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1. It is a great honour to be invited to speak at this important event and I am pleased to have the opportunity to visit Oslo albeit briefly. I remember well my first visit almost exactly 16 years ago. I was awarded some funds to study the juvenile justice system in Norway and spent two happy weeks here. Two things I remember in particular are the fact that I went on after my study visit  to the European Football championships which were being held in Sweden. The Swedish authorities adopted the surprising strategy of welcoming visiting English fans to Malmo by offering them free beer.  I arrived the following day by which time plan B had come into operation which was more akin to a scenr from Robocop.


2. The second thing I remember was being surprised to find  something of a moral panic about juvenile crime here in Norway,  There were references in the media and politics  to the Verstinger or “worsties”, children mainly from immigrant families who were apparently beyond care or control and committing crime with impunity. Plans were afoot to build a strong institution – a kind of child prison. I remember asking a senior government official why. He told me that one boy had continually refused to cooperate with the child welfare authorities, running away from placement after placement until finally he had been returned to foster parents with the help of the Norwegian air force. The official said, I think maybe our policies are wrong when we have to involve the military.

3. As far as I know the strong institution was never built. In Scandinavia generally, you have more or less retained a robust welfare approach to much juvenile offending.  There is an interesting sequel to the story. Back in the UK  I was working in the Home Office the interior ministry that at the time and in fact until last year  had responsibility for criminal justice policy. 7 months after my visit , the small boy James Bulger was killed by two ten year olds in Liverpool. It was a shocking case that reverberated around the world and continues influence policy . In South Africa, where a juvenile justice reform process has been underway for more than ten years, concern about “what would happen if we had a James Bulger case” has served to dilute some of the radical proposals initially being considered. For me, In part as a result of the case, for the following two years, I found myself helping to design England’s own strong institutions – the controversial secure training centres originally designed for persistent juvenile offenders who were thought to be responsible for vast amounts of crime.

4. It is perhaps ironic then for someone from England to come here to talk about crime and social policy. Here in Scandinavia you have taken on board Franz von Liszt’s dictum that the best crime policy is social policy. Looking at data from UNICEF, we can see that countries that rank highly on   child well being tend to have lower rates of imprisonment than those that fare badly. (Slides 2 and 3). Of the ten countries with the highest overall ranking for child well being, 7 have prison populations of less than 80 per 100,000 – including Norway and all the Scandinavian countries. Of the bottom ten, six including the UK have prison poulations of over 100 per 100,000..


5. What I want to reflect on are some of the challenges inherent in developing social policy to meet the needs of  the young  people we are concerned about- high risk offenders under 18. I want to start by taking slight issue with this formulation, It is one which enshrines a particular set of assumptions about young people in conflict with the law which are open to question. The most important is the implication that  there are young people who are primarily offenders rather than children and deserve to be dealt with on that basis.
6. Take for example a boy called Joseph Scholes.  He was a young offender -at least he was undoubtedly convicted of offences, three counts of street robbery and with a previous conviction for affray. The court that sentenced him must have considered his case serious as in 2002 he received a two year detention and training order, the maximum for a standard custodial order in England , although longer is available in the case of grave crimes. 

7. What else do we know about him? . From the age of six, he had allegedly suffered repeated and severe sexual abuse by a member of his father's family. At the time of his arrest, Joseph had been seeing a psychiatrist for some months and had been prescribed medication. He was exhibiting clear signs of depression, periodic suicidal thoughts, and had begun to self-harm. His previous conviction for affray was the result of an altercation with ambulance staff when he was disoriented and disturbed and had tried to kill himself by taking an overdose and jumping from a window. The ambulance workers were struggling to prevent Joseph taking his own life, and Joseph fought back. On this occasion, he was given a community sentence and was later taken into care by the child welfare services.

8. The robberies he committed along with fellow residents in the care home who had decided to rob mobile phones. Two weeks before his court appearance, he disappeared into his room at the children's home and, taking a knife, slashed his face 30 times. The deepest wound across his nose cut right down to the bone. The walls in his room had to be completely repainted as they were covered in blood. 


