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‘What Works’ and the Correctional Services Accredtation Panel: Taking Stock from
an Inside Perspective

Mike Maguire, Don Grubin, Friedrich Lésel and Peter Raynor

1. Introduction and background

This paper provides the first ‘insider’ accounttloé work of the Correctional Services Accreditation
Panel (CSAP) of England and Wales, written frompbespective of a group of academics who were
Panel members for, in most cases, nearly a decdset up in 1999 as an independent non-
departmental public body, CSAP came to occupy #nedntial position as a central plank of the
government’s plan to create and accredit a suitgadfl standard’ interventions for adubvffenders
which would significantly reduce reconviction rateBor a programme to achieve accreditation, its
designers had to meet a set of highly demandirtgraj including satisfying the Panel that it was
based on sound theoretical principles and provigimpirical evidence of its capacity to reduce re-
offending. Prisons and probation areas were satartompletion targets for accredited programmes,
tied to financial incentives, with the result thatainy interventions which did not seek or achieve
accreditation were discontinued by managers in awf those that had. The Panel’s decisions
therefore played a significant part in shaping @& fendscape of rehabilitative work with convicted

offenders across England and Wales.

In 2008, CSAP’s status changed to that of an adyvison-statutory body within the Ministry of
Justice, and at the same time it experienced dfis@mt turnover in membership. This does not
necessarily mean that the Panel’s influence hageyar that nature of its work will change greatly
practice, but the transition provides an opporttime to reflect broadly on the work of the former
independent Panel, and to share views and expesdmam which general lessons may be drawn and

which may inform the work of other accreditatiordies, both in the UK and elsewhere.

The origins of CSAP lie in two small expert panstt up in the mid-1990s to accredit rehabilitative
programmes for prisoners. In 1999, these wereacepl by a newly constituted non-departmental
public body, initially known as the Joint PrisordBation Accreditation Panel but later renamed as
CSAP, to which members were appointed on the bafsgpen competition, and whose remit was
expanded to include programmes delivered in thenwanity. It had an appointed chair, Sir Duncan
Nichol, until 2005, after which Professor Friedricbsel was promoted from the membership to the

role of acting chairman. Its membership variedrawee, but was usually composed of around twelve

! Following an evaluation of cognitive behavioursbgrammes delivered to offenders under 18 (Feézet
2004), the Youth Justice Board decided not to gerdihe accredited programmes route, partly becthese
were considered unsuitable for the numerous yoffiegaers with limited literacy skills, and partlyiof
concern that too high a proportion of availabletgses might be expended on programmes to thardattiof
other interventions (Roberts 2004; Stepheretaal 2007).
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appointed members (including several from overseas$t of whom had research-based and/or
clinical expertise in the treatment of offendeogdther with representatives from policy unitshe t

Home Office (later Ministry of Justice), prisonsdgorobation.

The establishment and growth of such a body canrakerstood partly in terms of the increasing
emphasis placed by governments since the 1980sh@mded to demonstrate ‘effectiveness’ and
‘value for money’ in the public sector and, in jpautar, on the use of robust evidence in decision-
making about the allocation of resources, preseimadrms such as implementing ‘evidence based
policy’ or pursuing ‘what works’. As such, it wagongly in tune with New Labour’s ‘modernisation’
agenda, which built on the New Public Managemetities pursued under the previous Conservative
governments (Osborne and Gaebler 1992; Senior 20@4), as well as with the aims of the newly
launched Crime Reduction Programme (CRP), of wiiiehwork of the Panel and related research
activities formed a part (Hough 2004; Maguire 208iilin et al 2004)? At the same time, the
emergence of CSAP signalled a revitalisation ofegornent interest in rehabilitative work with
offenders. A core underpinning assumption of tleekvof the Panel has always been that high quality
interventions, delivered to a high standard, shtwalde a significant impact on the reconviction sate
of offenders who have received them (in comparisith both their own predicted reconviction rates
and the reconviction rates of comparison groups hdnge not received them). This assumption was
not widely espoused during the 1980s and early 4988en the rhetoric of ‘nothing works’ and just-
deserts punishment remained strong, and politicish®d away from serious investment in
rehabilitative services. The rapid change of heard much to the skilful dissemination to policy-
makers, by academics and practitioners stronglyneitied new ways of working with offenders, of
encouraging research findings from North Americaiclvhsuggested that properly designed
programmes — especially those based on cognitiveavbeural therapy (CBT) - could reduce
reconviction rates by up to 15 per cent (see, fanle, Andrewset al 1990; Lipsey 1992; Loésel
1993; Lipsey and Chapman 2001; MacKenzie 2006; Ba2607)>

A key message from this and subsequent researcheleasthat the quality of both tdesignand the
delivery of programmes makes a significant difference tc@mes (McGuire 1995, 2002; Dowden
and Andrews 2004). In practice, however, mostétia has been paid to design issues, principally
through the mechanism of accreditation. Since riiié 1990s, accreditation panels have been
established not only in England and Wales, bukiresal other countries including Canada, Australia,

the Netherlands, Denmark and Sweden (by 2008, there nine such panels in existenteTheir

2 The Crime Reduction Programme, with a total budgé®00 million between 1999 and 2004, funded hi¢h
implementation and the evaluation of numerous ptej® reduce crime or offending, with the oveeaath of
identifying and implementing ‘what works’ in alléehmain areas of criminal justice and the penalesyst

% Much of the research literature referred to wasedl on meta-analyses of the results of a numksspafrate
evaluations.

