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Introduction

This article exposes the striking similarities between the debate within youth work of the imposition of a curriculum and that within criminal justice of the imposition of a ‘What Works’ agenda, notably in relation to young offenders in Scotland
. At the heart of both debates lies a perceived shift in emphasis away from the needs of young people themselves, towards a rhetorical, evidence-based professionalism based on the directives of politicians.
A dictionary definition of the word ‘curriculum’ would suggest a course of study, a programme or plan of activities.  However, since the late 1980s, the word has taken on a new meaning, firstly within formal education throughout the UK and then within the youth work sector. The implication of such a curriculum is that the programme would not only be imposed and ‘taught’, but would also be stringently monitored and measured according to ‘learnt’ outcomes (Ord, 2004). This journal has demonstrated in recent months the highly controversial implications of such developments within youth work, in terms of curtailing professional discretion, focusing on the manifestation rather than the root cause of problems and failing to take on board young people’s wishes and concerns. This article broadens the debate by highlighting the fact that youth work is not alone in having this shift of emphasis imposed; criminal justice has also taken on this mantra in recent years (Kemshall, 2002) with an equally mixed response from practitioners and offenders alike (Barry, 2000, Mair, 2004, Smith, 2005).
The following section of this article briefly summarises the curriculum debate within youth work before exploring how that curriculum-style agenda has emerged within criminal justice in the UK since the early 1990s. The views of young offenders in Scotland about what constitutes effectiveness in their eyes are drawn upon to demonstrate the discrepancies between what seemingly works for policymakers and what works for young people. Despite the fact that young people in the criminal justice system do not ‘choose’ to be there, it is ironic that their views about criminal justice interventions have possibly been elicited more systematically in recent years than have the views of young people who voluntarily participate in youth work interventions. However, one such study of youth work participants, described below, highlights the possible discrepancies between what young people want from youth work and what the curriculum agenda expects workers to deliver.

Young people’s views of youth work
In one of the few studies to date of young people’s views about youth work, Williamson (1997) identifies four key ‘needs’ of young people: association (‘somewhere to go’); activities (‘something to do’); autonomy (‘space of our own’); and advice (‘someone to talk to’). In his qualitative study of 15-19 year-old youth work participants in Wales, Williamson sought views on the extent to which youth work currently addressed young people’s needs. Whilst many of the young people spoke of developing social skills and a greater sense of responsibility and self-understanding, others felt that youth work provision should offer more practical answers to the questions of what to do and where to go during their leisure time.  Participative activities offered within a youth work setting were seen to be helpful in offering them a feeling of autonomy, control, achievement and self-confidence, factors which were seen as important to young people in the transition to adulthood. 

According to Williamson, two of the core principles of youth work are participation and empowerment. However, he suggests that older young people (e.g., over 15 year olds) are unlikely to participate in youth work unless empowerment, autonomy and flexibility are key features of that involvement. The youth work curriculum, however, highlights a dichotomy between on the one hand the traditional principles of participation and empowerment and on the other hand the ‘new world’ managerialism within youth work which requires planned (and therefore potentially inflexible) and imposed programmes of work. Williamson concludes from his own study that existing youth work provision can adequately address young people’s needs without necessarily requiring a rigorous curriculum of accredited programmes.

Whilst it is acknowledged by Williamson that young people’s agendas have also to fit with the agendas of other key stakeholders within the youth service, it is nevertheless the case that without young people’s commitment and participation, such a service would rapidly become surplus to requirements. Indeed, Williamson notes the concerns of some within the profession who felt that:

the pendulum had swung too far away from young people’s agendas: youth work practice was being shaped more from the top-down than from the bottom-up, giving a lie to principles of participation and empowerment and alienating a key target age group (15-19) in the process (Williamson, 1997: 82).