9. After sentence the judge stated in open court that he wanted the warnings about Joseph's self-harming and history of sexual abuse, drawn to the attention of the authorities but the Youth Justice Board the body responsible for placing young people was unable to find a suitable placement outside the prison system..


10. On arrival at Stoke Heath young offender prison, Joseph was initially put into strip clothing and placed in a cell with surveillance camera, reduced ligature points and high levels of observation. His mother, Yvonne, telephoned  the institution to ensure that it was aware that Joseph had been a victim of rape and to inform staff that he was depressed and unstable, with a history of self-harm and suicidal behaviour. But within days of his arrival, Joseph was moved to a single cell with no surveillance camera, with ligature points and with reduced observation. He was deeply anxious about the imminent prospect of being moved to one of the main wings. Given his history of sexual abuse, not wanting to be in the close proximity of other young men was hardly surprising. On 24 March 2002, Joseph retired to his cell, where he was later found dead, hanging from a sheet attached to the bars of his cell window. a month after his 16th birthday, just nine days into his sentence.. 


11. It is a shocking story of the state’s inability to protect a vulnerable young person- by no means the only case in England. 


12. So how could social policy have done better for this young man and young people se like him?  There are three areas where I think social policy needs to be more engaged.. First is in seeking to prevent delinquency ; the second is when we intervene with children who do offend and , the third is in relation to aftercare.

Prevention
13. International norms have increasingly emphasised the importance of seeking to prevent young people’s involvement in delinquency rather than simply addressing such behaviour after it happens. The UN Committee on the Rights of the Child has stated that “a juvenile justice policy without a set of measures aimed at preventing juvenile delinquency suffers serious shortcomings” (UNCRC 2007). The UN Guidelines for the Prevention of Juvenile Delinquency (the Riyadh Guidelines) stress that “prevention requires efforts on the part of the entire society to ensure the harmonious development of adolescents …from early childhood” (OHCHR 1990) and calls for close interdisciplinary cooperation. The role of the wider family, school, neighbourhood and peer group is also emphasised in the Council of Europe’s recommendation 2003:20 “New ways of dealing with juvenile delinquency and the role of juvenile justice.“


14. In this context it is not surprising that policies and practices in many countries in have sought to develop a more preventive approach. Universalist health, education and social policies which seek to assist children to grow into happy, well adjusted and successful adults have widespread support. Processes of screening, identifying and targeting individual children at risk of poor outcomes  can produce more dilemmas for policymakers and practitioners, particularly if we are talking about early interventions with children targeted on the basis of their future criminality.
15.  The argument for intervening early is that ignoring scientific evidence about risk and protective factors and allowing at risk children to develop unimpeded into serious chronic offenders is irresponsible and a missed opportunity.

16. The main concern relates to the now unfashionable labelling theory which holds that people officially labelled as criminals tend to adopt a criminal identity, and find it very hard to escape from it subsequently. As the Riyadh Guidelines say “labelling a young person as deviant, delinquent or pre-delinquent often contributes to the development  of a consistent pattern of undesirable behaviour”.This can result from a combination of how people see themselves and how others, particularly state agencies, see them and treat them. While such effects may be less acute in respect of “at risk” rather than “criminal” labels, whatever the positive intentions of targeting and intervention, unintended consequences cannot be ruled out. The extension of information exchange among agencies and the creation of a myriad of databases for children could exacerbate labelling effects. The UK’s Information Commissioner has suggested that “the more you use profiling, the more you run the risk  of a society where there is greater stigmatisation, more discrimination, more social exclusion and a society of greater suspicion where trust is reduced”.