* In 2008, the first international meeting of acfitation panels took place in Den Haag.
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main function has been to assess programme mamueisther documentation against a set of formal
criteria, and to decide whether the programme iastjan reaches an overall standard that merits
accreditation as an intervention that is likelywork’ in terms of reducing re-offending. Most &8
have had less direct involvement in assuring ttaditywof delivery, although some have responsipilit
for ‘site accreditation’ — ie certifying particulgsrisons or probation areas as having reached a
stipulated level of competence in delivering prognees. In England and Wales, quality assurance of
programme delivery has been undertaken through reetyaof ‘audit’ processes managed by
departments within the Ministry of Justice (andnferly the Home Office and HM Inspectorate of
Probation), the role of CSAP being limited to apimg the audit tools and receiving annual reports.
Moreover, as will be discussed later, there hawnlmajor problems in auditing programme delivery

in community settings.

The paper begins with a brief discussion of thecephof accreditation, drawing upon literature abou
similar bodies in other areas of social policy. tHen provides a short account of CSAP’s main
working practices, commenting particularly on tleeraditation criteria and audit procedures. This i
followed by a discussion of the changing policy iemvment in which the Panel has operated and
some of the main challenges and tensions this teadet] around the role and activities of the Panel.
In particular, we look at members’ efforts to shife emphasis of its work in the direction of bread
and more strategic contributions to the ‘what wbdg@enda, which resulted in some expansion of
CSAP’s advisory role and an important (though sheed) amendment to its remit, which
temporarily broadened the forms of interventionsclitould be accredited. The paper concludes

with some thoughts about the future

2. General Issues of Accreditation

Although the accreditation of correctional progra@snis a highly specialised activity, it shares many
common issues with accreditation in larger fieldshs as education, professional training, social
welfare, and health care. It is helpful to consisieme of these more general issues before addgessin

specific experiences within CSAP.

In principle, the accreditation of social inteniens is analogous to the establishment of norms and
quality standards in engineering and technologymil& to these fields, social interventions are
treated as replicable techniques which can be dped| evaluated and certified according to defined
quality standards. This does not mean that thewldhbe delivered in a rigidly prescribed and
mechanical fashion — far from it, as ‘responsiv{ig sensitivity to individual learning styles)ase of

the core principles of effective delivery. Howevey encouraging the development of logically
sequenced programmes which have a clear underpungose and use techniques that have been

demonstrated to be effective, a policy of accréiditaaims to improve the chances of interventions



achieving their prescribed goals. It not only esistandards of design, but provides information,

orientation and guidance for practice and is arontgmt instrument for resource allocation.

A number of basic principles are generally agreedhe literature (see for example, American
Psychological Association 1996; Rostial 2004; Heywood 2007). The criteria for accreditat
should be based on evidence rather than opiniodsvalues, although values can play a role with
regard to issues such as consent, fairness, orsiive To reach its aims, accreditation requires a
precise definition of ‘evidence-based’ and a setleér quality standards. Systematic procedures fo
the application of the agreed criteria should beetigped and implemented. The people who form the
accreditation body should not only be experts ia thspective field, but also be neutral and
independent from other stakeholders. Accreditatgmould be characterised by openness,
transparency and fairness with regard to both gsEsand decisions. Importantly, too, to enswge th
quality of programmes after accreditation, systémptocedures of monitoring, auditing, outcome
evaluation and other tools of quality managemepukhbe built into the initial design (though, as
discussed later, it is not always clear to whaemixain accreditation body should — or is in practic

able to — oversee the actual implementation ofetipescedures).

Although there is widespread agreement about tlemgths of accreditation, there are also typical

problems — all of which have been experienced moesextent during the life of CSAP. First of dll, i

is unlikely to meet with universal approval amoigpde affected by it. There can sometimes be
considerable disagreement about the accreditatiberia adopted, and those who disagree may
become resistant or attempt to undermine the psoc&here is a risk of resentment being generated
by the significantly increased workload that actegtbn can create for programme developers and
practitioners: for example, manuals have to be yed, implementation has to be monitored and
outcomes have to be evaluated. And although imezstin the process may be highly rewarding for

those whose programmes are accredited, it may dadber opposition and loss of morale among

those whose applications fail.

Secondly, although accreditation should be baseéropirical evidence, that available is often far
from perfect. As is clear from the systematic e of evidence produced by the Cochrane and
Campbell Collaboratiofisthere are often very few high-quality evaluatstndies on a specific issue.
This leaves accreditation with relatively weak kiesge and blind spots. The less well-replicated th
evidence base is, the more doubts will be cast mraareditation process that is based on it.
Moreover, as in other areas of programme implenientaaccredited correctional programmes may

be confronted with discrepancies between the outsoai well-designed and researcher-monitored

® The Cochrane Library stores a database of revidwsidence on the effectiveness of healthcaranirteions
(http://www.cochrane.org/reviews/clibintro.htnand the Cambell Collaboration performs a sinfilgaction in
relation to education, crime and justice, and saw@fare fttp://www.campbellcollaboration.org/library.php
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demonstration projects and those of programmeseimghted in routine practice: in many cases, the
former are more successful than the latter (Lip$899; Lipsey & Landenberger 2006; Losel &
Schmucker 2007). Similarly, as accreditation fesusn the most reproducible parts of interventions
it may not sufficiently recognise important factdrsyond the content of psychosocial programmes.
For example, evidence on psychotherapy in genb@ks that relationship and interactional factors
are at least as relevant for the outcome as tleedgg design of the programme (Orlingityal. 1994).
However, such individual factors are much lessddatised and reproducible than the programme

content.

Even when an accreditation policy is relatively cssful in its early days, problems can arise .later
For example, stakeholders may misuse accreditasaa substitute for further empirical evaluation of
the respective programme. A lack of sound evalnatind monitoring may lead to a reduction in
quality over time (Weiss and Petrosino, 2007). dngntly, too, if accredited programmes remain in
place without updated evidence, accreditation neppme an obstacle to innovation and creativity in
problem solving. Therefore, accreditation shoubd Ilecome too static but should be open to new
situations, knowledge and ideas. And finally, eaehighly successful accreditation system can lose
its impact and standing over time due to changgmiitical or policy fashion or, for example, tceth
arrival of new key decision makers who are ledawour of such approaches than their predecessors.
Consequently, from a more general perspective, implementation of an accreditation process
should be accompanied by realistic expectationm ftbe beginning. It is not the one and only
solution for improving social interventions, but,ewwould argue, it can make an important

contribution to more rational and effective policyking.

