid out so thatfthedurse provides a guiding thread.
Studies that embrace a large portion of the lifeirse will naturally receive
substantial attention.

The limited scope and methodological weaknessemariy studies have made it
necessary to concentrate on the strongest examwplee possible and to point out
limitations of the literature on particular topiesjen if the importance of the topic by
itself would seem to deserve more attention.

12



Literature classifications
Overviews

Comparative studies
Primary risk factors

Studies of vulnerability and needs
Studies of opportunity and risk
Minority groups
Specific types of offence

* Drugs

* Prostitution

Secondary risk factors

Groups subject to criminal justice sanctions- neaadg vulnerability

* Community penalties
+ Ex-offenders
+ Sex offenders

Strategies

Barriers to meeting need
National strategies
Local community strategies

Services
Assessment

Advice or support
* One-stop resources
* Floating support

Accommodation
e Homes
* Local authority secure accommodation
* Leaving care schemes
* Pre-trial diversion
* Mental health accommodation
* Drug user accommodation

Services for particular groups (women, minorityrethgroups)

13



3. The ‘What Works’ agenda — opportunities ‘going nissing’?
Introduction

This chapter briefly discusses the principles draddurrent conclusions of ‘What Works’ in order to
explain the lack of attention to accommodation semad interventions. In particular, it focuses on
the assumptions of ‘What Works’ about what is amahot good evidence, and shows how thes
apply to accommodation issues. It argues that agumhation services have been seen as residu
and short term, rather than fundamentally aboutaues for the individual. The focus of ‘What
Works’ on need and outcome should be re-emphasisédpplied if accommodation problems are
to be fully understood and addressed.

Competing explanations?

The strongest proponents of ‘What Works’ have adgtieat crime is caused by psychological
processes that arise from dysfunctional relatigpsshiBy comparison, the role of social structural
factors like gender and class has been seen asrnfindrews 1995). Close analysis of many
studies is used to support this conclusion. Acewigi welfare that is not targeted to the high-risk
groups is considered unlikely to be effective idugng crime.

Critics of the current emphasis in the ‘What Workssearch on psychological explanations of
behaviour have argued that it reflects a flightnfréhe philosophy of ‘welfarism’ influencing
probation and criminal justice. Instead psycholabinterventions that focus on decision-making by
the offender assume a neo-liberal society that @gpa substantial degree of rational choice
(Oldfield 2002). Programmes explicitly target thienited rationality of the offender, whose
responses to welfare services are implicitly seenraeliable (Gendreau and Ross 1987). It seen
plausible to agree that faith in welfare as an elanof rehabilitation has been downsized as th
emphasis on personal responsibility has increased.

Research and evaluation

Certainly evidence about interventions has playpdrain this rethinking. ‘What Works’ has been
founded on a large quantity of studies devotedodegsional psychological interventions,
compared with the very few rigorous studies of eedfand resettlement services. Despite this
uneven concentration of research, the evidenceetbbive need among offenders has grown. Hence
there is a gap in ‘What Works’ that remains toibed.

The way in which ‘What Works’ typically evaluatessearch has restricted the potential for researc
on welfare, especially in a community context. &/RWorks’ was influenced by a particular
medical model of intervention and followed the noetblogical rules that have been recommende
by influential medical researchers. Experimentsehbgen the core method of investigation. This
helps explain the popularity of psychological expentation with offenders. The organisation of
controlled experiments is far easier for self-cordd specialist programmes in settings that offel
few alternatives and where access to services eatobtrolled. Hence research of this kind has
multiplied, giving even more momentum and weighitsaonclusions.

Short-term assumptions
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Assumptions about the purpose of welfare are anateson for the very limited research base
Resettlement support has been designed as a residdiashort-term service supplementing the
market. Accessing housing takes place in a lesdralted context where there are usually
alternatives - including street living. It seemattivelfare and resettlement services, in conti@ast t
treatment, have focused on promoting entitlements lzeen oriented to community integration,
where different evaluation standards have app{@hsumer choice means that users can move ¢
and accordingly service evaluation has been skom.tHowever the idea that welfare is residual
fails to appreciate the long-term impact of factthrat affect social exclusion. A strength of ‘What
Works'’ is that it is essentially needs and outcdaweised. Research on both needs and outcomes
therefore imperative so as to redress the failofghort-term perspectives.

Public context

‘What Works’ has been perceived as a recipe boolpfogrammed interventions with individual

offenders, on the model of drug treatments or syrgeret part of its task is to re-integrate and
empower ex-offenders in a wider public context @PP2000). This means addressing public
attitudes as well as offenders’ thinking. Andre895) makes the same point when suggesting the
to increase their effectiveness, services shoulgiven support by society.

In fact, medicine has not simply been concernedh wihall-scale programmed interventions. It
enjoys a long and honourable tradition of publi@altte research and programmes that have ha
demonstrable health impacts. Current health pafidhe UK acknowledges social and economic a:
well as lifestyle factors in health and assert$ bedter health can emerge by addressing all afethe
(Dept of Health 1998;Wilkinson 1996).

If we look more closely at the ‘What Works’ litesaé there is an appreciation that communities an:
policy-makers have a part to play. Sherman et @7) discuss the localisation of crime patterns ir
the USA and examine the effect of housing policghaping a lethal combination of criminogenic
processes in the new urban ghettos. Increasinglyoaing population of poor female-headed
households has been left to cope with children ansing projects with ineffective schools and
declining opportunities. This analysis brings tdgetthe social and familial factors in a convincing
way. Moreover it shows a path for crime-reductibattaddresses individuals and families as well a
communities.

Research methods that shed light on community adididual factors highlight the sensitivity of
interventions to context. As Sherman et al (19%fhifpout, the same interventions can produce ver
different results in different contexts. The infhee of context is incorporated in the Realistic
Evaluation model, which proposes the investigat@inContext —Mechanism-Outcome (CMO)
(Pawson and Tilley 1997).

There are no simple guarantees that pursuing amigydar methodology will produce a sequence of
coherent results (Hope 2002). But the pursuit tdrahtive methods can be helpful in opening uf
new evidence in new fields. Strategy formulatioowdt be sensitive to a range of such evidence.

Implications
As in the case of health improvement and familyises, strategic interventions likely to be fruitfu
in preventing and reducing crime will combine atiiem to individuals and groups, while

intervening in both policy and practice (Gordon 8p9The need to think about integrated policy
and strategy is supported by the cross-cutting igwwent review of crime reduction in the UK (HM

15



Treasury 2000). The evidence that crime reductian be effected through community action
underpins the building of local partnerships in thé

An effective ‘What Works’ for accommodation needwusld be based on a range of studies tha
target the stages of the life course and attemqlitoary and secondary needs, showing how service
can ameliorate problems for particular groups atiqdar periods in their lives. The review will go
on to consider how far the literature can provitBacand consistent messages of this kind and ce
apply them within particular contexts and jurisios.
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4. Needs and risks

Introduction

This chapter investigates in more depth the wayshith accommodation needs and offending may
be related. Trying to explain the relationship bedw variables involves looking for plausible
mechanisms of influence in a variety of contexts. this reason, in some explanations there may b
differences in the ways the variables are defiaed, the pathways of influence may be complicatec
as factors interact. Depending on the contextetimay even be reversals of causal influence, &
outlined in the Introduction. A key dimension in kivgy this analysis is time —when did the
offending take place? Did the accommodation needeaWas it after or before the offending?
Studies that follow up cases have very useful damnions to make. Time is also a feature of humar
development and experience. The chapter lookseattimnections between accommodation an
offending over the life course, examining the netbds emerge at each stage.

First of all, some key definitions of offending aadcommodation needs are considered.
Accommodation needs and offending risks

To help bring some clarity to the analysis, thdolelng concepts are discussed: housing need:
proximity risks; status offending; and differentedposure to public controls.

Housing needs
In the literature housing needs can be define@werl objective ways.

» Inadequacy in structure, facilities and furnishing

* Unhealthy conditions

* Overcrowding

» Temporary residence, transience and mobility

» Unsheltered, roofless, or living in public places
However for our purpose these definitions are moy\nformative. They have to be understood in
relation to their social interpretation. In pooruatries the same facts would be seen as norm
misfortunes, which in affluent countries would megoverty’ or ‘vulnerability’. In much
criminological literature, housing needs are a congnmt of ‘socio-economic status’, in other words,

a factor that co-exists with other indicators of/@ay. Needs of this kind are interpreted as muct
through official concerns and policy definitionsthsough the definitions of the people in need.

Proximity risks
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Accommodation needs are not just about qualitycebenmodation on its own; they can be linked
to the risks posed by the proximity of an antisbitiluence to individual victims or offenders such
as:

» Anti-social risks affecting the individual’'s relatiship with some part of a network of
people (parents, partners, cohabitees, neighbasi®rs)

* Anti-social risks affecting the individual's relatiship with specific locations (offending
opportunities, inducements to crime, vulnerabgihd defensive behaviour)

Status offences

Reactions to some accommodation needs translatdyrado offences. In this sense the
unsheltered are particularly at risk of infringitige law in the following ways:

Vagrancy, illegal occupation of premises and triawe!

Accommodation needs and offending can be closédytinined in cases where those in need are
disobeying regulations over the use of space a:.tltris possible to offend through persistent
violations of land, housing and public space reguts that follow from being in need.

Beqgging
People who are in need of accommodation may begnémey to relieve the pains of their situation.

Consumption of alcohol requlations

The criminalisation of public drinking bears down the addicted who occupy public spaces.
Differential exposure to public controls

Accommodation needs have implications for sociatiad. In conditions of social transience (and
particularly street living) it is possible to coder two processes that increase both the risks

opportunistic offending and of being suspected.of i

* Anonymity (being unknown to social contacts inchglivictims and informal agents of
control)

» Visibility (being seen by informal and formal agemwif control)
Those in need of accommodation who inhabit puldacegs will be open to police surveillance and
attention; if in unsatisfactory accommodation tel be more likely to spend time in public
spaces. Offences they commit will come to policeceomore readily than if they occupy private
spaces predominantly.

Risks and needs over the life course

This section goes on to illustrate a dynamic moalela life course in which processes and
interventions operate together to produce risksandomes.

18



An important distinction needs to be made betwpemary risk factors that stem from the
individual, the family, the economy and societyd ahe secondaryrisk factors that arise from
interventions and policies, including housing aditians, welfare services, and criminal justice
sanctions (Lemert 1967). This distinction highlghhe fact that interventions can take severa
forms, and that some should seek to check or rewkesnegative consequences of previous ones.

An illustration of the dynamic model is given belaenvisaging a risk amplification spiral through a
hypothetical life course. The idea of an amplificat spiral was first developed by deviancy
theorists interested in the negative impact ofaaeaction in situations where groups were labelle
and excluded (Young 1971). A number of models vadereeloped that were intended to be adapte
to the progression of particular offence types aitdations. Some of these ideas proved to b
problematic in accounting for aspects of the inrgpetween action and reaction, especially the
different responses of individuals, and in explagnthe final conclusion. A suitable model must be
able to account for ‘de-amplification’ and for tléferential impact of similar social reactions upo
individuals at different times and in different ¢exts. The following model is used as a guiding
framework in subsequently examining evidence.

Figure 1. Risk amplification processes

Primary processes

Housing inadequacies/shortages

Family conflict

Behavioural problems/offending

Primary Homelessness

Street life

Immediate offence opportunities in weakly protecdettings

Secondary processes

Care system

Placement breakdown

Social exclusion and labelling in care

Contacts with police
Remand

Conviction
Sentencing

Sanctions lead to loss of previous accommodation
‘Intentionally’ homeless

Exclusion from accommodation

Local crime prevention strategies exclude ‘at-rigidups
Post —release and probation services run out

No fixed address — no employment

Offending cycle resumes

In seeking to explain offending, a distinction rawn between factors that are static and those th;
are dynamic, or capable of being changed. A magticdactor is the number and seriousness of th
offender’s preconvictions. It is assumed that thare interactions between static factors (like
previous convictions) and dynamic factors (like legmn from housing). So at a given stage ar
offender may be excluded from housing preciselytfiat reason. Also, at different points in their
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careers, the same offenders may react in diffevayt to similar problems. Each stage of the caree
must then be taken into account in seeking to @xplee pattern of reactions. It would be wrong to
assume that once embarked on a particular coursedaliduals must proceed to the bitter end.
With this proviso, the following sections look atigence about the main life stages with reference
to specific groups.