One of the more heated debates in youth work is about the curriculum’s propensity to focus almost entirely on outcomes and thus to ignore or play down the importance of process. A focus on outcomes within a youth work curriculum may well appeal to young people who participate in youth work services, just as a focus on outcomes appeals to young people in the criminal justice system (McIvor and Barry, 1998). However, it seems that whilst the professional protagonists argue over the meaning and value of youth work, few researchers have actually asked young people what they think of the service.  Williamson’s study was a rare exception to the rule and more such studies are required, although a further study of young people’s views of youth work is currently in progress (Spence, 2004, pers. comm).
The curriculum controversy within youth work

Whilst the above study of young people’s perceptions of youth work has demonstrated that young people want practical ‘outcomes’, as they see it, of participation, a meaningful relationship with workers and flexibility in the youth work setting, much of the recent controversy over the curriculum has focused on methods rather than outcomes of youth work – the ‘how’ rather than the ‘what’. In a critique of recent developments within youth work, Ord (2004) expresses concern about the emerging policy emphasis on teaching as a prime method of undertaking youth work. He argues that ‘teaching’ is top down and that a curriculum as such undermines or ignores the ‘interpersonal dynamics of the youth work process… the building of a relationship of voluntary participation or mutuality’ (Ord, 2004: 53). This is a moot point since neither Ord nor his critics have specifically cited the views of young people involved in youth work about what they themselves think of the ‘interpersonal dynamics’ of youth work. For example, it is unlikely that young people would suggest that they cannot be effectively taught by someone with whom they have a voluntary and mutual relationship. However, what Ord (2004) does not make explicit is the fact that it is the groupwork element of a youth work curriculum that is at issue, not the level or style of ‘teaching’, since he concludes that within youth work: ‘workshops… will become the norm… Youth workers will end up ticking boxes relating to knowledge or skills… and fail to engage fully with the young people in an equitable relationship’ (Ord, 2004: 58).

Merton and Wylie (2004: 65) argue that: ‘a mechanistic, routinised approach would be the kiss of death to youth work’.  Williamson (1997) goes further in suggesting that whilst political and financial support for youth work requires a concomitant level of conformity to local curriculum guidelines which gives structure to the work, such conformity and structure can also result in bureaucratic rigidity. Jeffs (2004) also supports the contention that youth work does not need a curriculum to stimulate the educative processes of self-questionning, doubt, self-activity and dissent. Youth work curriculum developments are ‘not inspired by hope [but] are products of their time… Cooked up to meet the expectations… of the inspectorate, politicians and managers’ (Jeffs, 2004: 57). He further acknowledges that New Labour seems ‘determined to curb the autonomy of professionals’ (2004: 56) so as to retain continuity and control over the process, and that practitioners are likely to fall into line – as have criminal justice workers to a greater or lesser extent. They do so because of fear of being ‘de-professionalised’, of drifting aimlessly, or of being pushed. Robertson (2004) suggests that the fear of workers goes deeper than de-professionalism: ‘… if we don’t get our house in order they’ll do it for us… if we don’t come up with the goods we’ll cease to exist’ (2004: 77). Stern (2005) suggests that much youth justice policy results from the UK having a very acquiescent civil society which fails to criticise government policy. Given this seeming professional concurrence with government youth policies, therefore, there is a likelihood that such policies will continue on a trajectory that is totally divergent with the perceived needs of young people themselves. The remainder of this article explores this divergence of views in relation to young people within the criminal justice system.
‘What Works’ and National Standards in criminal justice
The criminal justice ‘What Works’ agenda developed in the 1980s in response to the criticism that ‘nothing works’ from a rehabilitative perspective in reducing offending (McGuire and Priestley, 1995) and that a greater focus should be placed on a more centralised, administrative approach to law and order (Harris, 1996). Large-scale quantitative studies, notably from North America, have over the last twenty years or more increasingly influenced policymakers in the UK to focus on cognitive behavioural approaches to offending. Such approaches have almost totally ignored the wider social environment within which, and often because of which, offending behaviour takes place. A set of needs and risk factors were identified by academics as a result of meta-analyses of these quantitative studies which seemingly enabled offending behaviour to be predicted, contained and modified.  Trotter (1999) suggests that evidence-based practice, that is practice which is based primarily on research findings, has to work with the presenting problem (offending) rather than wider socio-economic concerns because the presenting problem is more amenable to measurement and evaluation. It is also politically more expedient to blame and change individuals rather than to blame and change social structures. Thus, since the 1980s there has been an increasing focus on the offender’s behaviour rather than circumstances, that has allowed psychology (which focuses on the individual) rather than sociology (which focuses on wider socio-economic factors) to become the theoretical mainstay of criminal justice policy (Kendall, 2004). And yet it could be argued that offending behaviour is a manifestation of troubles external to and beyond the control of the individual (Barry, 2004).
To ensure that probation officers (in England and Wales) and social workers supervising probation orders (in Scotland) were made accountable for and could demonstrate effectiveness in their interventions with offenders, National Standards were devised in the late 1980s and early 1990s to set out procedures and guidelines for various criminal justice services.  Although officially termed ‘guidelines’, National Standards remain focused on prescribing assessment procedures, requiring standardised groupwork programmes and specifying outcomes, often to the exclusion of the wider circumstances for individual offenders. Assessments focus almost entirely on risk of re-offending, groupwork programmes by definition cannot be tailor-made to individual needs and the primary outcome of interventions remains one of changing behaviour – reducing the frequency or seriousness of offending – in order to protect the public (Robinson and McNeill, 2004). 