3. Core working practices

We now move to a more concrete discussion of thekimg practices of the Correctional Services
Accreditation Panel as they developed after 198 Panel’s functions were originally defined as, i
brief:

« Recommending programme design and delivery criteria

e Accrediting individual programme designs

* Authorising procedures for audit of programme dsiy

¢ Authorising an annual assessment of quality ofagitogramme delivery

e Advising on curriculum development

* Advising on related matters, especially in relatiothe assessment of risk and need
e Assisting cultural change to effective practicg@iisons and probation

e Accounting for its work to the Home Secretary.



In practice, the core function has always remathedaccreditation of individual programme designs,
and this will be the main focus of this sectione ¥so comment briefly on the auditing of programme
delivery, which the Panel has overseen on a rol@sés since 1999, as well as issues around ‘change

control’ and re-accreditation.

Accreditation criteria and scoring

The accreditation criteria used by the Panel hdnanged relatively little over time. They are based
substantially on the criteria developed by the indbPrison Service panels in the late 1990s, which
reflected the main principles of effective intertiens suggested by the results of meta-analyses and
articulated by writers such as Andrews et al (19803 McGuire (1995, 2002). These strongly
favoured cognitive behavioural methods, which hatkrged as the most effective in most of the
North American studies, but the Panel's experiemas that the criteria could fairly easily be addpte
to the assessment of interventions based on qiffigeesht principles (such as therapeutic commusitie
or twelve step drug programmes) and members génagkeed that major changes were unnecessary.
Indeed, several of the accreditation panels sehwgher European countries have based their own
criteria on the CSAP list, adapting them only imariways. The version in use by CSAP at the time

of writing contains ten accreditation criteria,faows:

1. Clear model of change:There should be an explicit model to explain ho pnogramme is
intended to bring about relevant change in offesider

2. Selection of offenders:The types of offender for whom the programme igended and the
methods to select them should be specified.

3. Targeting a range of dynamic risk factors: It should be described how the programme
addresses the dynamic risk factors associatedrestiffending.

4. Effective methods:Evidence should be provided to show that the treatrmethods used are
likely to have an impact on the targeted risk fexto

5. Skills oriented: It should be shown how the programme will faciktabe learning of skills
that will assist participants to avoid criminaligity;

6. Intensity, sequencing and duration:The frequency and number of treatment sessiondéhou
be matched to the degree of treatment needs tyfpicalost participants in the programme;

7. Engagement and Motivation: The programme should be structured to maximise the
engagement of participants and sustain their mixiva

8. Continuity of programmes and services: There should be clear links between the
programme and the overall management of the offeboiln during a prison sentence and in
the context of community supervision;

9. Maintaining integrity: There should be in-built mechanisms which moniteerations and

enable service delivery to be adjusted where napgess



10. Ongoing evaluation: There should be an outline of how a programme bellevaluated so
that its effectiveness can be analysed. In the-teng this means a reconviction study with

the relevant comparison data.

When programme developers submit a programme foreditation (as opposed to a preliminary
submission for advice only), they normally include Theory Manual, Programme Manual,
Assessment and Evaluation Manual, Training Manaodl Management Manual. The developers are
invited to attend a subpanel meeting to answertiumssand discuss their submission (site visits,
though quite common in some other countries wittreditation panels, have been rare where CSAP
is concerned). The Panel then considers the sslamign private. Each criterion is scored as fully
met, partially met or not met (2, 1 and 0 poingspectively). A number of criteria (most importgnt
the model of change) are identified as mandattat is, the programme cannot be accredited if they
do not score a full two points. In order to bdyfalccredited, the programme must achieve a tdtal o
least 18 points. If scoring 16-17, it may be ‘rgwised’ or provisionally accredited for a limited

period (usually 12 months), with a view to full aeditation after specified changes have been made.

As at April 2008, when CSAP ceased to be an indégeimon-departmental public body, a total of 39
programmes had been accredited, provisionally ditegk or recognised by the Panel (CSAP 2608).

They fell into the following categories:

* 6 general offending behaviour programmes

e 7 violence programmes

« 6 sex offender programmes

» 17 substance misuse programmes (including 4 speltyfifor alcohol misuse and 3 —
one of them for women only - based on therapewticraunities)

e 1 democratic therapeutic community core module

e 2 motivational programmes (one exclusively for waine

Most of these programmes have as yet been acadditaise either only in custody or only in the
community — a legacy of the separate prison antgtion ‘What Works’ units in the Home Office,
which in most cases developed or sponsored progesirsaparately. However, as the National
Offender Management Service (NOMS) has become lesdtald, such units have merged and more
joint working has developed, leading to a policywherever possible, designing programmes with a

view to accreditation for delivery in either contex

® Much of the accreditation activity in the follavg year concerned adaptations of prison progranfonesse in
the community andice-versaas well as re-accreditation of older programrbesa small number of new
programmes were provisionally or fully accreditedtably the Thinking Skills Programme developed by
NOMS for use on a large scale in both custody amdnsunity, and a new kind of residential community
programme developed by a third sector provider éieéstry of Justice, 2009).
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Subpanel working and the collective voice

Throughout the life of the Panel, individual pragraes have been assessed by subpanels of four or
five members. As with many other decision-makimglies which use subpanel systems and meet
relatively rarely as a full group (for example, tRarole Board), this carries risks in relation to
consistency of policy and practice. In the firetys of its life, when the whole Panel met oveesav
days in one residential location, subpanel chamored back to plenary meetings, providing all
members with a window on the working of differembgps and encouraging shared standards and
‘corporate ownership’ of decisions. However, framound 2003, largely for financial reasons, the
Panel virtually ceased meeting as a whole groupsabganels began to meet (usually for one day) in
isolation to deal with a specific programme. Thesggarate meetings of subpanels had the advantages
of providing more time for reading the manuals andnsive discussions with programme developers,
but such a fragmented working practice also comththe potential for ‘drift’ — although it is noear

to what extent this actually occurréd.