Primary Processes

Housing in childhood and youth

In this section a series of primary risk factorattimpact on children and youth will be examined,
some concerned with the household and others wameéighbourhood.

Various large studies indicate that risks of delewcy are enhanced by housing deprivation ir
childhood (Loeber and Farrington 1998; Kolvin et 1&88). Such problems can be linked to
offending before as well as after the age of 1v@esely, having more living space in childhood
acted as a protective factor (Kolvin et al 199®oPhousing in childhood has also been found fc
correlate with adult convictions (Farrington 199R)typical measure employed in these studies ha
been overcrowding, which varies in prevalence otnere. Like other poverty measures, the
measurement of housing deprivation is usually indadnd not absolute, so what may be counted &
deprivation is affected by historical trends. Fatuesearch will need to take such changes int
account.

Other family risk factors that have been shownetdlto offending are abuse, neglect and conflict
It is striking how far poverty overlaps with famifgctors: in their study Kolvin et al 1990 report
that 71 per cent of deprived young children whaeneed ‘poor’ care became officially delinquent
compared with 39 per cent of those who receiveddgrare’. According to that study, the strains of
poverty induce despair and frustration that impactghild care and damages relationships.

Neighbourhood factors appear in the literatureewesal forms, which may differ in their causal
significance (Reiss 1986; Bottoms 1994). Seveoshmonents related to housing appear in the
studies. Housing deprivation in itself may be adat¢hat makes the street an important focus fo
socialising. Street life becomes the scene of usrsiged play that explores the possibilities of
offending (Riley and Shaw 1985). In the early tadlthe last century, the Chicago school attributec
local crime rates to residential mobility that redd community controls, a factor still incorporated
in more recent criminological theory (Braithwait@3D). Much literature has been devoted to desig
and security features (Coleman 1985; Graham anaidet995), recognising that poor neighbour
hoods contain weakly defended properties. Reseanclargeting by offenders has shown that
multiple victimisations can vastly increase suctksi Other literature focuses on the populatior
composition of neighbourhoods, suggesting thatggai risk of offending account significantly for
local crime rates (Bottoms Mawby and Xanthos 1983)dy of local interventions has revealed
how such high-risk groups as care leavers, homelgsgh and runaways can have a
disproportionately adverse impact on crime if tlaeg not adequately supported (Foster and Hop
1993). A profile of Scampia in Naples notes thehhigte of street crime and the large population o
young people in a public housing area also comginllegal lodgings (Solito 1994). These
interactions of need, opportunity and offendingdmposition are evidently complex. For example,
groups predominantly responsible for offending t@nminorities not representative of the arec
population.
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Like Sherman et al (1997), Bottoms (1994) has atdhat the housing market plays a major role ir
allocating individuals and groups to places thattam opportunities, creating in certain areas
highly combustible mixtures. Child socialisation frem the outset influenced by this housing
context.

Accommodation instability in childhood

Running away

Children may run away for periods of time or sek&raatives, particularly if there are difficulties
at home. Browne and Falshaw (1998) review the matigwnal evidence. In the US it was estimatec
that one in eight 12-18 year-olds runs away attlease (Young et al 1983). Figures from Englanc
and Scotland suggest a high number of incidentsaasy as 102,000 in a year — in which 43,00C
children were involved (Abrahams and Mungall 199®hile some can be regarded as explorers C
thrill-seekers, a proportion is described as haviegn pushed out or escaping from difficult
situations.

In a large UK self report study, there was a stromgelation between running away from home anc
offending. Graham and Bowling (1995) reported thhfper cent of male runaways and 46 per cer
of female runaways had committed offences. Howewgrss-sectional studies simply show how
prevalent the association is and do not explaiwhether offending and running away coincided is
harder to investigate.

Attention has focused on the repeat runaway whoase likely to get in trouble with the police
(Janus et al 1987; Stein et al 1999). Reviewingsthdies, the SEU (2001) has pointed to evidenc
that 1/14 runaways survive through offending. Adoog to Stein et al (1999), who surveyed 13,00C
young people and interviewed 200, nine per centho$se who ran away for two nights or more
survived by stealing while a small number usedaesold drugs. 16-17 year-olds in unstable living
situations were particularly likely to offend whitanning. In a national study serial runaways were
found to have higher than normal rates of drug sggGoulden and Sondhi 2001).

Homeless

Homelessness is known to be a considerable probtethe US, McCarthy and Hagan (1992) cite
information suggesting that one in 20 youth havenbeomeless; Carlen (1996) quotes an estimal
of 156,000 for the UK in 1991. A cycle of homelesss and offending has been identified but few
studies have unpicked a causal mechanism with @egess. The most significant recent studies the
have sought to isolate the impact of homelessnesdfending have been conducted in Toronto anc
Vancouver, where Hagan and McCarthy (1997) haveethout similar studies. In Toronto they
found a significant increase in offending by horsslgoung people since leaving home (McCarthy
and Hagan 1991). McCarthy and Hagan (1992) compa®®dhomeless 13-19 year-olds with a
normal population of 562. Situational variables-pen transient street living, length of time on the
street, arrest of street friends —were stronglateel to street crime. This held true even wher
background variables were taken into account. lurther study Hagan and McCarthy (1997)
compared homeless youth in the two cities. A tlwage panel study including a sample of 376,
aged 16-24 years, confirmed the specific impaatrane of ‘sociogenic’ factors associated with the
cities’ street life.

Accommodation outcomes for homeless 16-21 year{ology in shelters were identified in a year-
long follow up study in the UK (Craig et al 1996:aiyy and Hodson 2000). A high proportion
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(51/107) had poor outcomes compared with 33/107 kdtba stable outcome and 23/107 with
intermediate outcomes. Better-educated, black amdidn-based young people had better
outcomes. Offending patterns were particularlyregéng: a similar but domiciled group was
compared, 93 per cent of which had never offendeble past compared with 52 per cent of the
homeless. A fifth had been in a custodial institaitiTwo-thirds of the homeless reported criminal
activity during the follow-up year and for a thifuls occurred several times in the year. Twenty
admitted some form of ‘one-off’ violence.

Stockley et al (1993) were relatively less sucadsafa similar study managing to follow up only
59 out of 315 cases, and failing to follow up thestrdisruptive.

Qualitative research reveals a similar patternughothe analysis of young people’s accounts:

‘The stories revealed the cyclical link between aatting crime and becoming homeless,
and once homeless committing crime.’ (Day et al7)99

Studies by Carlen (1996) and Wardhaugh (2000) tsnevn how the street teaches a code o
survival that enables young people to get by inddmns of extreme stress. Hagan and McCarthy
(1997) show how street living develops criminal temts, which disseminate offending techniques
The street families observed in Canada facilitate process as well as helping to protect youn
people’s safety.

Abuse has been identified in several studies asctoif in running away (Browne and Falshaw
1998). In an international review based on a stidfive countries, household risk factors were
identified for ‘high risk behaviours’ among streehildren: marginalisation; low sense of
competence; low resistance to peer influence; aisacial behaviour. Among the risk factors for
children living on their own were migration, losEsoipports, and diminished sense of belonging, a
well as evidence of abuse, violence and poor héaitanton Blanc 1994).

Situational variables are apparent in the studieMbCarthy and Hagan (1992) and Stein et al
(1999). Rough sleepers commit public order andypieft offences that reflect two influences:
their exposure to police action on the street; ik daily need to get by on a minimal income
(Ballintyne 1999). In a national study of young pkp rough sleepers were found to have highe
than normal rates of drug misuse (Goulden and Sat01).

The situational stresses of the street can brimg-lagerm effects, reducing trust and sociability
(Carlen 1996). Public stigmatisation adds to theaagement of the individual from normal social
intercourse and from caring relationships. It i throgressive estrangement that seems to k
deepened by social reaction. Evidence about thedmmpf social reaction is discussed in a latel
section.

Gender

Feminist criminologists point to evidence that gendis a fundamental factor in determining
pathways in and out of crime. Gender differencesctire the experiences that lead to forms o
behaviour problem. Girls are more likely to suféexxual abuse than boys while rates for physice
abuse are similar (Cawson et al 2000).

Responses to abuse can initially be similar: inDieaver Youth Survey (Daly 1998) for example
girls were reported to have slightly higher ratégumning away from home. However, girls are
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more likely than boys to be arrested and sent tartcfor running away (Chesney Lind 1989;
Shelden et al 1989). Subsequent to this processleged differences in pathways to crime emerge
Sexual abuse experience among female runaways ssxiated with a greater likelihood of
delinquency (Janus et al 1987).

In an international review, resort to the streetiescribed as ‘the leading feminist scenario’ of
women’s lawbreaking. Petty hustling or prostitutisrfollowed by drug misuse that drives further
offending (Daly 1994). In recent explanations, au® on elements of choice by the individual is
combined with recognition of the constraints placedwomen’s lives. Life on the streets brings
insecurity and heightens the risk of rape. Moredhere are proximity risks arising from contact
with the populations that seek to exploit womenadffering drugs or purchasing sex (Janus et a
1987; Carlen 1996; Maher and Daly 1996). McCarthg Blagan (1992) noted that young women
offenders specialised in prostitution. They four@l (Br cent prevalence of prostitution since the
women had started living on the street. The womah lad higher rates of prostitution while at
home compared with the comparison group.

Secondary processes
Youth

Court processing for running away does not necigsescalate risk. In the USA, where running
away is a status offence, it has been shown thatcalent is often a ‘one-off’ event that does not
lead to further court appearances. However, malaways were much more likely than females tc
end up with a felony record (Shelden et al 1989)ddition runaways are liable to being processe
for new status offences crystallised in legislatiiwe the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act
(UK) 1994 (Wardhaugh 2000).

An international review of running away makes seleelevant points (Biehal 1998). Problems in
the home associated with instability may mean thatchild leaves home or enter the care systen
Evidence about risk among the population of caaegrhents is analysed below.

There is evidence of a high risk of running awagnirresidential placements. Runaways from
residential care have been found to be especik#iylto have criminal convictions (Abrahams and
Mungall 1992; Wade and Biehal 1998).

In the US, recent studies of the consequencesrefptacements show increased likelihood of future
involvement in the criminal justice system. Jonsud (2000) followed up almost 80,000

Californian children placed in foster and groupecgome were offenders on probation while in
care. Entrants to care aged 11-14 were at greas&sof later going to prison. African-American

children were at higher risk than Whites, a findnetpted by the authors to poverty in the family
and neighbourhood. Multiple placements and periadscare were associated with youth
imprisonment. A study of 1550, mostly African-Anman, young offenders in residential

placements in Michigan revealed a very high ratéutire incarceration- 82 per cent over sever
years (Collins et al 1995). Two accommodation fecteere found to be significant in this outcome,
over and above the inmates’ delinquency records:résidential placement itself and a further
residential placement on release. Even more waglyinthe non-delinquents placed in the
programmes were at similar risk of going to prisbhe challenges to young people leaving care
placements are therefore substantial.

Institutional experience of the young homeless
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The flow of young people through institutional segs, including penal ones, is evident in studies
of homelessness. Anderson et al (1993) preseneres&d from a large representative survey o
single homeless people in the UK. As well as shgwiirat a large proportion of young people had
had criminal justice contacts, it showed an evehdr proportion in the 18-24 year-old group than
among 16-17 year-olds. The following table referdhte proportions of young people staying in
temporary accommodation who had had institutiorpkeences.