17. Moreover research has shown somewhat equivocal results about the impact of interventions. Some preventive programmes in the USA appear to have led to higher rates of delinquency among those involved than control groups and evaluation of the Youth Inclusion and Support Programme (YISP) the mechanism we have developed in  England to identify and intervene early with children at risk of crime concluded that “we simply cannot know what the long term outcomes might be or whether YISP interventions work to prevent children becoming involved in anti social behaviour and criminal activities.” The evaluation does refer to at least some children whose risk factors increased after involvement in the programme. 

18.  A sensible way forward which does not throw out the early intervention baby with the targeting bathwater might simply be to expand the availability of service provision for those children and their families who already come to the attention of the authorities. The evaluation of the YISP programme found that “Prior to the referral [to YISP] many parents had been asking for help for some time with a variety of often complex  and interrelated problems relating to the child’s education, family relationships, anti social behaviour…desperate for someone to do something which could help them as well as the child.”.

19.  Rather than targeting propensity to commit crime, better services could be provided on the basis of vulnerability and existing involvement with agencies.  Candidates for voluntary intervention in the English context could include the 570,000 children who are referred to social services for child maltreatment each year, the 125,000 children whose parents are in prison, the 60,000 children in care and 40,000 born to teenage parents as well as children under the age of criminal responsibility who are involved in delinquency. Offering skilled, accessible help and support to these groups should be provided under the aegis of properly funded children’s services which integrate the prevention of crime alongside other essential outcomes for children. A wide range of preventive programmes need to be developed including much wider use of functional family therapy as is the case in Sweden. Such an approach would have the advantage of seeking to prevent offending, harm and vulnerability among young people rather than simply focusing on crime.  There are examples of school and community based initiatives too – not least the bullying programmes developed by Dan Olweus here in Norway

20. This is certainly the approach recommended by David Farrington whose scientific work has done much to identify risk and protective factors. who argues for a focus on primary prevention “offering the programme to all families living in specified areas - not on secondary prevention - targeting the programme on individuals identified as at risk. Ideally, the programme should be presented positively, as fostering safe and healthy communities by strengthening protective factors, rather than as a crime prevention programme targeting risk factors . This chimes with the Riyadh Guidelines which say that “Formal agencies of social control should only be utilized as a means of last resort”. 

Intervention


21.  Turning to interventions with children who do offend, there is a strong case for enhancing the role of social agencies at the expense of criminal justice. The European Prison Rules say that under 18;s should not be in prison but accepts that they will be. (Slide 4 shows a Russian juvenile penal colony)  There are particular difficulties in separating under and over 18’s- one of the most important rules in countries with small numbers of under 18’s locked up. 

22. Of course in countries with a high age of criminal responsibility , the institutional response to children in trouble is necessarily a matter of social rather than criminal policy. This is not simply a question of who runs closed establsihments. Compare the number custodial and psychiatric places in England and Wales with Finland . The latter has about a tenth the population of the former. One might expect about 300 young prisoners if Finland imposed custody at the rate of England. In fact there are a handful of boys in prison. Yet there are substantially more specialist psychiatric beds for adolescents in Finland- suggesting that delinquency may be  viewed as a health rather than a crime problem. .(Slide 5). In similar  vein,  look at comparative levels of residential drug treatment in different countries. Do Canada and the Netherlands higher levels than England’s go some way to explaining their lower rates of imprisonment(Slide 6). 


23. But it is important too to have social institutions capable of dealing with the most challenging young people- like Joseph Scholes. It seems clear from a recent review I have undertaken  that the conditions in custodial establishments run by child welfare or specialized juvenile justice authorities are vastly superior to those run by the penitentiary authorities. In many cases child welfare establishments accommodate children at risk as well as those accused of or convicted for crimes. They are generally much smaller than prisons and have substantially greater staff to resident ratios. At Barby Home for young persons near Uppsala in Sweden, the CPT found a positive and personalised environment and a relaxed atmosphere with many residents speaking positively of the way they were treated by staff. Barby had 80 care workers, seven social workers and eight teachers looking after a total of 29 young people..