As well as increasing the risk of inconsistencydetision-making, this shift in practice reduced the
ability of CSAP to speak with a ‘collective voiceln the early years, plenary meetings were often
attended by senior policy-makers, and the Panelalibsto convey opinions about how best to take
forward the ‘what works’ agenda, what kinds of peogmes should be developed, what kinds of
research were needed, and so on. This not onky G8AP the opportunity to influence policy, but
kept it on the ‘radar’ of senior civil servants amihisters as a key player in the correctionaldfiel
While it never lost this role entirely, the redoctiof plenary meetings made it more difficult tosda
any impact beyond individual decisions on progranmanereditation. However, recent experience
suggests that the Panel's new advisory role — coeabivith a limited revival of plenary meetings —

may lead to wider use being made of the Panel'svledge and expertise.

Audit

As mentioned earlier, the Panel has always beenetned that accreditation of programme design
alone is no guarantee of effectiveness: unlessvimtdions are delivered as designed and in a mindfu
and responsive style, much of the value of evenbié® designed programme is likely to be lost.
Furthermore, it is widely recognised in the literatthat the effectiveness of individual programmes
however well run by the facilitators in the 'classm’ - can be greatly enhanced or reduced by the

quality of the environment in which they are detaa: the support accorded to programmes teams by

" There was relatively litle movement of persorinetiween some of the subpanels because, for exaseple
offender or substance misuse experts tended ¢m sitl those dealing with programmes in their owadalist
area and hence to create their own distinctiveagmtres and standards. Where general offendinganoges
were concerned, by contrast, developers sometioveplained that advice given by one subpanel was lat
contradicted by another consisting of differentvidlals.
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senior management, the quality of offender selactand the degree of preparation, support and
follow up provided to participants. The criticabohanism in England and Wales for monitoring all
the above factors is that audit However, the auditing systems around programimage

experienced a number of difficulties which haveuest their impact.

The official remit of the independent Panel in tiela to audit entailed:

e Authorising procedures for audit of programme dalyy and

e Authorising an annual assessment of quality ofaqitogramme delivery.
The main underlying aims were to ensure that senaragers were supplying the necessary resources
to run programmes properly; that programme andrreat managers were adequately supervising
delivery and supporting staff; and that facilitatowere maintaining programme ‘integrity’ and
avoiding ‘drift’. Early on in the life of the Paherison audits were managed by the Home Office
Offending Behaviour Programmes Unit, using a coratiam of psychologists (who assessed quality
of delivery, principally through video monitoring facilitators running sessions) and seconded priso
governors (who focused on management issues), vehitlits of programmes delivered in the
community were carried out by members of HM Inspexte of Probation. In both cases, audit
instruments were designed in consultation with Pamembers, and marks were awarded to sites
under headings such as ‘institutional support’, coited leadership’, ‘programme management’ and
‘quality of programme delivery’. In addition, theison audits included a section headed ‘continuity
and resettlement’ and the probation audits a sedtieaded ‘case management responsibilities’,
thereby showing recognition of the importance afessment, selection, preparation, support and
follow-up to the overall impact of programmes. Tiesults of the audits were reported to CSAP
subpanels on an annual basis, where they werdréseat and approved. In some cases (principally
sex offender programmes), members with particukpedise became more directly involved in the

assessment of raw material such as facilitatoints and ‘homework’ produced by offenders.

There is little doubt that, especially in the eadlyys, the programme audits made some important
contributions to the whole ‘what works’ enterprigeparticular by regularly pressing senior manager
to resource programmes adequately and by firmlgatpg messages to practitioners at all levels
about the importance of high quality delivery. Hwar, in the probation context, these benefits
disappeared in 2003, when HM Inspectorate of Pratbauddenly withdrew from the process, taking
the view that programme auditing was a key manab@rnction which was the proper responsibility
of the newly established National Probation Direati®. Although it undertook some exercises in
self-audit, the probation service subsequentlyddckny systematic external auditing of programmes
except as part of general inspections. This wasrimus blow, not least because the Inspectorate’s
audits had been widely praised as practitionendllig constructive and imaginative, and had been

based on a clear set of standards developed iruktatisn with a wide range of stakeholders. lbals



brought to a halt work which was underway at tieetito bring probation and prison audits closer
together, each learning from the best elementh@fother system (although the prison system did
later develop its own set of standards for progrendalivery, based substantially on the original

probation standards).

By contrast, annual prison programme audits cortinto be funded generously. Good audit scores
translated into resources and support to run pnognes the following year, so most prison managers
were strongly focused on meeting as many as pessibthe formal criteria set out in the (very
transparent) audit documents. While this had aw/@dvantages, at the same time it led to concerns
among Panel members that a ‘tick box’ culture wagetbping in which the central focus was on
‘process’ compliance, rather than on quality or aamsiderations such as how programmes were
experienced by offenders. It was often argued ttataudit document included too many items on
which it was relatively easy to score maximum pgimésulting in a high average score even if some
points were dropped on more important items. lddaeound two-thirds of sites regularly achieved a
rounded-up score of 100%. While pleasing for thoselved, this did little to distinguish between
sites, and could lead to complacency when in faetet were some significant hidden shortcomings.
An obvious example of this was in the area of ‘canty and resettlement’: in reality, the learnisugd
other benefits offenders had gained from programmwesg often not consolidated and followed up as
they should be, but there were sufficient readillyi@vable marks in the relevant section for thistao

affect the total score.