Hostels and bed and breakfast — young adults, pgreence of institutions (%)
From Anderson et al (1993) table 8.2
16-17 yrs 18-24 yrs
Any institution 54 39
Children’s home 39 18
Foster care 32 11
Young Offendern 7 15
Institution
Prison /remand centre 8 23

In addition to this evidence about institutionapesence, Stewart et al (1994) noted the significan
housing needs of young people under supervision.

Hagan and McCarthy (1997) identify evidence of afigaltion following police action against the
homeless. After careful analysis they conclude tiwice charges interact with previous abusive
experiences to amplify offending by the young hasesl

It is clear from reviews that young offenders’ neede multiple (Audit Commission 1996). It has
been also shown that peak ages for offending aceeasing (Graham and Bowling 1995).
Desistance is delayed by a number of factors. Therevidence that services and policies for
volatile and distressed young people are not retipgnio the complex and prolonged needs tha
have emerged.

From community to custody

There is clear evidence among those sanctionethdygriminal justice system that offending and
accommodation needs are related. Indeed some eeidkeat accommodation needs may be caus:
can be found. For example, Humphrey et al (1992rered the usefulness of accommodation as
predictor of reconviction among probationers. Aefalrstudy has shown that accommodation need
are associated with reconvictions among the popualaeceiving community penalties (May 1999).
However the root of the problems remains elusive.

Studies of prison inmates have also revealed tiaketis a significant relationship between prior
homelessness and a range of needs, including mesa#th problems. However in the studies the
patterns of offending histories among ex-homelessates differ, so it is not clear how to interpret
the causes of their offending (Vitelli 1993; Del#00; Zapf et al 1996).

A regional survey of the UK prison population sedliprisoners' levels of homelessness and the
relation to social integration and re-offending ilRa 1978). It found that one in three prisoners an
four out of ten petty offenders had been homelessamest. Homelessness was associated wit
having a higher number of convictions. The socaldtion of their living arrangements prior to
arrest was linked to their offending more generally
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Corden, Kuipers and Wilson (1978) followed up a gknof male prisoners eligible for voluntary
aftercare, of whom 26 per cent had been homelesntop to prison, and many others had been i
temporary accommodation.

In a sample of 123 sentenced women, Wilkinson (1988nd that 14 per cent of women were
homeless at the time of imprisonment and a furliféeper cent were ‘guests’ in others’ homes. The
single women included a proportion of homeless.

In 1991 the National Prison Survey collected datgnsoners’ previous accommodation showing
that 8 per cent of remand prisoners and 4 per afetite sentenced population had been ‘homeles:
by official standards. Five per cent had been imstel and two per cent has been living on the
streets. It was judged that much higher proportizax$ no permanent residence- 16 per cent of th
remanded and 12 per cent of the sentenced. Thisaised proportion was partly attributed to people
arrested upon entering the country (Walmsley é0aPR).

The higher figures for remands than for the sem@medicate that housing needs may be a factor i
granting bail. In a study of psychiatrically didted defendants Kennedy et al (1997) showed that &
per cent of those with stable housing were baitadgared with only 47 per cent without. Having a
hostel address did not assist the defendant tonolbéa.

The measurement of need has proved to be diffiEolt.example, May’s study (1999) was limited
by the extent of data recording in files. Baldryae{2002) reported that retrospective data aldwait t

status of accommodation prior to imprisonment iwN&outh Wales drawn from a prisoner survey
indicated that only 7-8% of male and 11% of femalisoners at that time were homeless or ir
highly insecure accommodation. Citing anecdotabrimiation from Parole officers, Baldry et al

(2002) conclude that the figures may well maskrintdent homelessness or unstable housing
Evidence from a later survey of services showedhrhigher figures of ex-prisoner homelessness
with up to 50% of their clients being ex-prisongrsieed of and using those services (SAAP 2000;
than what would have been expected from the oligumaey.

From this evidence the homeless do seem to beilootitig to the profile of need that characterises
the prison population. Methods of study seem tdifé@ing the analytic quality of results, with
prediction methods producing only associations aotl causes, while cross-sectional studies
encounter problems in ordering variables that gk liatime.

Custody

Evidence from several studies, some quite old lthers more recent, has been collated in variou
reviews ( Haines 1990; Paylor 1995; Baldry et aD20Mclvor and Taylor 2000). There is a
consensus that housing needs escalate for mamnprswhile in prison and at the point of release
For a variety of age groups, custody rates areeasing, so enlarging the population that faces th
disruption caused by periods of imprisonment.

Accommodation loss

In 1991 the National Prison Survey showed that é9gent of prisoners had lost their tenancy ol
had to sell their property. Ten per cent would lb@tallowed back into their property (Walmsley et
al 1992). Carlisle (1996) followed the housing eamseof 61 prisoners from six men’s and two
women’s prisons. Over half (38/61) the cases losbmmodation held previously (including 8/19
women and 10/15 from ethnic minorities). Most ororshsentences lost their accommodation.
Paylor (1995) interviewed 68 prisoners who had egra sentence of less than 18 months. Afte
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release over 50 per cent experienced a deteriar@tidheir housing standards compared to thei
situation before imprisonment.

Ex-prisoners may lose their homes for various neasocluding housing and benefit regulations
(Wilkinson 1988). Returning to the subsidised hnggihey may have held prior to imprisonment
has been made problematic by rules restrictingsactzethe relevant benefits beyond a short perio
of imprisonment. In the UK, prisoners’ eligibilifgr housing benefit is time-limited (Griffiths 1997
Paylor 1995). In Australia, the opportunity to reduents for prisoners is frequently not taken uy
through ignorance, and eviction can result (VigorbDepartment of Human Services 2001).

Expectations, needs and pre -release preparation

In 1991 the National Prison Survey showed that dnly thirds of owner-occupiers expected to be
so on release and 9 per cent of them expecteddania hostel compared with 16 per cent of thost
previously occupying rented accommodation, somelaim feared that they would have nowhere
to go at all. Ten per cent of young prisoners etqueto go to a hostel (Walmsley et al 1992)

In a recent UK survey of almost 400 prisoners, dslypercent of men and 47 percent of womer
within a month of discharge knew where they would bn release. Recidivists (those with five or
more previous prison sentences) were significamtbre likely to have no accommodation than
repeat offenders (those with between one and faewiqus prison sentences). Prisoners were foun
to be discouraged and unwilling to take effectiwtican to address accommodation difficulties
(HMIPP 2001). Women in accommodation difficultieayfind themselves constrained to live with
unsuitable or violent men (Eaton 1993; Wilkinsoi88p

Services for prisoners are failing to match thedné¥&isoners are known to have a range of neec
including drug misuse and mental health problenas will impact on their needs for resettlement
services (HMIPP 2001;Travis et al 2001). The dgwelent of services is hampered by weaknesse
in liaison between prison and community-based agenoa matters of healthcare (HMIPP 2001
para 6.4).

Baldry et al (2002) cite a recent study in Victgaustralia), which found that pre-release
preparation was highly variable across the systeartlaat community-based agencies had not been
funded to provide adequate levels of transition@lp®rt. Those not on parole were said to fall
through the gaps, with no one in the correctiogatesm responsible for assisting them with their
housing needs. On the other hand, in the UK, difffies in accessing suitable places have forced
women on parole into unsatisfactory accommodatitaign 1993).

According to a NACRO (1992) survey, a majority of-misoners who responded received no
resettlement information or assistance prior teeasé. The National Prison Survey in 1991
(Walmsley et al 1992) found that that just halftbbse near release expected to return to the
accommodation and six per cent had nowhere to ghoikg a local study by Stanton (1982),
thirteen per cent of prisoners nominated help mdiig accommodation as the most useful servic
that they needed. In the recent HMIPP Joint Thearatrvey only 14 per cent of men and 11 pel
cent of women indicated they had received any méth housing during their time in custody.

Without appropriate and systematic support, blac#t minority ethnic groups tended to rely on
family contacts (Carlisle 1996).

Housing outcomes of imprisonment
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Assessment of outcome has been problematic foiquevesearch, in that objective scales fail tc
take into sufficient account people’s perceptiddsrden et al 1979 judged that overall, 25 per cer
of prisoners experienced a decline in their previstandard of accommodation, and 12 per cent sa
an improvement. Baldry et al (2002) note that tmgrovement’ was challenged by many of the
ex-prisoners, as the researcher’s judgement ofnaowmlation quality was based on an objective
housing scale.

Evidence about the criminal justice experiencehaf homeless points to a strong association. /
review of evidence in the US concluded that 41 qgemt of the homeless had been in a pene
institution (Jencks 1994). Similar findings had hheeade by a large UK government survey (Drake
et al 1982). Retrospective research by Andersoal €1993) found high rates of criminal justice
contacts in an all-age national UK sample of thméless.

Single homeless in a range of settings, by expeei@nh criminal justice contacts (%
From Anderson et al 1993

Temporary accom.| Day centre Soup run
YOI 9 18 21
Prison/remand 25 49 46
centre

Recidivism among homeless ex-offenders

Banks and Fairhead (1976) in a study of short-fefisoners found that 66 per cent of homeless ex-
prisoners were likely to be reconvicted within grear of release compared with 26 per cent of
those who had found accommodation. A high levelrafy and alcohol problems and mental
disorders was discovered in the sample.

Corden, Kuipers and Wilson (1978) followed the hogsareers of 107 male prisoners eligible for
voluntary aftercare, finding that 39 per cent wieoeneless on release. The study found highly
significant relationships between the standardost{elease accommodation and overall social
isolation, and also between deterioration in qualftaccommodation post release and levels of re-
offending.

Running counter to the consensus, Baldry et alZP06ile a study by Broadhurst and Maller (1990)
analysing the correlates of recidivism among esgumers in Western Australia who had been
released following their first offence. Here, betjeality of accommodation following release was
notfound to be associated with non-recidivism, exgephaps for indigenous offenders. However,
housing was not a prime focus of the study.

Proximity risks

If ex-offenders return to locations from whenceytl@ame, this can re-ignite drug habits and
offending (Travis et al 2001). In Carnaby’s (19%98)dy of women ex-prisoners, drug problems
were a factor in relation to housing; women wangete occupancy housing away from former
associates. Such locations can be weakly defendethst crime, thus increasing offending
opportunities, and they become meeting points fi@nders with similar experiences. The problems
associated with particular locations are taken vpshbreet clearing’ campaigns that call for new
exclusionary ‘clean-ups’ (Duneier 1999).

Women
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Despite rising numbers in prison, research on #exla of women has been scarce (Paylor 1995).
review of women’s offending has concluded that eheren’s arrest rates are high so too will be
women’s (Daly 1998). The forces that operate on miinhave a proportionate effect on women.
Thus rates of imprisonment for women will tend tser if men’s rise. Accordingly the
accommodation needs of women offenders are sattedse in volume.

Wilkinson (1988) found that many women prisonerd haen homeless upon entering prison or
were in unstable housing arrangements. Women withantners found it difficult to retain housing.
Many women were constrained to return to situatmfrdlomestic violence to avoid homelessness.

Moreover, half of the women faced homelessnes&lease and several women who were homeles
prior to their last sentence were re-imprisonedhiwitnonths. Less than half the women could recall
a post-sentence interview and such interviews weseribed by women as limited.

Baldry et al (2002) refer to a number of Australsndies that report the difficulties faced by
women in achieving social reintegration, with acooodation very much at the centre of these
concerns (Fabb 1991; Robson and Nancarrow 1991islaavd Hayes 1997; Carnaby 1998).

A number of studies implicate accommodation difties in drug-related fatalities. Shewan et al
(2000) found that many female drug-related fatdiin a region in Scotland were ex-prisoners who
had been released in the previous 12 months. Batday(2002) cite similar findings in Victoria
(Australia) by Davies and Cook (1998) indicatingttmost of the women who died shortly after
release died of drug-related causes. Of these woatrmost four in ten died in temporary
accommodation such as the home of a friend, ormedomy house. The question is therefore whethe
better accommodation and support could have séne=etlives.