24. In Belgium, the CPT found good conditions at the closed centre of De Grubbe near Brussels. Each of the 50 residents have their own room (from 11-15 square metres in size); and the staff number 168 in total, (the particularly high number needed in order to meet the needs of both French and Flemish children accommodated there). Similarly, St Mary’s Kenmure Secure Accommodation Service in Glasgow was found to be quite satisfactory, with a very relaxed atmosphere in the 36 bed children’s detention facility and staff appeared dedicated.  There was little visible indication of the closed nature of the facility.  At Trinity House School in Ireland, 27 motivated staff were well equipped to work with children developing and providing individualised programmes. (CPT 2003) At L’Alcina in Catalonia, there are 12 square metres available per person in a single room and six square metres available per person in a double room. There are 58 educators working at the establishment 

25. These establishments are not without their problems. The French closed educational centres have experience problems with fires (one of which led to the death of a resident) while the Council on Application of Penal Sanctions and Child and Youth Protection has been concerned about the situation in closed youth facilities in the Netherlands. In December 2001 the Council expressed its concern that young people are locked in their rooms more than they should be, and a lack of staff, particularly teachers meant that the staff that are present are forced to concentrate on control rather than education. This is not withstanding a staff complement of 120 for 79 children at the Jongerenopvangcentrum (JOC, Youth Reception Centre) in Amsterdam.


26. There has been criticism in England and Wales about Secure Training Centres run by private security companies  Although private not for profit child and youth care organisations are commonly involved in the provision of secure facilities  (e.g. in Scotland, France and the Netherlands) and private security personnel play a small part in the one fully closed educational establishment in Catalonia, giving the private security industry the whole responsibility for a secure establishment is highly unusual in Europe. 

27. There are difficult issues too about mixing offenders and non offenders in social establishments about which there is no professional or political consensus..

Aftercare

28. There are two issues here relating to the provision of services to young people discharged from custody ; and the ability of both criminal and social agencies to meet the transitional needs of 18 -21 or even 25’s. In many countries, particularly the UK the cut off is  a sharp one and the model of flexible jurisdictions developed in Germany has a lot to commend it. But for young people of whatever age , there can be a marked reluctance on the part of social agencies- whether  schools , colleges, clinics or residential facilities to take on people who have been in prison. 

Justice Reinvestment

29. So if these are the stages at which social institutions need to engage more what are the ways they should do so? .I want to suggest two. First, evidence is increasingly showing high geographical concentrations of young and adult offenders known to the criminal justice system. This is not really a new perception. I remember being told in 1992 that there were 20 or so of the most difficult young people in one neighborhood in  Oslo . What is new is the detailed mapping work, and the exploration of alternative ways of deploying resources. The work has recently been pioneered in the US under the banner of Justice Reinvestment. Slide 7 shows the cost of incarcerating residents of the community districts in  Manhattan A study in Gateshead found that almost a quarter of the offenders who became known to the service in 2005-6 lived in two out of 22 electoral wards while a half lived in just five.  Slide 8 shows the picture across Tyne and Wear . The areas with the largest blue blobs are the poorest wards. Slide 9 shows young people known to criminal justice alongside those known to social agencies- of course many are the same young people.


30. One way of addressing these concentrations is for agencies to develop more of a presence in the neighbourhoods where their caseload is concentrated. Mapping work in the US has led some probation services to reorganise their work on a geographical basis with a small group of officers assigned responsibility for all of the cases from a particular locality. Such an approach enables the probation service to get to know the strengths and resources within particular neighbourhoods as well as the problems. In England patch based probation services were developed in the 1970’s but recent practices have militated against such a localised approach. Programmes tend to be delivered according more to the type of offender than on a geographical basis. 