In 2007, an internal review of audit was set upgd @ome new approaches were recommended,
including the design of common audit documentspi@viously separate types of programme (eg
drugs and cognitive skills) and for both prison aminmunity sites, as well as a greater focus on
quality-related issues. The latter, now clearktidguished from compliance issues and evaluated in
broader, more judgement-based and outcome-focusdiioh, include assessment, staff training and
development, adherence to programme aims (style aomdent), the measurement of impact
(responsivity and evidence of change in offendeas)] effective communication of outcomes. The
recommendation is for quality to be assessed ndelims of average marks, but as ‘exceeded’,
‘achieved’, ‘almost achieved’ or failed’, with inggves such as exemption from the next year's
compliance audit for those achieving the ‘exceedatihg. While these changes are very welcome, at
the time of writing it is still unclear who will ithe future be responsible for programme audits in
prisons, probation, or both - or, indeed, whethegmmme audits will be conducted separately from
broader audits or inspections of interventions engianagement processes. Settling these iss@es in
manner which produces an authoritative, respeatddccanstructive audit process across all prison and
probation programmes, is highly important to théufe effectiveness of structured interventions

within the correctional system.
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Change control and re-accreditation

Closely linked with audit issues are those of 'deontrol’. This has two rather different aspects
On the one hand, it involves halting excessiveftdds delivery strays from what was originally
intended. This may be the result of consciousmmooscious modifications brought about by those
delivering the programmes. The aim is for undédrgrogramme drift to be picked up by audit and,
where necessary, corrected. On the other handgehaay be positive and planned, arising from the
lessons of new evidence, or from feedback fromtatslior treatment managers about what does and
does not work well in practice. Various changetemmmechanisms were put in place, the general
intention being that small changes would be implatied by the Services without recourse to CSAP,
while more substantial modifications to programmesild come back to the Panel for approval, with

reasons and evidence for the change provided.

In practice, very few proposals for modificatiors grogrammes were brought to the independent
Panel over the years. More importantly, no progn&s came back to the Panel for ‘re-accreditation’,
despite a general understanding that this shoy@drawith all programmes after about five years in
order to ensure that they are refreshed in thet ligghnew knowledge or evaluation evidence.
However, a recent Ministry of Justice policy demisthat all programmes should be capable of being
delivered in both prison and the community has @htuhese issues into focus and led to closer
scrutiny of older programmes. All programmes cotlseaccredited for use by either the prison or
probation service have had to be reviewed to determvhether they could simply be handed over to
the other without alteration, or whether modifioa8 are required. Obvious considerations are
whether additional measures to manage risk areedewdhen treatment moves from prison to the
community, and whether aspects of programmes tieguitpractice’ or exposure to specific
experiences can be achieved in prison. Althoughally uncomfortable with the notion of ‘one size
fits all’', the Panel has recognised the potentaddfits of the policy in terms of joint trainingyd of
allowing movement of programme staff between priaod the community, and in practice has not
encountered major problems in agreeing to moditioatto allow delivery in either context. Perhaps
more important, the exercise has led to the inwidn of a policy whereby the Panel will review
formally all programmes after a period of five ygawith the possibility of de-accreditation if thei
methods have become outdated, they have not bdigerdd to an adequate standard, or they have

failed to demonstrate any impact.
When this review occurs, however, the Panel idylike come up against one of the key problems

which will be discussed in the following sectiora-eontinuing lack of robust evaluation of many of

the programmes that have been accredited.
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4. The Panel in a changing policy environment: chinges, tensions and dilemmas

We now move from the internal working practicedtad Panel to a discussion of broader issues and
developments which have had challenging implicatifor the work of the Panel, and/or indeed for
the ‘What Works’ movement as a whole. Some havectdfd the quality of implementation of
programmes, others have caused dilemmas for thel Paterms of compromising its high standards,
and some have created scepticism about the pdtysibil delivering significant reductions in re-
offending. They are discussed under sixoheadings: targets and the pressure to 'roll out
disappointing research results and a dip in palittmthusiasm; accreditation and ‘integrated system
disruption in the probation service and the creatibNOMS; the growth in the prison population; and

the decline in evaluation.

Targets and the imperative to ’roll out’

A ubiquitous feature of New Labour’s modernisaggyogramme was the creation of 'targets’, in most
cases tied to financial incentives. To accelettaamplementation of programmes in the community,
the Probation Service was set the extremely clgiligntarget of 30,000 completions of accredited
programmes by 2004. This implied an extraordigardpid development and roll-out process in a
Service which, by comparison with the Prison Seyltad little experience of programmes and very
few psychologists or other staff with relevant exgrece. (Substantial expansion and roll-out wae al
under way in the prisons, but against a backgroohdnore experience and more established
expertise.) The pressure on Probation staff totnieese targets inevitably led to inappropriate
referrals and poor standards of delivery in some@sar It also encountered strong resistance fraffy st
to the extent that the probation officers’ unionswiar a time officially opposed to accredited
programmes (NAPO 2001), as well as generating aciaderiticisms of ‘programme fetishism’ and
concerns that the Probation Service was adopthighdy risky strategy by putting all its eggs inte

programmes basket (see, for example, Mair 20004)200

Such targets also produced dilemmas for CSAP, iticpéar balancing their commitment to high
standards of evidence with recognition of the PtiobaService’s urgent need for sufficient numbers
of accredited programmes to put offenders throughlthough some panel members were
uncomfortable with the speed of the process, aerahgredible programmes was accredited in time to
assist probation chiefs in their quest. In mangesa however, programmes were accredited on the
basis of general principles of ‘what works’ andheiit strong evidence that they were effective & th
daily practice of the prison and probation serviceBngland and Wales. Typically, there had ndt ye
been an opportunity for evaluation with large effongmbers of people passing through, or evidence
was available only from demonstration projects theo contexts or jurisdictions. In such cases
accreditation was often provisional, or grantechvaitproviso or strong advice that a proper evajnati

should be carried out.