Policies towards accommodating women offenders beinfluenced by attitudes to motherhood.
Exclusionary rules may be partly offset by polictesvards women as mothers, which give some
female offenders greater consideration and recogniHowever, childless women are by definition
unable to enjoy this relief.

Anderson et al (1993) give the following rates wifnénal justice contacts for single homeless
women.

Single homeless women, by experience of criminstige contacts (%)

Hostels/B&B Day centre Soup run
YOI 5 8 10
Prison/remand 13 36 15
centre

Sex offenders

Recent legislation on sex offenders in the US &edUK has contradictory elements: while
registration requirements have demanded that ofisneport their addresses, permission has beer
given for housing providers to exclude sex offesdesm provision. Simply having a personal
address can be problematic, never mind reportirigesearch has found that (Cowan et al 1999 anc
2001; Cobley 2000):
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» Faced by exclusion from other sectors, accessdaldmwusing has become a major issue for
sex offenders.

» The priority accorded to children in social housatigcations means general shortages of
accommodation can impact adversely on applicatigrthiose single tenants who are judged
to be unsuitable for allocation to mixed populatestates.

» The rise of vigilante action against alleged offersdadds to the pressure on agencies to
exclude.

Implications
The research has a number of implications for wtdading the structural and policy context.
Structural

One obstacle to preventing crime and accommodatffenders is a shortage of provision in a
developing housing market. The needs of childred woung people require priority attention.
Historic changes in provision for mentally ill péeghave put pressure on accommodation in thi
community. Changes to the housing market in the as8 UK have eliminated cheap (and
historically not very salubrious) provision and rneased competition for the residual
accommodation available (Jencks 1994). Evidencgesig that poor quality housing absorbs &
population that might otherwise be forced ontodtreet.

Policy

It is clear that an integrated policy on housingdés lacking in many countries with offenders
encountering systematic obstacles and discrimingi@owan and Fionda 1994). Services are no
provided in sufficient quantity or quality to overoe the obstacles. Proximity risks have been give
too little concerted attention and thought.

Baldry et al (2002, p.3) summarise the pictureadds as follows.

‘What has emerged consistently across time andrants, is that:

- a large minority of people being released from@ridoes not have suitable
accommodation to which to go;

- pre-release information and support in securin@@roodation are grossly inadequate;

- ex-prisoners and recidivists who are re-incarcerptent to lack of suitable housing as a
key factor in their unsuccessful transition to aiedife;

- there are particular subgroups amongst ex-prispaech as those with a mental iliness;
young unattached males serving short sentencege siomen with children, who are
more vulnerable and more likely to end up withal#guate housing;

- social isolation is a core experience for many Bggmers who end up homeless or with
unstable, unsuitable housing..’
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Conclusion

It appears from a wide, if not very voluminousHatire that offending and accommodation needs
are consistently related. This association appeaasiumber of life stages; inevitably it takes a
number of forms, when a child in poor housing,deample, is compared with an older ex-prisoner.
The nature of the variables and the direction glaagnt causation can alter, with housing seeming
to have a causal effect in childhood and youth evfal the older offender the fact of having
offended affects subsequent access to housing.

There are glimpses of studies that demonstrateeegalof a causal mechanism with some degree c
conviction (for example: Kolvin 1990, and Hagam &ncCarthy 1997). Even here the picture is
complex, as other variables are considered negetssaecure the final effect. For example, housing
in childhood cannot be divorced from quality of graing.

An amplification cycle was proposed as a way dofiipteting the consecutive interplay of action and
reaction over the life course. The question is Wwlethe evidence is systematic enough to support
that conclusion, particularly if it were arguedairstrong sense (ie: that reaction is actually more
powerful than action). There seem to be pointstatkvamplification occurs, in the transition from
prison, for example. However without further lomgiinal studies it is not possible to do more than
suggest that future research should be alert toegs®s of escalation as well as de-escalation.

Amplification is a useful concept that enablesauthink about the effects of unsuccessful response

and interventions. In the next chapter promisinguarcessful ones will be the subjects of
discussion.
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5. Meeting needs and reducing risks
Introduction

The previous chapter focused on the relationshiywdsn accommodation needs and offending
suggesting that there are some causal links, regssarily in one direction only, but sufficient to
argue for targeted interventions that seek to im@acommodation outcomes and reduce specific
risks.

This chapter reviews ways of addressing need akahrough the development of strategies that
are sensitive to specific needs and can ensureliedtives are met.

The literature is not developed sufficiently toesfh firm guide either to strategists or to
practitioners, apart from some work on specificvsion, which in itself may be of limited scope.
The following discussion concentrates instead earahg some of the ground and establishing
principles that may prove valuable for the future.

Aims of interventions

If risk reduction is a general aim, the aim of sbantegration is very much bound up with it.

Having a place to call your own is part of socrdegration. One effect of transient accommodation
or homelessness is an exclusion from services endtis that form basic, often unnoticed or
overlooked parts of normal living, such as havimgpatal address. The homeless and poorly house
also have a range of needs that mark a furtheardistfrom social norms, in terms of addictions,
mental and physical health problems and employmeatls. Adding the proximity risks to the
equation means having to consider yet another pateisk: through protective exclusions
offenders are made to exist precariously on theabkowargins without any prospect of integration.
The following list of aims is an attempt to stake a territory for positive interventions.

Figure 5.1 The aims of accommodation interventionfr offenders and at-risk groups

* To reduce risks of offending
* To improve accommodation outcomes
* To protect and restore socially integrative proesss

Objectives

While aims should be a constant reference poinjeatibes should be specific, measurable,
achievable, related to the goal and time-limitelde &im should be to install effective preventive as
well as interventionist measures at critical poimsthe life course. The threats posed by
amplification can only be countered by a specifimice of objectives that meet the needs
documented in the last chapter. A range of objestifor accommodation interventions can be
suggested, some of which are oriented to social, @ud others to specific risk management. Barr
(1991) observed that the welfare goals of provisiere being supplemented by an increasing
emphasis on risk management. The figure below shows such a range of objectives could be
defined.

Figure 5.2. Objectives of accommodation interventias for offenders and at-risk groups
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Promote access to and stability in suitable accodation

Advise and support individuals and their networks

Facilitate care, education, training, or treatn{entluding services for mental health disorders
and addictions)

Facilitate criminal justice programmes for offergl@eparation, offending behaviour, etc)
Distance likely offenders from opportunity

Distance likely offenders from anti-social influersc

Promote appropriate surveillance

Develop participative methods that engage likefgrmders and communities

wnN P
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A major question surrounds how to make the objestcompatible. Indeed it is possible to envisage
potential conflicts between objectives that, forample, will mean providing help but also

minimising all risks. The logic of offender regetion schemes, for example, could have a definit
impact on accommodation provision —but how wouldhix with the other goals of provision, such

as reintegration?

In addition, the time dimension is crucial: shoolglectives be long term, or short term - or both?
What is the point at which support should be finaithdrawn? How can plans for finding settled
‘move-on’ accommodation be incorporated into styes?

Strategies

This section analyses the policy and instituticc@itext for accommodation interventions, such a:
the development of national, community and neighbood strategies. It argues that factors such &
the housing market, housing allocations, benefspmunity care, and regulations of public space
are all important elements to be considered inmaprehensive strategy.

The strategic context

Strategic interventions should be designed not lsingpplan direct services or to institute controls
on offenders but to influence several agenciesistt@e-making frameworks. A number of strategic
elements have been closely considered in thetiitexa

Housing markets

The role of housing markets in shaping provisionvolnerable groups and offenders is generally
accepted, though there are points for debate. Asxample in parts of southern Europe, a supply o
low-cost and low-standard housing may reduce dwamielessness but such conditions are far fror
helpful for the families who should be the targetsintervention- families with young children,
women ex-prisoners, and so on (Burton et al 1989eduction in private rented accommodation
has been blamed for a rise in homelessness in $h@&hcks 1994; Wittman 1993) while in the UK
restructuring and rent rises in the private sett@ve been significantly linked to homelessnes:
(Dowding and King 2000; Cowan 1997).

It is not fully clear how far levels of investmantpublic housing are a factor: in the US expenditu
on public housing is said to have risen at a tinnenwhomelessness was increasing (Jencks 199«
in the UK certainly there are claims that the dexlof public housing has fuelled homelessnes
(Dowding and King 2000; Eaton 1993) while turnihg sector into a residual provision.
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Though the interaction of market sectors is comp##sategic interventions to promote offender
accommodation will need to be able to assess andedessary influence the supply of
accommodation.

Housing allocations

Segregated housing policies in the US have beendfdo create criminogenic conditions by
allocating the needy to public housing projectsef@tan et al 1997). Community studies reviewec
by Sherman and colleagues (1997) confirmed thabuapshment in the new urban ghettos reduce
the stock of marriageable males, leaving unsupgamethers to care for children in areas with
inadequate schools (Wilson 1987). Nor is this pssceonfined to the US. The localisation of
provision in the UK has failed to prevent margisation of the very needy. The wholesale export 0
‘problem families’ by certain inner London borougptacing them in other areas, is an example o
such exclusion (Dowding and King 2000; Daly 1996ingle parents, for example, have, in the
recent past, been officially given a lesser pnofittr accommodation than married couples (Cowar
1997).

There is evidence that better allocation policias ceduce crime. In Baltimore an experimental
housing project calleMoving to Opportunitysought to address criminogenic needs by findingemo
suitable locations for poor families. The projecal@ation showed that adolescent males in familie:
that moved to low- or middle- poverty areas wegniicantly less likely to be arrested for violent
crimes than those who stayed in public housing yigdet al 2001). Other neighbourhood
interventions have been shown to have positive coogs in terms of stopping the decline of
property values and maintaining population balariBestoms 1994).

Allocation policies that are sensitive to criminageneed will avoid clustering needy families and
individuals in undesirable accommodation.

Supporting access to housing

Once accommodation is lost, the likelihood of astegs housing on grounds of homelessness he
been found to be bleak. In a UK study in 1991 (&sasClarke et al 1994) only 2 per cent of new
council tenants reporting homelessness statedrbgthad no previous accommodation in the are
of application because they had been discharged &minstitution. Paylor (1995) noted that acces:
to council housing was a theme in his sample adllaccommodation strategies. Prisoners on sho
sentences are vulnerable to a cycle of poor suppoor housing outcomes and recidivism (Carlisle
1996). A clear priority is to support the retentimraccommodation wherever possible starting righ
from the moment of reception into prison.

Retention of accommodation

Yanetta and Third (1999) identified local exampégood practice in Scotland: agreements that
single people who have been sentenced to overearary prison and who give up their homes will
be offered similar accommodation on release (Alsrdeity); agreements that offenders who give
up tenancies will be guaranteed re-housing whep dhe released (East Renfrewshire).

Other jurisdictions have sought to grapple withsthessues. For example, Baldry et al (2002, p.12)
refer to policy in New South Wales (Australia):

‘Public Housing policy of particular relevance tosopners includes:
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- the provisions for tenants to be absent for 3 ngnth

- the provision for a tenancy to be transferred keeohousehold members if eligible ;

- the relinquishment of tenancy.....

- Public Housing policy specific to prisoners inclade

- the provision for reapplication for housing whiteprison (but there is no datum on this)

- the provision for consideration for priority hougiti public housing was relinquished
while in prison.’

Accessing new accommodation

Many prisoners will want to access the normal hagignarket in preference to the supportec
housing sector and the role of housing advice esn# to build up contacts and to advise a whols
range of offenders; Carlisle (1996) recommendsaphointment of housing officers who can work
specifically with prisoners. The recent HMIPP Joiifitematic report (2001) has shown how far
there still is to go in providing a service thaincavercome obstacles to accommodating ex
offenders, accessing local authority housing, kameple.