National Standards are seen as a framework and checklist for workers to ensure that they address offending behaviour with their clients.  Whilst they focus predominantly on the presenting problem, in Scotland they do leave some discretion with the social worker to address other client needs, such as personal or social problems (McIvor, 2004), but only where these directly contribute to offending or affect community integration.  Scotland has not become as centralised or specific in its programming of offender work as in England and Wales and it has been suggested (McIvor, 2004, Robinson and McNeill, 2004) that this is because criminal justice social work in Scotland is still tied into generic social work departments wherein social justice is a founding principle.
The following section draws on the views of young offenders elicited from two qualitative research studies undertaken recently in Scotland
 - known here as the Probation Study (McIvor and Barry, 1998) and the Desistance Study (Barry, 2004). Although the empirical data come from one particular jurisdiction within the UK, namely Scotland, with its own system of criminal justice legislation and practice, the views of offenders north of the Border are nevertheless similar to those of their counterparts in England and Wales in highlighting the importance of the relationship with, and the practical and emotional support offered by, probation officers (Barry, 2000). This similarity of views is notable given the seemingly more welfare-oriented approach within Scottish criminal justice compared to England and Wales.
There are two elements within the perceptions of young offenders generally about criminal justice which are highlighted in these two studies. One is the consensus evident amongst young offenders across the UK about what works for them in reducing offending. The other is the fact that young people’s views often differ starkly from the official view of what works in helping reduce offending.

Young people’s views of criminal justice

There is still no clear understanding about why young people start and stop offending. For this reason alone, it must be extremely difficult for workers to state categorically that the supervision and support they give is going to reduce offending or enhance social inclusion. However, whilst young people themselves are equally unclear as to why they start and stop offending, they do have some insight into what they want from supervising social workers to help them reintegrate into their communities, and it is argued here that policy makers, practitioners and academics could benefit further from listening to young people’s advice.  In fact, listening is the one factor that the majority of young people say is crucial if social workers are to help them to lead law-abiding lives: ‘It was great to know there was someone there to listen to me and to understand where I was coming from’ (22 year-old woman, Probation Study).

One view held by many offenders, irrespective of age, is that social workers can do little to change actual behaviour, and that such motivation to change must come from the offender him or herself. This commonly-held view, epitomised by the following two quotes, is not one that has been taken on board by the What Works protagonists, who deny the need for personal motivation when promulgating cognitive behavioural approaches: ‘You can only change yourself. Nobody else can change you’ (17 year-old man, Probation Study).

I don’t think I would have changed at 17. I don’t think I was ready to talk about anything that had happened to me or anything. I just don’t think I would have changed… until the person’s ready to talk about it and settle down… they have to be ready for it. They have to be ready within themselves… ready to see the light (23 year-old woman, Desistance Study).

However, whilst young offenders thought social workers could do little to change behaviour, they thought social workers could do much to support them both emotionally and practically with other problems in their lives: ‘Well, I wouldn’t say the probation order helped, but if I needed to talk to somebody, you know, [the probation officer] was there (22 year-old woman, Desistance Study).