12



Disappointing research results and a dip in poatienthusiasm

The early work of the Panel was favourably regarggolicy-makers and politicians, particularly
when preliminary evidence was published indicatihgt the programmes it had accredited were
helping to reduce reconviction rates. The firserapt to evaluate the impact of general offending
behaviour programmes in the prisons produced eagng results (Friendship at el. 2002), while an
evaluation of the Panel itself carried out for tHeme Office by the Cambridge Institute of
Criminology produced broadly positive conclusiobsat the Panel's processes, reputation and impact
(Rex et al. 2003).

However, in 2003, two further evaluations of pridmsed cognitive-behavioural general offending
programmes (Falshaw et al. 2003; Cann et al. 280B¢ared to contradict the conclusions of the first
One of these found no significant differences betw@rogramme participants and a comparison
group (though, more positively, both groups hadnbessonvicted at a lower level than predicted),
while the other found some differences in favoupodgramme completers only. Soon afterwards,
early evaluations of community-based programmes @isduced results that were, at best, mixed (see
Hollin et al, 2004; Harper & Chitty, 2008). The Panel, as a central plank of the government’s
strategy to reducing re-offending, could not elffirescape the consequences of official suspicions
that ‘What Works’ was not working as expected. haligh international research continued to be
broadly supportive of the principles which informibg Panel’s work (for example, Allen et al. 2001;
Aos et al. 2001; Lipton et al. 2002; McGuire 208%2ijson et al. 2005; Davis et al. 2008), officials
were not in a position to report the levels of &sscthat politicians had been led to expect.
Consequently, even while the generally positive Daalge evaluation of CSAP was being prepared

for publication, an internal Home Office reviewsaid serious questions about the future of the Panel

Accreditation and ‘integrated systems’

Partly in response to the disappointing researshltse but also on both theoretical and evidential
grounds, several Panel members began to argue faraibly that the application of accreditation
processes to individual programmes alone was iicgerft to bring about a significant reduction in
reconviction rates. One of the messages from tiggnal ‘What Works’ research, it was pointed out,
had been that cognitive behavioural programmesatra single ‘magic bullet’: they are one element
(albeit an extremely important one) of what carabmmplex bundle of interventions experienced by
offenders sent to prison or placed on probatiomwel/er well a programme is delivered, if it is not
combined with effective offender management, anas complemented with appropriate referrals to

other services, much of its impact can be lostis Téd to a proposal, briefly accepted by the Home

8 As discussed later, it should however be notetrttaie recent results of the impact of communitgeza
programmes have been much more encouraging (séis,20007).
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Office in 2003-4, that the Panel should be abladoredit 'integrated systems’ (or ‘sub-systems’, as
some preferred to envisage them) as well as pragesn The Panel's terms of reference and the
accreditation criteria were altered accordingly. namber of multi-pronged interventions were
considered as candidates for development into ditabde packages, including new approaches to
resettlement and new ways of running Approved Fesi In each case, it was argued, the ‘system’
could be assessed in similar fashion to programmekjding whether it was built around a credible
and evidence-based model of change, particulamtattebeing paid to the need for its components to
blend together to form a coherent and managed whdlkis was reflected in criterion 7 of the
integrated systems criteria, head®dnning and Integration'Systems should ensure that the different

elements of intervention are integrated within secaanagement, supervision, or sentence plan’.

In the end, only one ‘integrated system’, Enhan€ethmunity Punishment (ECP), which entailed the
addition of explicitly rehabilitative elements sues skills learning and pro-social modelling to
standard community punishment, went through thelevhmcess and was accredited before the Home
Office decided to abandon the idea of accreditedesys. This seems to have been partly on the
grounds that it was both too difficult and too exgige to ensure that every element of a complex
system was implemented to a standard commensurdtehese applied to individual programmes.
There may also have been concerns that the Pasestvesying too far into policy and practice areas
which were regarded as beyond its boundaries. tiapity, too, most integrated systems would cross
the new divide between ‘offender management’ amdefiventions’, which (as described later)
accompanied the introduction of the National Offantflanagement Service (NOMS), raising major
questions about who would control and monitor tielivery. ECP, which was more self-contained
and ‘programme-like’ than the other examples giveas implemented fairly successfully in a number
of areas, but later fell victim to other forcedle criminal justice system, including both a tegtihg

of resources and a shift in policy aimed at makiognmunity punishment more overtly punitive,

including renaming it ‘unpaid work’ (and later, fmonunity payback’).

The ‘integrated systems’ interlude can be seeragsop a wider and ongoing debate within the Panel
about the effectiveness of interventions, and irtipdar the need to pay serious attention to the
context in which programmes are implemented andskilks of those working with offenders outside
formal group sessions (see, for example, Gendreal €999; Bernfeld et al. 2001; Dowden and
Andrews 2004; Maguire and Raynor 2006). This idekithe need for skilful preparatory work
(particularly around motivation) before they attehd programme, support while they are attending,
and work afterwards to reinforce what they havenled, as well as to help them find opportunities to
make productive use of newly acquired skills amatgwcial attitudes. The key role here is played by
offender managers, who should supply the esseptmihents of personal support, continuity,

planning, and referral to other services and imetions to complement attendance at a programme.
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It should be emphasised that this was already resed to some extent in the accreditation criteria:
‘continuity of programmes and services’ had beecluigled as a criterion since the beginning.
However, it remained a recurrent concern among IHaembers that neither of these criteria was paid

as much attention in practice as is merited by ihgdortance to outcomes.

It remains to be seen whether the reformulatiothefPanel in 2008 as an internal advisory body will
lead to a renewed expansion of its sphere of inflaemoving beyond accreditation of the content of
programme sessions into the provision of adviceethasn a more holistic view of rehabilitative
interventions, including attention to the qualitydaeffectiveness of offender management and other

‘'wrap around’ practices and services.