Benefits

The design of benefits has been the subject ofcakricomment (SEU 1998). In the UK the
exclusion of young people from access to beneéts lieen implicated in the rise of homelessnes:
The subsidisation of housing costs for the needyuiyih benefits, in place of rent control, has ed t
housing fraud that enriches unscrupulous landl{adsvding and King 2000). Prisoners have time-
limited access to such housing benefit so thatr ateperiod they risk losing their previous
accommodation. The impact of housing benefit chanigethe 1990s was to reduce access tt
supported housing and to limit users to the rdstacoption of high dependency care (Chestor
1996; Griffiths 1997).

It appears that cuts and exclusions can be shgiitesi. Though benefit exclusions are aimed a
reducing particular expenditures they can leadnwanted outcomes if this means that costs ar
transferred to other parts of the system — tempgolast resort’ services, the criminal justice gyst
and so on (for similar evidence, see SEU 2002).lésson seems to be that benefit exclusions brin
risks and unforeseen consequences. In contragt #neradvantages to be expected from controlle
benefits and advice services that provide a mininmgome for all and encourage people to adjus
their behaviour in order to raise their standartivirig.

Zero tolerance and ‘street clearing’

The situational factors pressing the homeless tsvariminal involvement have been analysed by
researchers such as McCarthy and Hagan (1992). Ekw such criminogenic processes be
checked? Though an evaluation of zero tolerancieipglis beyond the scope of this review, the
principle of clearing the street through closerutagjon and active enforcement has had its
advocates, who pointed to the lessons of ‘Brokenddivs’ implying that signs of disorder prompt
more disorder (Wilson and Kelling 1982). The quasis how far such regulation provides a mean:
to break up patterns of crime in ‘hot spots’, owhfar it diminishes the capacity of the informal
economy to act as a buffer against criminality (Bien 1999). Enforcement against crime has bee
shown to amplify offending (Hagan and McCarthy 199he prosecution of status offending also
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carries the risk of amplification if the only resig to send the offender back on the street with .
motive to re-offend —as in the case of fines faydieg (Anderson et al 1993). More seriously, if the
strategy were to be escalated to expel or incaedhe status offender, there would be a risk o
disproportionate and self-defeating consequences.

Some tough policies in the US have also soughetdiraits upon shelter use (Neuman 1994). Yet
by taking youth off the street, welfare provisicgduces situational pressures towards offendin
(Hagan and McCarthy 1997). Targeting needs-bassdlices at the visibly homeless (as
demonstrated by The Rough Sleepers Initiative énUK) has been informed by needs assessmen
that uncovered the link between homelessness amasomment, but even so a circumscribed focu:
on the public unsheltered population may addresgsyms rather than causes (Wardhaugh 2000).

Community care

The consequences of the closure of mental heatiituitions have been widely considered. The
passing of the old asylum has created a vacuumhvgdcial provision has struggled to fill; hostels
for this population have also suffered decline {@rand Timms 1992; SEU 1998). One
consequence has been a rise in the homeless populdencks 1994). Service provision has beeil
problematic if local community budgets have beeuificient to meet need - as in London where
until recently there was no central coordinatinthatity (Dowding and King 2000).

Another consequence has been the rise in menligtigaple in the prison population (Gunn 2000).
Very high rates of mental disorder are reportetha US prison population (Peters and Steinber
2000). It is suggested that ‘self-medication’ tigbwdrug misuse accounts for the significant rafes c
‘dual diagnosis’ found among prisoners, which pnéseeal difficulties for treatment.

It is apparent that a policy of providing accommtaula for the homeless or ex-prisoners must be
informed by a full appreciation of their mental hleaneeds, and the availability of placements anc
services in the health sector will be a factor etedmining how best to organise the supply of
services to the vulnerable and at-risk.

Proximity risks and protective controls

Controlling proximity risks has risen up the legiste agenda as the needs of victims have bee
increasingly acknowledged. It is clear that the bBlassness legislation, for example, failed to offel
a remedy to victims of racial harassment (Cowan7)l99he welfare and protection of the
offender’s family is also a salient consideratiBaylor 1995).

There is already a literature on registration déwders that will not be discussed here in anyiddeta
In addition controls on movement and place haven lstiengthened by the introduction in the UK
of Antisocial Behaviour Orders in the Crime and @der Act 1998 and boundary controls on
offenders’ movements in the Criminal Justice andur€CoServices Act 2000. Plans for

accommodation will be increasingly based on assestamof proximity risks that should be

objective and proportionate to the risk of harm.rétundamentally, there is a question about hov
crucial accommodation location is in the contextotther risks that are based on mobility and
communication such as employment location, travel laolidays, socialising, and internet access
Brantingham and Brantingham (1984) observed thatagor guide to risk lies in the offender’s

mental map of different places that contain opputies. It is this map above all that should be the
target of risk assessment.
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The extension of risk assessment on an objectiges lwauld inform public education that seeks to
outflank the fundamental opposition that has loregerb found to community placements for
offenders (Rolph 1970; Piat 2000).

National initiatives

The development of highly managed and targetedigpgklvices can mean that people who have
multiple needs fall between the stools (SEU 198®)prly coordinated services will fail the needy
(Carlen 1996). National initiatives, examples ofiethare more visible in the UK than the US,
represent a way of attacking major problems in ardinoated manner. However the lesson of
experience seems to be that initiatives shoulddmepcehensive and sustained if they are to avoi
dealing only with symptoms and failing to addreasses.

The Rough Sleepers Initiative has been managetépepartment for the Environment, Transport
and the Regions. It was set up in response toigrerftumber of people sleeping rough in the early
90s. It funded hostel spaces, a Winter Shelter Brogne, move-on accommodation, outreact
workers to work with people on the streets, anettlsnent services. It began in London and wa:
later extended to other cities that were requioebid for inclusion in the initiative.

Evaluation revealed that it faced a challenge imagéng hostel provision and resettlement so tha
people move on and create spaces in hostels forcases. In the first phase one third of hoste
leavers went into insecure housing arrangements.

In the second phase, consortia were set up to ic@tedwork across geographical zones, including
police, local authorities and mental health ses/idé succeeded in finding accommodation for
many rough sleepers and lowering the street hosé&ddly, resettling 4500 hostel residents (Randal
and Brown 1993; SEU 1998). However, evidence frostudy in London on tenancy outcomes for
rough sleepers showed that 13 per cent were stolbgsand 16 percent were unsuccessfully
resettled (Kennett 1999 p52; Dane 1998). The hig of tenancy breakdown was acknowledgec
by the Social Exclusion Unit (1998). The need f@port and specialist help to achieve successft
resettlement for rough sleepers came through gléann the studies.

The complexity of national initiatives for the holess has been highlighted by the Social Exclusiol
Unit (1998), which identified four other schemes hy a total of three departments. An important
lesson was to consider how this division of respmlity could be better handled in future so that
services were coordinated more effectively. Intpesttmental coordination is an important feature
of the new policies foreshadowed by the Social &ion Unit (2002) in its report on the needs of
ex-prisoners.

Local strategies

The advantages of local coordination to addressidleels of offenders have been widely recognise
(Conway 1999). However the strength of local aresngnts is conditioned by central and nationa
support for them.

Joint agency accommodation forums have been itezxis in the UK for some time, though in the
1990s they became optional. Yanetta and Third (L98Borted local examples in Scotland,
including Glasgow, where a joint police, housingl @ocial work protocol covers the work of a
prison-based housing caseworker attached to thal lpdson social work unit. A structured

approach to planning will ensure that key agenaresall included: though representation was wide
Paylor (1995) discovered that some prisons werénwvotved in forums!

36



It is clear that the significance of local forunssdetermined by central policy. After there was &
devolution of control to the localities in the nmB@s it was found that thirty-three probation sessic
in England and Wales took part in a local accommodaforum, leaving seven without
representation (Grimshaw and Salmon 1999). In sareas there were multiple forums with local
or particular interests. Forums were reported tetmaainly on a quarterly basis. Significant topics
of discussion included:

Service 3. Finalised accommodation strategy; agpwed practice guidelines for substance misuser
and for tenant participation; allocation of LocaltAority stock for hostel move-on; multi-agency
recording of unmet need; development bids and malgo

Service 13Supporting Peoplehomelessness statistics (and lobbying DETR atiwaum),
identifying the total district revenue for suppakteousing.

Service 15. Housing and Community Case Developi@éiter; Capital Allocation project bids;
bids for money to research housing and employmead$ of young people.

From the accommodation provider's perspective, fiwucan be perceived as effective where
probation services look to engage partners in tfaward planning. However, a number of
responses indicated that they were mainly abournmhtion sharing, rather than strategic or
managerial functions. In fact only 18 services regmbthat the probation service actually took alea
role in a forum.

While schemes of this kind can promote communicatgignificant changes will be based on
strategic assessment and planning that can sucltgsségotiate access to joint funding. It is not
clear that such an approach has been tried bdferadvent of th&upporting Peoplerogramme in
the UK, which will create a local pool of fundingrfhousing the vulnerable, including offenders.

Nonetheless, some key principles have emerged dretudy of multi-agency services for single
homeless people in Bristol (Pannell and Parry 1999)

Strategic forums

Mutual understanding among agencies

Adequate and reliable flow of resources

Adequate supply of accommodation

Inclusive approach to work with the voluntary secto

Avoidance of reliance on key individuals

Appropriate benefit policies

User choice

Integration of national organisations into proje@een if their performance results differ from
national norms as a consequence of their partioipgat

International experience suggests that the treméhrids liberalisation of markets is widespread,
creating public service ‘quasi-markets’ and stininathe growth of larger agencies. There is a risk
that the resulting structures could stifle innowatand flexibility (Edgar et al 1999). In contraist
should be the aim of strategies to encourage irtftmvand to ensure that the service package
actually needed by offender groups are delivered.

37



Service provision

In this section the principles underlying practicehe field of service provision will be exploredl.
will look at the assessment of needs at both gfi@tend individual level, pre-court provision, the
significance of risk, the planning of flexible pision, and the time limits set for probation orgdar
aftercare. Available outcome data will also be assed but it should be noted that this evidence i
uneven (Mclvor and Taylor 2000).

Assessment and referral

Assessments of individual need should be done egdieally and the user encouraged to give &
subjective assessment (May 1999). In the absenstinflard tools, a housing needs assessment tc
has been developed by the National Probation Senlicis being used by a number of local
authorities and supported housing providers ap#ses for referrals from criminal justice agencies.
It seeks to establish a common language to proswtenunication across the housing and crimina
justice systems (see contents below).

Housing needs assessment — outline
(taken from NPS, 2001)

Housing history

Current housing

Behaviour — including offending and impact on vitsi
Personal profile-age, gender, etc.

Emotional state and mental health

Physical health —addictions, etc.

Other vulnerabilities- care history, etc.

Financial circumstances

Self/public protection-triggers and profile
Skill/abilities/potential-independent living skills

The list of topics shows how needs and risks forrnombined agenda that must enter into &
coherent plan. In addition, Wincup (2002) recomnseiindit standardised assessments of risk shou
be applied in the hostel sector, a point endorgethe HMIP (2001) report on voluntary sector
provision.

Local planning would benefit from the collation ioformation about needs and referrals that ha:
hitherto been patchy or non-existent (Fraser et202; Grimshaw and Salmon 1999). Mclvor and
Taylor (1995, p.53) concluded that:

‘Simple but rigorous systems should be developembtiect information about the levels
of homelessness among discharged prisoners anutleffe subject to supervision by the
social work department. This should be augmentedabgful monitoring of referrals to

the projects to improve local analysis of need dechand and facilitate planning.’

The link between need assessment and referral ghomulclarified. Minority ethnic groups have
been found to rely on their families and a promortiencounter difficulties in accessing
accommodation (Carlisle 1996). In a specific stlidgd (1996) found that referrals of such groups
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to local provision fell below expectations basedcase numbers. Only investigations of need ca
uncover the real stories behind the numbers.