Offending was primarily seen as a by-product of other issues for young people, such as poverty, boredom, discrimination or homelessness. Many offenders see their offending behaviour as a consequence of, rather than a precursor to, their current circumstances – a symptom rather than a cause. However, the official view of What Works focuses on the symptom (the offending behaviour), whereas offenders themselves would like more of a focus on the cause (boredom, lack of income, addictions, discrimination). Their offending is more often than not precipitated by their wider socio-economic surroundings. Supervision of a standardised or curricular nature therefore often seems irrelevant to individual offenders, because it focuses on reacting to previous behaviour rather than offering constructive advice about future opportunities to change.
Many respondents suggested that providing leisure and educational activities, information and advice were crucial components of social work intervention. Support in the form of drug rehabilitation centres of drugs awareness training were also seen as important, since much youth offending was seen as a consequence of drug or alcohol misuse. In this respect, proactive and earlier intervention was seen as more effective than responding retrospectively once an offending lifestyle had become the norm.

A young offender’s relationship with his/her probation officer is invariably deemed as one of the most important factors in the success or failure of a probation order (McIvor and Barry, 1998). Yet that relationship is being eroded by the changed remit of probation officers to manage and monitor their clients rather than to assist them towards improving their circumstances. The characteristics of a good or bad social worker are listed in Figure 1. These characteristics, based on the views of offenders in the Probation Study but mirrored in other similar studies in the UK, are divided into four parts: characteristics that are helpful and unhelpful from an emotional perspective and those that are helpful and unhelpful from a practical perspective. This diagram exemplifies the importance of dialogue, discretion, understanding and informality within the professional relationship between worker and client, and yet these factors are now being eroded within the imposition of curriculum-style criminal justice interventions.
[insert Figure 1 around here]

For the majority of these young people, a constructive relationship between social worker and client was one built on trust, friendship, openness, caring and an easy-going manner. A difficult relationship was one where the social worker was authoritarian, judgemental, rigid or distant in their approach. Encouragement and praise from social workers were crucial to improve self-confidence and to motivate these young people to stop offending:

[I gained] a wee bit of confidence in myself. Just with [my social worker] … saying that I was good staying out of trouble for this amount of time. I felt a lot more confident than what I was. I thought I was a loser, the only thing I could do was steal things, but he made me feel a bit more confident in myself 22 year-old man, Probation Study).
Figure 1: Offenders’ perceptions of the helpful and unhelpful features of the social worker’s approach
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I connected with the people there… I got on well with the staff… I liked [the social worker], although he was English… but he seemed a nice enough person so I let him basically get inside my brain. If you felt you wanted to ask something, he said ‘ask away, I’ll answer as truthfully as I can’. And the older I’m getting, the more I’m feeling… [he] is an exceptional man. I could really connect with him (24 year-old man, Desistance Study).

These views highlight the importance to young people of the supervisor/supervisee relationship, and yet What Works principles pay little heed to this key element of probation supervision. Indeed, Andrews (1995) identifies several factors which he considers are ‘promising targets’ based on the What Works research, yet these factors focus only on the individual and ignore the  importance of social and professional interaction between worker and client:
· changing antisocial thinking;

· improving cognitive behavioural skills;

· reducing substance misuse;

· changing other attributes which are linked to criminal conduct.

These factors also ignore the socio-economic and political context in which behaviour and personality development take place and they do not address extraneous factors. Having identified these promising factors for change without having consulted offenders themselves about what seems promising to them, Andrews (1995) then suggests a list of ‘less promising’ targets for change. These are:

· increasing self-esteem (without simultaneously addressing antisocial attitudes and behaviour);

· focusing on ‘vague emotional/personal complaints’ that have not been linked to criminal conduct;

· improving living conditions (without simultaneously addressing antisocial attitudes and behaviour);

· increasing conventional ambition in school and work (without offering concrete support to realise those ambitions).