Disruption in the probation service and the creatimf NOMS

As mentioned above, early in the life of the Parithk Probation Service was set extremely
challenging targets for programme completions.sT™ame at a time when it was still in the throes of
a major reorganisation following the creation afrafied National Probation Service in 2001, which
continued to cause significant disruption at ared lacal level. It rapidly became clear that many
probation areas were falling far short of theiig&s and furthermore that the majority of offenders
originally recommended or selected to attend prognes either did not start or did not complete
them. To make matters worse, the implementationthef ‘Pathfinder’ programmes which were
intended to pioneer the ‘What Works’ developmentthe community was badly flawed, and the very
high drop-out rates made it difficult for evaluado determine whether the programmes had had any
effect on reconviction (Hollin at al. 2004). Imphentation problems included unrealistic targéts; t
absence of comprehensive data on offenders’ nsetition of offenders which did not conform to
programme guidelines; unreliable collection of monng and evaluation data; variations in staff
commitment; and insufficient or inconsistent promis of resources and support resulting from a
process of centrally-driven, top-down change (Ray@b4; Goggin and Gendreau 2006). Probation
managers were anxious to press ahead with rapithehia a Service which was perceived as being at
risk unless it achieved a step-change in effecéigsnbut hindsight suggests that some of this yress

and sense of urgency was self-defeating.

At the end of 2003, partly (but by no means entjrdriven by concerns about the perceived failings
of the National Probation Service, another setatémptially disruptive changes suddenly loomed over
the horizon. Patrick (later Lord) Carter had beemmissioned by the government to carry out a
review of the effectiveness of correctional sersiae reducing re-offending, and produced a radical
report which was very quickly accepted by Governin{@arter 2003; Home Office 2004). This led

within a few months to the creation of the Natio@dfender Management Service (NOMS) and a

further series of organisational changes which ltaveinued at frequent intervals ever since, mbst o
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them aimed at ’joining up’ prison and probatiorustures and processes (Howghal 2005; Maguire

and Raynor, in press).

A key message from Carter was the need for a coatell system of ‘end to end’ offender
management, especially for offenders sent to prisdns was broadly welcomed by CSAP members,
who were well aware of evidence on the importanteantinuity of relationships and services
‘through the gate’ and of skilled and responsiveecananagement and supervision, as essential
support for programmes (see, for example, Dowdeh/fardrews 2004; Raynor and Maguire 2005).
In addition, the closer alignment of prison andgation offered the potential for new opportunities
‘join up’ aspects of programme delivery (througbr, €&xample, joint training and exchanges of staff),
to devise a joint audit process, and to undertakearch around ‘through the gate’ services linked t
programmes. However, Carter’s report also conthis@me controversial proposals that had far-
reaching implications for the implementation of Wkiéorks initiatives, especially in the community.

In particular, it reflected a belief, intrinsic the government’'s general policy of ‘modernisation’
(Senioret al, 2007), that one of the most effective ways tpriore public services was to open them
up to competition and market forces: a principemed to by Carter and in subsequent debates as
‘contestability’. Partly (though again not entyrein order to produce clearer ‘packages’ of sexsic
that could eventually be put out to tender, thekwair the Probation Service was divided into two
distinct categories — ‘offender management’ andefiventions’ — and staff and offices across the
country were radically reorganised to reflect thmwnpolicy. This led to a further period of
organisational disruption, at a time when budgetsavbeginning to tighten and caseloads were rising.
It also ran the risk that work with offenders wotitd practice become more fragmented, negating

some of the gains achieved through ‘end-to-endrafer management (Raynor and Maguire, 2005).

The growth in the prison population

While most of the difficulties above have afflictptbogrammes delivered in the community, it is also
important to draw attention to what has increasifgtcome a major obstacle to maintaining the
quality of programme delivery in prisons at thehhiggandard that it has generally achieved. This is
the continuously rising prison population, whichanstands at well over 80,000, around double the
population in 1990. This not only causes practdifficulties within individual prisons, but eatpu
resources that might otherwise have been spentlmabilitative interventions (resources, of course,
which are likely to shrink further due to the ecomo recession). It is significant that Lord Cader
latest report (Carter 2007) is no longer about cadure-offending, but about how to accommodate
projected future rises in the prison populatiorf.cQurse, advocates of continued strong investriment
programmes would argue that the two issues areelgldinked, because effective correctional

interventions can contribute to a decrease in tis®p population.
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Limitations in the research base

Finally, a problem that has increasingly raisedceon among Panel members is a fall in the amount
of research undertaken to evaluate the effectigermdsaccredited programmes in reducing re-
offending. This appears to be part of a wider ease in resources allocated to research sinceghe h
point of the enthusiasm for ‘evidence based poliafiich gave rise to the Crime Reduction
Programme at the turn of the century (Maguire 2004)the early days of the CRP, it was stipulated
that evaluation should be built into all new pregecSimilarly, it was expected that every prograanm
brought to CSAP would produce evidence of its ¢ifecess or, at least, that an evaluation plan
would be approved at the point of accreditation mmglemented later. In practice, this has ofteh no
happened: many accredited programmes have notédyeduated, and as their resources have shrunk
and other demands arisen, government research teavesafforded lower priority to meeting the

Panel's immediate needs.

In addition to the squeeze on research resourgesietuctions in programme evaluation stemmed
partly from a view that held sway for a period amg@overnment research managers that results could
not be relied upon unless they were based on studiag the so-called ‘gold standard’ of randomised
controlled trials (see Harper and Chitty, 2005n émphasis on the highest methodological standards
is of course positive in principle, but can be deuworoductive if it is applied too rigidly. Althgin
randomised trials have clear strengths and shdstil l#e used in the criminal justice context when
possible (e.g. Losel, 2007), they can be experisiaarry out, difficult to implement and confronted
with various threats to validity (Hollin, 2008).u&h obstacles, combined with reluctance to consider
other designs such as quasi-experiments (in theesééss conclusive, but in numbers providing
indicative ‘weight of evidence’) influenced decisgonot to embark upon evaluations of individual
programmes. In addition, over-reliance was plamedhose delivering programmes to collect large
amounts of accurate data for use by evaluatorgranome deliverers, however, had other priorities,
and the result in many cases was missing and padityjdata. Alternative approaches, such as using
dedicated research assistants to collect smaltarsads, were rarely used. Whatever the reasoms, t
upshot has been that the evidence base for thetieffieess of programmes in England and Wales

remains quite limited.