Pre-court provision and community penalties

The association of remands with accommodation adifies is well —established (Mclvor and
Taylor 2000). Intervention while a case is pengngsents opportunities for constructive change.

The use of remand foster care schemes has proéacedraging results (Fry 1993).

In a small experimental study the Homeless RelPagject in California has been shown to reduce
recidivism in number and seriousness of offencés. dare plan agreed with the offender included
accommodation, medical and drug-related needs €{asd and Riker 2000).

Bail support offers a way of stabilising accommaatathat is valued by offenders and welcomed
by the courts. Valued services added to the accatatiam and surveillance package include advice
on benefits and employment, family contact, drugises, and move-on accommodation (Robinson
1997).

Schemes that offer access to a range of superasgmnmodation are a promising way forward.
Meeting need for different risk groups

Studies of provision for those on parole or prarathave inevitably focused on the risk posed by
these offenders. ‘Halfway houses’, as they areedailh the US, may also deal with a variety of
offenders with different statuses such as prisoabaait to be released or on prison leave. Workin
out how effective they have been has posed diffiguestions. For example, characteristics of the
residents such as prior legal record, older agepl@yment record and education have beer
associated with successful completion of the residieprogrammes. Building on such findings a
study of provision specifically for probationersvatving a programme of support addressed tc
needs such as employment, drug misuse and lifés gtibwed that just less than a third of 156
subjects were successfully discharged (Hartmanal €t994). Compared with the unsuccessful
discharges, the successful group were less likelyetarrested in the next seven years. Worryingl
African-Americans were more likely to be re-arrésteegardless of how successfully they
completed the programme. This careful study pantshow difficult it is to tease out effectiveness
when clients and programme characteristics aravavse. It also implies that ethnicity should be a
feature of the needs and outcome assessmentsaketelly accommodation strategists, who shoul
modify the provision where appropriate.

A review of studies of community-based correctiotreatment centres in the US revealed tha
positive effects were not being consistently achievn a comparative study based on this finding
house arrest was cheaper and apparently produtted tesults in a one-year follow-up (Sandhu et
al 1993). Not surprisingly, another broad reviews ktated that there is inconclusive evidence abol
the effectiveness of the *half-way house’ (Sherratal 1997).

If offenders present a range of risks, it folloviaatt risk considerations will be an element in the
design of resources. The probation hostel in theseies the needs of those on orders and those
bail. According to recent information from the Horfice, there are currently 100 approved
hostels in England and Wales. These provide a ¢dtabout 2,260 beds. About 55 per cent of thes
beds are for people on bail, that is, people wigoveaiting for their case to come to court or who
have been convicted and are awaiting sentenceeTdrer 67 male only hostels, five female only
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hostels, and 28 hostels that provide mixed acconatimd Hostels can impose supervised night:
time curfews. The curfew can be made to cover dihegs of the day if that is a requirement of the
court or it is a licence condition for offenders melease from prison. It provides 24 hour staff
cover, with always at least two staff on duty. Na#l Standards published in 2000 emphasise th
hostels’ responsibilities for addressing offendinghaviour and for public protection. However,
cases from some categories of offender risk, sgcth@se who have committed offences agains
children, may still in fact be excluded (Wincup 200

Wincup (2002) comments that, despite being in erst for over a century, hostels for offenders
have received little academic, political or mediation. Historically, there have been differences
in hostel provision, in matters such as the extéméstriction of liberty and the various progransme
provided by hostels (HMIP 1998). Nonetheless, ing8pe findings suggest that hostel provision
managed in accordance with national standards \ahi¢he objectives of completing orders
successfully and preventing re-offending (HMIP 19%8igh levels of staff contact combined with
surveillance technology address the need for sigerv There is evidence that a ‘What Works’
approach has influenced the positive developmeittitiditives to promote ‘pro-social modelling’ in
hostels (Loney et al 2000). Mc Ivor and Taylor (@Déaise some issues about possible difference
in need between convicted offenders and residentbail. A hostel pathfinder project under
development by the National Probation Service ailplore these and other dimensions of practice
However, it would be wrong to assume that supedvigestels are a model for services designed fo
ex-prisoners. It makes little sense for intensieevises to be open access. The supply of hoste
placements should be a function of risk assessmeititén the probation caseload targeting the
highest risk.

It follows that the acceptance of medium and logk rprobationers within hostels should be
carefully checked and controlled, and alternatnaéependent or supported accommodation shoul
be available for such groups. There is now grovawnglence that new home-based technology suc
as ‘tagging’ can be an effective means of preventigroffending and protecting the public. If

successfully implemented, new technology for sdlargte including CCTV, voice recognition and

tagging will make the hostel increasingly less ssaey especially for lower risk groups and will
give extra options for oversight of independentoazmodation. However, it may be that in future
the more difficult part of the task will be to asseghe accommodation element and not to install th
equipment. Technology will be useless without saneans of establishing an accommodation bas
—unless the electronic surveillance of the homelesie to form the next bizarre stage of social
control!

Accommodation, support and a positive integratistyle

Suitable accommodation is more than a physicahgement; it becomes a social expression of it:
inhabitants. Ordinary people want to live with digrand to choose their social connections, with
co-habitees or friends. There is consistent evieéhat offenders want independent accommodatio
and do not wish to live in managed hostels forrikedy (Paylor 1995; Carlisle 1996). Probation
officers have concurred in preferring independecbanmodation for many of their clients (Mclvor
and Taylor 1994; Andrews 1979). These views tensufgport the emerging assumption that hoste
provision can best be described as temporary amiigamcy accommodation: it is not an end-point
but a beginning.

In considering prospects for re-integration, hastan be criticised as inflexible and segregating

with a funding base that fails to move along witte theeds of the user. Provision has beel
developed that seeks to bridge the gap betweeitidraad hostels and the wider housing market.
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‘Floating support’ and ‘move-on’ accommodation peat of this attempt to achieve re-integration
in a purposeful fashion.

Traditionally, ‘supported housing’ meant a housgimgvision that also gave support to the residents
‘Floating support’ is defined as support that i®yided wherever the user is housed. It is ar
internationally discussed concept that involvesearcdistinction between the home and the suppol
(Carlisle 1996; Conway 1999). The support is detdeto the individual who occupies any suitable
address. Offenders can change accommodation whileascessing a support package. The
advantages of flexibility in accessing provision different kinds are seen as an advantage
Individual preferences for accommodation can irotizde met.

In principle, this means that support is availdidgond fixed and designated accommodation fo
offenders, such as hostels, and can be continudd thge point where it is no longer needed. For
example, tenancies that might otherwise be refaesadin theory, be more easily accessed throug
promising support, and thereafter the new tenamey e sustained through a flexible system o
support. If there is a failure the support can stintinue in a fresh setting. However, it had only
begun to be implemented across the social houshd) from the mid-90s, thus limiting the scope
for assessment of its long-term impact.

‘Move-on’ accommodation is intended to provide abs and independent housing base for thos
placed in temporary accommodation. As propertieseaentually assigned to users, there is a nee
for new properties to be added to the pool. Herm gnter-agency working is essential for ‘move-
on’ and reintegration to occur.

The Timble Housing project is an example of a @difproject with a range of provision. It was set
up as an independent charity working with the ptiobaservice in West Yorkshire to rehouse and
support single homeless offenders (Paylor 1995)ak found to offer: a lodgings scheme; hostels
of up to six beds, supported by staff; and stabieve-on’ accommodation in the form of single
tenancies. The proejt had been designed to resthiei achievement of independent housing for it:
users. Over time there has been a move to smailiex with more privacy: ‘shared housing’ (two-

bed flats with single bedrooms); ‘trainer flatsh@-bed flats, accessed following a stay in a bec
sitter) and ‘single tenancies’ ( following successfesettlement). All the accommodation is
dispersed, thus avoiding the stigma of propertygihesed for offenders (Sutton 2001).

There are other collective options, such as alecadnadl drug-free (ADF) housing in the US, which
bring together people with similar needs and ghent opportunities for self-management (Wittman
1993). Particular designs of accommodation can depted to meet needs for support while
advancing independence. ‘Core and cluster’ desfgngxample, allow for accommodation units to
be placed around a core base.

Informal solutions may have significant lessonstfe public services. In the absence of sensitivt
service provision, communities of homeless ex-afeas who are allowed to make a living in the
informal economy give one another mutual sociapsupreducing the more serious crime potentia
of their situation (Duneier 1999).

Baldry et al (2002, p.3) conclude from internatioedence on accommodating ex-prisoners that

- ‘sending ex-prisoners to ex-prisoner hostels mayabeontinuation of the labelling
practices of the prison and that, although 24 reupported hostels are necessary fol
some ex-prisoners as a transition to the commuaityreater variety of accommodation,
especially self-contained units, with support beangilablein situ, be provided.’
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Meeting needs in placements: the functions of sippo

The idea of ‘floating support’ was developed taidguish methods of delivering support. But what
is contained in the service labelled ‘support'? Hfaw is it concerned with housing issues, like
budgeting or fittings, and how far with more geharaeds, like accessing services, challenging
discrimination, or reducing isolation? How fartiifunction of a relationship?

If a placement is found, a major priority is to yide access to services. A challenge in providing
for offenders is to give them access to a nornfabktiyle especially if there are court-imposed
restrictions on what they can do. Boredom is aathime conditions that limit opportunity (HMIP
1998, 2001). Support can be designed to encouratjaailitate access to services.

There is a group of prisoners who are especidtiglylito benefit from supported accommodation.
Corden and Clifton (1983) focused on socially isadaprisoners with high accommodation need:s
who were also unemployed and significantly mentdisordered. Support was especially welcomec
by this group, who were also faced with overcondisgrimination against them. Support staff neec
to be advocates as much as carers if externaldicegiare to be tackled.

Support can be seen as something practical andarabthat emerges from normal relationships of
trust and reciprocity. Carlisle (1996) notes thather study, support provided by partners anc
relatives helped prisoners retain accommodatioryakg lack of support and relationship
breakdown led to the loss of accommodation. An\eajent from a responsible agency would take
the form of positive and sustained help and adv&gport in this sense is recognisable to the
everyday observer-not very mysterious. In her hesteidy, Wincup (2002) describes practical helf
—with benefit claims, for example- and emotionapgurt — a ’listening ear’ that was always
approachable, and a willingness to allow residentsecond chance. Workers felt that resident:
should be treated respectfully, presented with agsiand offered support to achieve goals
However, specialist services, such as counselfmgexample, could only be accessed externally
not supplied by hostel staff.

In principle, support should be tailored to thedseef particular groups and situations. Accessing
accommodation after a period of homelessness caa fperiod of great emotional vulnerability
(SEU 1998). In a study of floating support for ygunomeless people (Day et al 1997 ) younc
people mentioned needs for information, advocacgntoring, life-goal planning, and specialist
help with money management and sexual health, ditiad to housing that felt ‘safe’. It appears
that it would be straightforward to come up witktdi for other user groups that were equally
specific. A collation of assessments using the semdardised tool (NPS 2001) could serve the
purpose of identifying a range of typical needs.

The concept of support emerging from the study kay @t al (1997) is centred on the user,
resembling a ‘safety net’ that enables the usesutwive failure and regain access to mainstrear
services. In that report the concept is translatea an outline of a general service — a ‘Floating
Support Agency’ - that would assist ‘difficult téage ‘ young people but touches various systems c
referral such as the warning or cautioning youngppe for offences. This proposal is more than &
refinement of housing management; it is closehwitea of a mental health support service or o
support from personal advisers to gain employm&rmsimilar breadth is implied by other studies of
support (SEU 1998; GLARG 2000). A service couldtoare to offer something valid even if the
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housing needs were resolved. From this perspeittigetherefore difficult to arrive at a definition
that is tied simply to housing.

The notion of a support worker was advocated bysper interviewed in a recent study.

‘Housing has always been a basic need first, tloencan start to establish a life....most
prisoners should have a support or case workaddred out, someone with a bit of clout,
more than the probation service can offer.’