These subsidiary factors acknowledge the need to address more practical issues for offenders, but only in association with an emphasis on individual factors, thus still maintaining that the individual rather than the wider society needs to change. The promising factors are also deemed more measurable than the less-promising factors, and as such are more attractive to policy makers.
However, none of these factors was drawn up in consultation with young offenders. On the contrary, they seem totally at odds with the views of young people in the criminal justice system. The vast majority of respondents in the two studies cited in this article suggested that social workers need to focus on six key factors in order to work effectively with young offenders, the first three of which specifically focus on the relationship between worker and client:

· to talk and listen to the young person;

· to build a trusting and genuine relationship with the young person;

· to encourage and praise rather than blame them;

· to focus on the future rather than the past;

· to take into account background problems; and
· to offer practical help with addressing problems such as homelessness, unemployment and drug abuse.
Not one of these six factors is acknowledged in Andrews’ promising and less promising factors cited above, nor are they given any credence within current criminal justice policy. Indeed, the criminal justice ‘curriculum’ of accredited groupwork programmes, national standards, personal responsibility and surveillance positively discourages the formation of a genuine and constructive supervisory relationship, and young people have sensed this shift in emphasis, as the following quotes demonstrate: ‘It’s not just ten to fifteen minutes in the office once a month. [The social worker] has got to be someone who wants to help’ (19 year-old man, Probation Study); ‘He’s getting paid for nothing. He’s getting paid for coming to my house for ten minutes, sitting talking a load of piss and then going away’ (18 year-old man, Probation study).

Young people are not immune to the recent changes that have taken place in criminal justice. They have learnt the ‘jargon’ of probation work and now increasingly know how best to ‘behave’ within the supervisory relationship in order to avoid being breached for non-compliance. I have argued elsewhere (Barry, 2000) that offenders - perhaps regrettably - now distinguish two types of supervision: one ‘proactive’, where the supervisory relationship offers the individual practical or personal support; the other ‘reactive’, where supervision means ‘staying out of trouble’, surveillance and enforcement. Whilst the threat of further punishment for failure to comply with an order was seen by the majority of young people in these studies as a positive incentive to ‘play the game’ according to the ‘reactive’ type of supervision, there is also much criticism levelled at the use of breach as a threat to compliance since the outcome of breach procedures can often further embroil young offenders in the criminal justice system. As one 18 year-old man suggested: ‘It just gives you more rope to hang yourself’.

The misappropriation of What Works
Thus, young people’s views of what works are very different from the official view of what works. The official view is that one needs to address anti-social thinking, increase cognitive behavioural skills and generally change the behaviour of the individual, and all preferably within a groupwork setting. The young offender’s view is that one needs to talk and listen to the individual, give them more constructive, practical advice, increase their opportunities for employment, education and leisure, and give them more of a stake in society. The official view seeks to change or contain individual behaviour and in effect sees young offenders as problematic and ‘set apart’ from the mainstream. The offender’s view, on the other hand, seeks more proactive, practical and emotional support and stresses their need for integration within the mainstream.

In summarising the impact of a curriculum approach within youth work and criminal justice, three key problem areas emerge:

· national standards, place unnecessarily rigid boundaries on professional discretion and encourage a ‘tick-box’ mentality amongst workers rather than the building of meaningful dialogue between worker and young person;

· groupwork programmes, irrespective of their often being inappropriate to young people’s intellectual and maturational capacity, also restrict the adoption of an holistic and tailor-made approach to young people’s problems; and

· focusing on changing the presenting behaviour through ‘education’ fails to address the root cause of many young people’s problems.
These three problem areas are briefly examined below.

National Standards
The political emphasis of What Works on performance-related targets, evidence-based practice and scientific measurement has resulted in risk assessment and management becoming the main remit of practitioners within criminal justice. Bessant (2004) argues, ironically, that risk promises certainty: risk-based practice appeals to agencies and governments alike because it offers ‘the illusion’ of objectivity and precise diagnosis, whilst reducing professional discretion:

This ‘relieves’ practitioners from what can be experienced as the burden of responsibility that sometimes comes with exercising professional judgement. Practice informed by ‘the science of risk’ also sits comfortably with those whose ‘interest’ is oriented towards management or control and who prefer a sense of certainty (Bessant, 2004: 71).