On a positive note, the longer term prospectsroreiasing the knowledge base are more encouraging.
In particular, the Ministry of Justice has embarkgan three new cohort studies (of adult prisoners,
adults on community sentences, and young offendetsrh hold out considerable promise in terms

of evidence as to which combinations of intervamioincluding programmes, are most effective in

° Evaluations were initially carried out by the Reé and Statistics Directorate, based in the Hoffiee, but
with the formation of the Ministry of Justice, resibility for research on criminal justice intengi®ns passed

to RDS NOMS, later renamed OMSAS (Offender ManagerS8epport and Analytical Services). As discussed
below, OMSAS has now implemented a longer termodabased programme of effectiveness research.
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reducing reconviction® However, while this is clearly a welcome develep it leaves the Panel
with the problem that, while there is often somélence, at a general level, of the effectiveness of
methods used in the programmes it accredits, ttemarely any reliable evidence that specific
programmes have actually reduced re-offending. eddd members have commented that in some
cases accreditation has come to function almosanaslternative to evaluation: in other words,
accreditation itself has been treated as evidehedfectiveness, so that further evaluation is tidu
unnecessary. This risks undermining the commitriemtvidence based policy that has underpinned
the work of the Panel (and indeed the whole Whatk&/mitiative). If accreditation is to be effeadi

it must ultimately be based on solid and ongoirsgagch evidence about both the implementation and

the outcomes of the specific interventions thatracemmended:

5. The future: emerging roles for the new Panel

While the Correctional Services Accreditation Pamad experienced problems on a variety of fronts,
this should not distract attention from its achieeats. By setting the accreditation ‘bar’ at ayver
high level, it has overseen the development of ite saf high quality interventions, ranging from
cognitive behavioural programmes to therapeuticroanities, one or more of which are delivered in
virtually all prisons and probation areas acrogsabuntry. It has encouraged a culture of excedlen
among staff delivering the programmes, insistingraming which helps them understand the theories
behind the interventions, and on audit processashwimderline the importance of responsivity in
their interactions with offenders. Equally impartén a period when attitudes towards offendersehav
become increasingly punitive, it has helped to kéepfront of policy-makers evidence from
international research that well designed rehaliw interventions delivered by skilled staff can

change offenders’ behaviour, and hence to persinade that they should continue to invest in both.

The decision to replace the former independenustat CSAP with a purely advisory role, will
almost certainly not end the original vision of atieg and maintaining a portfolio of high quality
interventions, demonstrated by research to redeedfending if implemented properly. However,
the current Panel works in a very different pemaldscape to that of 1999 when CSAP (under its
former name) was established. The prison populdias since increased by over a third; resources
are severely constrained; the penological ‘climé&emore punitive, and politicians, policy-makers,

the media and the general public are all more & @bout the value of rehabilitative intervengon

% For a brief summary, seeww.statistics.gov.uk/events/gss2005/downloads/p.p

1 Some recent progress in addressing this problenbé&en made by members of the programmes unitgin t
Ministry of Justice undertaking to conduct theirroewaluations of individual programmes, based arime
data returns (which appear to be improving in teofmsccuracy and completeness) and in some calefde
interested staff in particular prisons or probatimeas. A randomised controlled trial of the EmeahThinking
Skills programme, analysing changes in prisonesgthometric scores, was produced in this way (Madjadiu
et al, 2009). However, the resources for such workgarte limited.
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For those longer serving CSAP members who felt they had too little influence over important
aspects of the implementation of programmes (hastyut, over-ambitious targets, poor assessment
and selection practices, lack of follow-up, lackesBluative evidence, and so on — all of which may
well have contributed to the somewhat disappointntgomes of programmes to date), the prospects
of gaining a greater say in such matters remairotem Yet at the same time, the Panel has new
opportunities to influence policy at a broader lev&he concept of evidence-based policy is by no
means dead, and senior policymakers remain opsnggested improvements to interventions with
offenders, provided there is evidence that theyikhavork’ and (increasingly) that they are likely

be cost-effective. This is illustrated by an irage in requests to the Panel for advice on setting
priorities in programme portfolios, and by receamnsideration of the possibility of a new correctibn
‘Centre of Excellence’ with similarities to NICE ie health servicE, whereby expert advice and
evidence would be sought on a wide range of intgiwas (although the idea was in the end not

pursued).

A key dilemma for CSAP was and is how to balanseriembers’ aspirations for excellence with the
reality of a political and policy context in whicivailable resources are shrinking. Much of the
current research literature suggests that desistaom crime is a difficult and lengthy process for
offenders and that, if they are to be effectivacptioners need both high skills and a great déal
time to support them through it (Dowden and Andr&084; Farrall and Calverley 2005; McNeill
2005). If this is taken seriously, the Panel stidag advocating more investment in training, more
time spent by offender managers in developing icelahips with offenders, more follow-up work to
reinforce lessons learnt on programmes, and soYat.this is a message that policy-makers will not
wish to hear unless, for example, a case can bee rf@mdtargeting resources more intensively at
smaller numbers of offenders where the impact dficed offending will be greatest. In other words,
if it is to be effective, the Panel will have to keenly attuned to current policy priorities and
constraints, without at the same time allowing ¢hés divert them from the long-term goal of

promoting excellence in interventions.
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