John, prisoner in HMP Brixton, quoted in Greatentlon Authority Research group (2000)
p46

A key question to be resolved is how far the prol®éor such support are designed to attain the
public protection objectives of the agencies primgdsupport and supervision, particularly if the
support is in effect delivered at arm’s length frarmanaged hostel or a probation office. In an
inspection of voluntary provision the importancecommunication and liaison between the
probation officer and the project staff about coanpde with statutory requirements has been
emphasised (HMIP 2001). Yanetta and Third (1998¢deed multi-agency arrangements in
Scotland to allocate housing to sex offenders. &mdhester a Tenancy Compliance and Support
scheme has been developed through a partnersttip bbusing department and the probation
service. It provides intensive management and suohigh-risk ex-offenders involving home
visits to see if there are signs that the riskeebifending has increased (SEU 2002).

In Scotland Mclvor and Taylor (1995) found thatidests in supported accommodation valued its
structure and welcomed the chance of a breathiagesjiving in dispersed accommodation meant
coping with greater responsibility than when livinga communal setting. In this study, of 74
leavers, a tenth returned to prison, a fifth ‘dg@gred’ and over a third were asked to leave owing
to rent arrears or rule infringements. The autlsorsclude that despite these unsatisfactory
outcomes the projects were valued by residenthadatonsiderable potential which was hindered
by poor funding and planning.

Medium and long term outcomes

A focus on outcome requires a willingness to makevérd plans that meet the full duration of
need. Services for offenders tend to be time-lihiteet the cut-off points pay scant attention t® th
timescales needed for social reintegration (Travial 2001; Carlen 1996; HMIP 2001). Fraser et al
(1992) discovered a shortage of move-on accomnmmudir those in hostels or supported
accommodation, emergency accommodation and provisiorural areas. Appropriate move-on
accommodation for hostel residents was also aaf@riound in the studies by Mclvor and Taylor
(1995) and Carlisle (1996). The time scales fogdreatment need to recognise the chronic natur
of abuse and the high risk of relapse but thervidence of undue reliance on short term funding
(Kothari et al 2002).

Part of the problem is that agency timescales edebly managerial targets specific to one agenc
and not shared with others. If there was a cleamatinuum of responsibilities so that the needs o
ex-offenders could be placed more strongly on oagenda of agencies other than probation fa
example it would be possible to envisage more eldérand appropriate time scales. For man
groups of offenders there is also a very high @fioutcome expectation- avoiding reconviction
within two years, for example- that bears littlepksit relationship with service input over the

relevant period.
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Another requirement is an information system tleabrds outcomes, yet this system may be lackin
or uneven. In a national survey of 40 local praraservices in England and Wales (Grimshaw an
Salmon 1999), forms for monitoring accommodatiotcomes varied between detailed records or
individual clients and summary data of the kinduieed by the Home Office. The focus seemed tc
be on exit data rather than long-term outcome. De#pe significance placed by national policy on
crime reduction, only two services had accessrerant statistical breakdown of re-offending rates
during a probation-funded placement.

Services were asked if they routinely recorded evigence about what happens after placement
have finished, such as unplanned movements, retuicustody, movements into other housing
situations, or homelessness.

Table Specific outcomes routinely recorded by locgdrobation services in England and Wales,
1999 (sample N =40)

Outcome Services
Return to custody 27
Movements into other supported housing 27
Movements into independent housing 27
Unplanned movements 26
Homelessness 24

Twenty-one stated that they had other informatibaua outcomes or effectiveness, ranging fromr
evaluation reports to information contained in ded Home Office quarterly returns.

Particular needs

Childhood and youth

Policy and practice should be aimed at improvingnéoconditions, supporting parenting, and
promoting non-intrusive surveillance for childrdirdugh family support schemes and supervise
activities (Graham and Bennett 1995).

Initiatives will need to target the multiple exdlus of young people who pass through welfare ant
penal placements. Better local employment schenmddweduce the need for young people to
leave home to find work. Community —based schem#sladgings are recommended as an answe
to youth homelessness (Stockley et al 1993). Amotipdion is the foyer concept, which brings
together services and accommodation in one locagomall scale evaluations of recent work by
foyers with young people at risk of offending, whibas been funded by charitable grants, imply
that the potential of foyers may depend on goodragency cooperation and on harnessing pee
influences productively; it will be important to tdemine how far offenders and non-offenders car
form a balanced mix in this kind of provision (Foyeéderation 2002). Further evaluations will be
needed to demonstrate long term outcomes. Leadrgschemes that support disadvantaged your
people have been found to deliver positive outcofBe=hal et al 1995).

Women
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Women ex-prisoners have difficulties creating pesitsocial connections post-release that may be
associated with their inability to secure suitdieising (Fabb 1991; Robson and Nancarrow 1991,
Lewis and Hayes1997). Work on women’s needs hasgrdadtention to positive principles that
emphasise the value of understanding and suppermerits of a participative approach, and the
need to consider extended support. Eaton (1993jm=nds the approach of UK mutual aid groups
such as WIP.

Women suffer from the disparities in provision thHavour services for men, including mixed

hostels that can be unsuitable for women. A widage of provision should allow choice and offer
women opportunities regardless of the gender coitipoof a particular setting (Wincup 1996).

Recent investigations of residential work with wan@fenders give some pointers towards gooc
practice. Placements should be available that allwnen to care for children. Support work
should be based on a recognition that women aneevaible to violence, have often experiencec
abuse and have different typical patterns of ofiegdrom their male counterparts. Women neec
empathy from those who understand their historedsllenges and prospects. (Wincup 2002)
Specialist resources should be accessed wherepajgbeo Security features are important if women
are to be protected from violent men (Wincup 2001).

Time limits on support for women are a theme egulan the literature. A review of policy in
Victoria (Australia) cited by Baldry et al (2002.14) has suggested that current limits on support
periods reduce their effectiveness and force wotoeycle in and out of crisis and/or further
incarceration.

Dutreix (2001, p.3) states that:

‘[Women ex-offenders’] crime rates can be reduaethkr as a result of a different housing
policy. However [it] needs to address the issumfeobroad and holistic perspective. This
would include increasing public housing stockstHer funding for emergency and
transitional accommodation and providing approprgtpport services’.

Sex offenders

There is a shortage of research on options formanuadating sex offenders (Cobley 2000). A multi-
agency approach to the management of risk willeasingly be needed if sex offenders are
excluded from provision and targeted by vigilanfesere is evidence that even approved hostel
have exclusion policies (Mclvor and Taylor 2000)joWwders will need to be closely consulted if
adequate quantities of suitable accommodationcabe taccessed in a timely fashion. Legislation ir
the 90s left such offenders with a minimal set ofising rights but there is evidence that, throug!
issuing positive guidance on interagency workirignket exclusions have been avoided (Cowan €
al 1999). Controls upon residents through tenameyitions could be used positively in the future.
The Tenancy Compliance and Support scheme in Matmheepresents one pathway towards
supervision and support in a community setting (S002).

Placement-based CCTV will be used increasingly aneans of surveillance for this group.

However the location of this facility may by itsé#éfad to the clustering of offenders, leading to
undesirable networking. Policies of dispersal tinaly appeal to professionals on risk managemer
grounds are constrained by the limited availabdtynanaged provision (Cowan et al 1999; Adams
2001). Currently specific voluntary sector provisis functioning as accommodation of last resor
for those excluded by approved hostels (HMIP 200¥jth public concern high, even prison

accommodation is being adapted to this purposelég&@9d00).
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Research on residential treatment of sex offenihelisates that this provision has been used for
highly deviant group whose long-term outcomes idiviiual cases can be problematic. In other
respects the quantity and quality of treatment tipaarly in changing attitudes- compared
favourably with other non-residential community-bdstreatment (Hedderman and Sugg 1996)
Practice issues have been explored with severatesiing issues emerging: the need for public
education; protocols for sharing information; anohtact with the private sector (Allen and
Sprigings 1999).

Drug misusers

Services should be designed to take advantageydfdesitions in the drug misuser’s career. For
example, arrest referral schemes can be an opjptyrtaraccess accommodation services (Dorn anc
Seddon 1996). However residential provision canfféiere is inadequate preparation before
referral (Boother 1991). A recent official repoldserves that local strategies should give proper
attention to drug misuse by homeless young pedplegscope and the DPAS 2002).

Integrating support services, for example, by plg@ specialist worker on site, can help hostels to
access appropriate community-based resourcesammiplg their work drug workers in this setting
derive benefit from negotiations about the bouretaof their role in relation to probation’s coegciv
functions (Newburn 1998).

In the field of prison aftercare a recent reviewtreatment has identified a shortage of literature
(Kothari et al 2002). It is known that release frpnson brings a significant risk of drug fatalgie
(Shewan et al 2000; Seaman et al 1998). Suppert iEtease is associated with better outcomes |
terms of drug misuse and re-offending especiallgmwthe first part of a programme was begun ir
prison (Inciardi 1996; Hiller et al 1999; Pelissetral 2001). The project studied by Hiller invalve
assistance with accommodation and anti-relapseostupgrognising that ex-prisoners faced risks in
returning to their old haunts. A small number ofngprehensive programmes to treat substance
abusing offenders have been trialed in the US angihg needs feature in their wide range of
service objectives (e.g.:Rossman et al 1999). Rasiml treatment programmes in the UK have
demonstrated success in reducing offending and misgse (Gossop et al 1999).

In England and Wales the National Probation Dinettoof the Home Office will be piloting post-
release hostels for short-term prisoners with histoof drug misuse. There will be up to five
hostels in the pilot, one for women and four fornmplanned to be open in summer 2002.The
hostels will provide intensive support to this higgk group through the first few months following
release from prison ( Drugscope 2001).

Mental disorder

The general aim of policy in the UK has been tovte care and treatment for mentally disorderec
offenders in health and social service settinggp{@¢ Health/Home Office 1992). Finding places
for offenders with mental disorder has been theestibof considerable reflection, though the
empirical literature concentrates on secure hdspaad similar settings (Dabbs and Isherwooc
2000).

Working with mentally disordered offenders in thensmunity is challenging when many have
resisted treatment in the past. Professionals driesed to adopt a structured approach tha
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prioritises risk factors. The organisation of resitial settings forms part of this attempt to pdavi
treatment within clear structures- for examplengdiehaviour contracts (Lamb et al 1999).

Joint working among agencies is a particular thémthe literature (Southern 1999; Mclvor and
Taylor 2000). Hostel and community-based accommawlagervices have been studied in the US
and the UK. In the US, recent experience of comtyurbhased programmes has reinforced the cas
for sound interagency agreements (McFarland ang B&5; Roskes and Feldman 1999). Across
the Atlantic, Elliott House, which has a medicalrte offers a unique service, and has a low rate c
offending while in residence, an outcome promotgdpber support (Brown and Geelan 1998;
Geelan et al 2000); this is similar to the Effrau§ty a voluntary sector service with 39 beds, whict
has produced some encouraging outcomes (Robemso@unn 1998).

Selection policy is a major issue, particularly eonsidering whether applicants solely with
personality disorder should receive this type avjsion (Brown and Geelan 1998). The formation
of therapeutic communities for women with persdgadisorder has also been advocated (Kenned
et al 1997). Southern (1999) emphasises the nequtismners on remand and short sentences to |
eligible for sentence management and care schemes.

Other studies have described diversionary senaoelsprovision, for example, at St Christopher’s
Bail Hostel (Staite et al 1994; Nadkarni et al 200@ne benefit from collaboration is the training
of hostel staff who can then more insightfully sapggesidents. Chung et al (1998a) report that «
bail accommodation scheme for mentally disorderfenders accepted 98 people, of whom 46
successfully completed their stay. Staff turnoversvwone problem; another was a difficulty in
agreeing with psychiatrists whether transfer topitas was necessary. In another study analysin
outcomes of diversion after 6 months, Chung etl8B8b) found that while mentally disordered
offenders’ quality of life was impoverished whenngmared with a general population, hostel
residents had better life experiences in termsetdtionships and opportunities than prison or
hospital inmates but worse that those in privateskbolds.