Young Offender Participation 

31.  The second element is about making better use of the experience of ex offenders. Service user engagement is a commonplace in mnetal health and drug treatment worlds. I have chaired a Task Force which is launching a report next week about how to involve young offenders themselves in the development of policy and practice. Suggestions made by young people have included that more mentors and workers should be available with similar experiences to support them; greater incentives to take on education courses in prison;  a tailored, in depth pre-release programme established in every prison ; investment made  in schemes that provide training and supported employment for ex-offenders, led by ex-offenders ;and more opportunities for young people to put something back into their communities. A Task Force has been established to consider how the voice of service users can be better incorporated in various ways. These include  having a greater say in the recruitment and training of staff of criminal justice organisations and through greater opportunities for ex offenders themselves to obtain employment in the sector, as well as by contributing more systematically to the development of policies by government and criminal justice agencies and through participation in the commissioning of services Such an approach is consistent with the responsibility model of desistance and emerging   criminological evidence which places value on seeing offenders as active contributors to their own rehabilitation. 

32. So what are the conclusions about social policy and children in trouble. There seems a trend in Northern Europe towards a programme based approach, often based on American models, sometimes home grown. While these have a good deal of empirical and theoretical backing, there is a question of how far it will be possible to mainstream such programmes. Other countries seem steadfastly committed to an approach based on social casework and meeting needs as they arise. But there are indications that with a political and media climate in many countries increasingly concerned about crime, such an approach may be hard to sustain, particularly where the intervention thresholds are high and resources for proactive work constrained. Having said that work in the UK has shown the public more positive about these approaches than might be supposed. (Slides 10 and 11). Hitherto in Germany demands for tougher action on crime have been met by strengthening the social welfare system but whether that will remain true in the face of calls for Boot Camps is uncertain.



33. Second however it is clearly important that projects and programmes do not become a substitute for entitlements to mainstream education, health and social services. For example, however good and effective the kind of school based interventions that are being developed  , positive impacts could be trumped by structural factors – higher rates of truancy and exclusion, cuts in pastoral care and support services and increasing class sizes. 


34. Third, the dangers of inadvertently reinforcing rather than combating social exclusion is probably greatest in respect of ethnic minorities, Some of the most interesting prevention projects in Europe have been attempting to meet the needs of hard to reach children, often from ethnic or immigrant minorities. Prisons all over the world show strong overrepresentations of such minorities and developing effective prevention and treatment approaches must be a priority.


35. Fourth there is the question of the relation of the social agencies to the police and criminal justice agencies. Some commentators feel uncomfortable about the presence of police in schools – but evidence from the UK suggests that for the most part teachers and most pupils like the sense of security it brings. There does seem to be a need for clear rules of engagement when agencies with very different aims and objectives are working together. This is true in relation to some of the police led attempts to stimulate speedy action in relation to child offenders under the age of criminal responsibility. As far as the minimum age of criminal responsibility is concerned, jurisdictions need to make sure that they respond to the Council of Europe’s recommendation that “culpability should better reflect the age and maturity of the offender, and be more in step with the offender's stage of development, with criminal measures being progressively applied as individual responsibility increases” 

36.  Fifth there are important issues arising about the practice of prevention work. Some people are uneasy about schemes which mix children who have committed unlawful acts with children who have not (or have not been caught). Mixed groups can try to harness the skills and influence of non delinquent peers in helping young offenders discover alternative ways of behaving but run the risk of contamination effects. Clearly group interventions need to ensure that positive, pro social norms prevail as far as possible. There are some concerns too that preventive work with children operates mainly on a verbal basis, focusing on conversations with individuals or groups. Detached youth work, arts, music and sport can all be vehicles through which positive relationships can be fostered.


37. Finally, there are issues relating to the emphasis on cases rather than places and the argument for more vigorous efforts to increase social capital in the most deprived areas. This requires an approach which concentrates not so much on risks, deficits and so called criminogenic needs but on identifying and building on strengths in individuals, families and communities. 


38.  There is a positive sign in England where last year the government decided that youth justice policy  should be a matter not only for the ministry of justice but also the department for children, schools and families. This latter department has responsibility for the social policy levers which can ultimately do most to reduce youth crime and deal appropriately and effectively with young offenders . It remains to be seen how far these levers can be pulled.   
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