Given the significant rate of mental disorder amogrgand prisoners there is an argument for
partnership arrangements to be generalised adreswstel system.

Resettlement initiatives

Further information is likely to emerge from UK ftiaitives under way or in the pipeline. A

comprehensive concept of resettlement implies thatumber of needs should be addressec
Pathfinder resettlement projects, some of themmyartnership with non-government agencies, are
trying out initiatives with short-term offendersierging from six prisons . Homelessness is one c
the major issues that will be targeted, alongsalegiterm unemployment, and drug and alcoho
addiction. Evaluation of the Pathfinders is undayyHome Office Circular 35/99).

The international picture

It is clear that the UK is not alone in facing ttteallenge of meeting diverse needs that can only b
met by a coordinated policy of measured socialgiatiéon. Travis (2001) and Petersilia (2001)
have emphasised the huge challenge of re-integrét@m US prison population. Baldry et al (2002)
reviewing international evidence on accommodatixg®soners state that:
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‘there is almost a total lack of coordination figtation amongst appropriate government
and non-government agencies in this matter’

Yet there is an accepted research vacuum. For dgampgNew South Wales (Australia) the absence
of empirical research has inhibited policy develeptmand funding allocations. An inquiry by the
NSW Legislative Council Standing Committee loew and Order Into Crime Prevention Through

Social Support(2000) could only call for an evaluation to takkge before being able to
recommend new funding.

If there is one conclusion to be drawn from thigiew it is that the level of international research
barely matches the extent and diversity of neeavahuy various studies.
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6. Conclusions and recommendations

Gaps and opportunities

The collection of literature on offending and acooodation needs has been a challenging proce:
which identified relatively scattered sources ewenountries such as the US and the UK that hav
extensive criminological communities. The reviewtncentration on these countries has, howeve
allowed some useful comparisons to be made, whashshed light on the gaps in a ‘What Works’
literature of similar international scope.

Both in relation to needs or services, lack of aesle has hampered attempts to address tt
problems experienced by offenders. Despite theupsige evidence cited by Sherman et al 1997, |
is not at all apparent that interventions to meridng needs have been incorporated in a cohere
‘What Works’. The research challenges for the feitemcompass needs and services alike.

Need and risk - a framework for theory and research
The life course

Though hardly definitive, the literature findingsnt to support the claim that a life course apgroac
can help to identify transitions that demonstrateninogenic processes. The particular causa
relationship between offending and accommodatioedgses conditioned by the stage which a
vulnerable individual has reached.

For young people, housing deprivation and earlyadepe from home represent pathways toward:
offending, posing particular challenges to sociahtool. The distinction between primary needs
(connected with an individual’s behaviour) and sel@y needs (resulting from responses tc
behaviour) was fruitful in showing the part play®dsocial reaction in shaping outcomes.

In particular, it is necessary to appreciate thpaat of street regulation and enforcement on th
most visible sections of the homeless. Issuesfehdfng should be understood in the context of at
array of social controls. While a consistent spafahmplification through an individual’s life cae
seems to be a worst-case scenario, there is ew@dsnescalation of need, and in some cases, (
renewed offending, at points when certain intemagst occur, such as placements in care, polic
charging of homeless offenders, or imprisonment.

Accommodation needs

Exploring relationships between offending and hogsieeds in this review has been complicatet
by the problem of defining needs in different comde It appears for example that the closure of ba
housing may have played some part in worseningetsttemelessness. One need has therefo
displaced another, making for a paradoxical kingroigress. In future research, it will therefore be
important to avoid being tied to simple operatiodafinitions of accommodation need and to
explore needs in new contexts.

The review has identified several key componentseef. In future it will be crucial to define needs
in relation to community, group and individual cimestances. For example, young people in poo
housing conditions can face not only deprivatiort hiso family abuse and neighbourhood
adversities. The safety of women, and their greateitd care responsibilities, are major
considerations in determining what constitutes needhem. Similarly, the needs of communities
and victims enter into assessments of need. Canookigbout sex offenders’ needs will seek the
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most appropriate balance between considerationiskoénd of social re-integration. Drug misuse is
affected by the social network linked to locati@msl residences.

Empirical studies of causation

A good deal of the available research is crossasmaitwith some retrospective elements; the bes
involves longitudinal follow-ups and comparison gps. These methodological choices have bee
partly been imposed by real practical difficultidde problems of conducting research on mobile
populations are daunting but not insuperable. Alallet is time to develop coherent approaches tc
research that can capture the effects of trans#unations and investigate the different living
options, including street —based ones, availabteémeedy. Understanding the complex sequence
of offending and accommodation needs demands d@ecun@asures that take into account the stage
of the life course. It is interesting that McCarduyd Hagan (1992) have made progress in resear:
on causation by focusing on a particular age groupfferent localities within the same country. It
should be possible to carry out further studiesoloier populations, such as prison and probatiot
intakes, or even arrestees, comparing these indilstioffending and accommodation needs in thei
proper historical sequence.

Recommendation

Studies involving comparison groups of offendersl ahe general population should be
commissioned so that the effects of accommodadiedsiare clarified.

Principles of intervention
Aims and objectives

In the absence of a comprehensive literature, tisemeuch to do before an effective set of ‘What
Works’ principles can be confidently declared. Hias and objectives of interventions should be
cast in terms that embrace crime reduction, accaatian outcomes and social integration.
Welfare assessments must go beyond immediate aeedsok more deeply at the cluster of need:s
that vulnerable individuals typically present. Ellyjaattention to risk is at the heart of complex
guestions about the management of feared and ectloffenders. In the most challenging cases
drawing a balance between the competing considesatis likely to be fraught with difficulties that
will require political skills of a high order togelve. An acknowledgement of the responsibilities o
offenders, communities and agencies will be reqguineorder to meet such anxieties.

Recommendations

A review of legislation on housing and crime shdutédmounted to ensure that crime reduction anc
social integration are consistently recognised aims

Government structures should be coordinated sopb#ty is clear and evidence based. Offender:
should be considered as citizens whose path t@als@ntegration involves a willingness to change
and appropriate accountability for their own role this process; that path should involve equally a
responsiveness from social agencies and communities

Strategies

There is a case for strategic interventions thit teestructure accessible housing provision. Asces
to decent housing is widely accepted to be a furahdah feature of citizenship and a key step in the
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social reintegration of offenders and vulnerableugs. However there have been tendencies withi
the market and in social policy that have beenwestahary.

Effective management of the market for accommodadi® well as policies for allocation creates
significant conditions for meeting housing needd seducing crime. Benefits that ensure continuec
access to housing are an integral part of the stifpet offenders require.

Problems of this kind are not likely to be resolMeg sweeping away the homeless. Evidence
suggests that street clearing policies threatdr@tmme counterproductive especially in combinatior
with tough welfare restrictions.

If public services are inadequately coordinatedptewho have multiple needs will fail to receive a
proper level of attention. The advantages of laccardination are internationally recognised.

Recommendations

Assessments of local need by Supporting Peoplegruother interagency groupings should be
collated and reviewed so that a coherent nationetiype of market and social housing trends is
produced.

Regular reports should be produced about the raleshe police and of street regulations in
controlling public space and about their impacttbose living on the street.

Proposals for the supply of affordable housing stidake into account the needs of offenders and
their families. Benefit and income policies shduddreviewed accordingly.

Under central guidance local bodies representingrages and communities should be allocatec
budgets to deal with all forms of housing exclusiad vulnerability.

Acting soon; acting for the long term

In developing services that ‘work’, a great dealrenattention should be paid to the current anc
future needs of offenders so that problems candrbanticipated and remedied. Young people
presenting difficulties need support at home ifaaeer in care or on the streets is to be avoidec
Similarly, ex-offenders encounter predictable diifties on release from prison, and a consister
approach to throughcare is essential. A proactgeaach is called for, based on sound assessmer
and the monitoring of referrals. Sufficient timedaresources should be made available so the
services give the support that is needed to achiasgng results, whether this is move-on
accommodation or maintaining floating support.

Recommendations

Social agencies and the criminal justice systenmukhtocus on identifying housing needs quickly
and put in place adequate systems of referral, tbhang and support.

Prisons, probation service and youth offending aggsshould be held responsible for assessini
needs and reporting to multi-agency coordinatingugps.

Resettlement surveys should aim to follow up owtsofor at least a year, and for some groups
several years.
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Provision

There is evidence that focused interventions arcaccbmmodation can address criminogenic
needs. For example, successful projects have dffeeép with accommodation to those waiting to
appear before the courts. Though clear internatieridence about ‘half-way houses’ is lacking,
hostel provision when properly managed can helprévent re-offending. However the majority of
offenders want to access normal provision and tlier@creasing interest in community-based
support and services, which are delivered flexilbjutual support to sustain treatment or crime
reduction goals also presents a promising way fahilzat deserves evaluation.

In a multi-agency context, the broader managenm@shipalicy issue is how to deliver support that is
close enough to understand and engage the indiwetiavoids supplanting specialist services anc
gives case managers in the criminal justice sysadeguate scope for planning and reviewing
progress. There is scope for confusion if it isleacwho is the advocate for the user, who provide
a particular service, or who is responsible foreasmg risks or sanctioning breaches of orders ¢
agreements. Ways of working that inform and enageiraffenders are critical to success. There i
no substitute for continuous communication, usiregtimgs, written agreements and protocols. It i
evidently inadequate to simply throw agencies togeaind expect individually tailored services to
emerge by some chemical process of interaction.eSgnoups of users may need interdisciplinary
projects that focus contributions from all the agjes.

Recommendations

A study of support and case management needsdoifispffender groups should be
commissioned.

A review group from housing, social services, leattd criminal justice agencies should prepare
guidelines for allocating specific responsibilitimsprobation officers, housing workers, specialist
services, and other personal support workers.

The advisability of separately managed interdisogaly projects should be evaluated.

The implications of existing studies (e.g. Dayl€t2®7) should be considered as part of the review
process.

The interface with Multi-Agency Public Protectioarfels should be carefully assessed.

Research on needs and services should examineahewdport and accommodation packages help
to reduce re-offending. It should investigate hbevitoles and relationships among staff impact on
guality of outcome. Different models for engagiffgrmders in achieving goals should be evaluated.

These findings should be used to assess how msidemé&al provision is necessary and how far
support needs can be met in dispersed and maimstheaising settings.

Multiple and particular needs

Particular needs will be best addressed throughesas®ent and planning that recognise
vulnerabilities and multiple needs among groupsftgnders. Initiatives are required to promote the
reintegration of young people who are currentlyegicare and penal placements. Because womer
housing needs are a function of their relationships greater child care responsibilities, as well a
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their need for safety and security, a wider ranfi¢gamyeted support and services than currentl
exists is called for. Accommodating sex offendersl wequire joint agency working and
government political support to meet threats framorsages of provision and from community
opposition. Provision for mentally disordered offers and drug misusers should be managed |
such a way as to reduce resort to custodial p@visihile maintaining the support and treatment
necessary to enable them to live in the community.

Recommendation

Policy groups for specific needs should be commesl to draw together existing knowledge anc
ensure that these needs are fully addressed aategic level.

Prospects for the future

Across various jurisdictions and nations it is cléeat a coordinated policy of social integratisn i
required in order to meet the volume and diversityneed shown by vulnerable groups and
offenders. This review has sought to collate ewideabout need, risk and interventions that cal
make a difference to the lives of offenders anddiy increase the security of communities. Clearly
there is much still to explore if possible explamas$, as well as promising strategies and projects
are to be properly tested and evaluated. It wo@doeneficial if it were possible to envisage a
further review in a few years’ time that showed finegress made in addressing needs which, eve
from the current evidence, are far too importangtwre.
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