Likewise, Douglas (1992: 27) has suggested that risk has a ‘forensic function’ that allows crime to be taken out of its social context and to be associated more with the legal than the welfare system – an attractive proposition for politicians and policy makers alike. Risk also focuses attention on the individual rather than the socio-economic or political context within which offending behaviour takes place. No government wants to accept the possibility that crime results from adverse social circumstances and the party line is therefore to focus on the manifestation of those circumstances within an individual’s behaviour. Therefore, such behaviour can be monitored and contained rather than overcome, and a greater emphasis can thus be placed by the state on protecting the public and restricting the discretion of practitioners. In England and Wales, for example, the Youth Justice Board set aside £45 million over three years for Intensive Supervision and Surveillance Programmes - programmes which Pitts (2001) argues will reduce the capacity of probation officers to take an holistic approach to the needs and problems of young people. Pitts notes that New Labour requires practitioners to sing ‘from the same hymn-sheet… with optimum efficiency, economy and effectiveness’ (2001: 5), and he refers to this shift in emphasis as resulting in ‘a “one-size-fits-all” national (correctional) curriculum for offenders’ (Pitts, 2001: 11).

Groupwork programmes
Mair (2004: 2) suggests that the What Works ‘juggernaut’ that has transformed probation practice in England and Wales implies a medical or deficit model of deviance that only education of a cognitive-behavioural nature can ameliorate. What Works principles rest on cognitive behavioural approaches not only because they are easier to measure/evaluate than less structured approaches, but also because they tend to lessen the need to emphasise the wider social and economic context, a facet of the What Works literature that has received much recent academic criticism (Kendall, 2004, McIvor, 2004, Rogowski, 2003/4, Smith, 1998):

While offenders may benefit to varying degrees from structured interventions aimed at changing their attitudes and behaviour, such benefits are likely to be limited and shortlived if attention is not similarly paid to their wider social and personal needs. Greater emphasis correspondingly needs to be placed upon social inclusion and upon putting ‘people’ back into the equation by recognising the importance of the supervisory relationship in enhancing offenders’ motivation not to reoffend (McIvor, 2004: 305).

It could be argued that the mainstay of both the youth work curriculum and the criminal justice curriculum, namely groupwork programmes of an ‘educational’ nature, focuses on commonalities within behaviours at the expense of the wider difficulties young people face as individuals in society. Equally, groupwork programmes operate in a socio-economic vacuum and cannot differentiate between individuals, in terms of level of risk, needs and circumstances. Thus such programmes discourage workers from addressing individual problems. There are also high drop-out rates from accredited programmes (Spencer and Deakin, 2004), which has resulted in the government halving the numbers required to undertake accredited programmes (Gorman et al., forthcoming). 

The presenting behaviour
Criminal justice policy now depends too rigidly on measurable outcomes relating to changing the individual’s behaviour rather than his/her circumstances. In Scotland, the ‘Reducing Reoffending’ consultation document (Scottish Executive, 2004: 19) states that criminal justice policy’s goal is: ‘a seamless management of sentenced offenders which focuses on public safety and challenges offenders to change their offending behaviour’. Whilst one of the aims of ‘rehabilitation’ is ‘to assist offenders to overcome drug or alcohol addictions, homelessness, lack of employment and other difficulties’ (ibid: 8), the onus is on individual offenders to make the right choices amongst limited existing options.  There is no mention of wider structural change which will broaden those options. Offenders must change, rather than their external circumstances, and according to Rogowski (2003/4: 60): ‘the overall effect of current youth justice policy and practice is correctional early intervention, deterrence and punishment’. New Labour has continued the Conservative line of implying that young people exclude themselves as a result of their behaviour rather than are excluded by their social and economic circumstances.
Discussion and conclusions
What started out in 1908 as a criminal justice service whose aim was to ‘advise, assist and befriend’ offenders has now been revamped to ‘confront, challenge and change’ offenders (Home Office, 1998: 7). It could be argued that the ‘epistemological fallacy’ suggested by Furlong and Cartmel (1997: 114) in relation to youth transitions equally applies to criminal justice policy: namely, that the individual is blamed for inadequate extraneous factors, such as employment opportunities, housing or state benefits. Such problematising and criminalising of young people seems to fit equally well into the managerialist, punitive mould of recent youth policy more generally (Barry, 2005).
Smith (2004) suggests that in Scotland, devolution of political power has allowed crime and justice to become more political even though overall crime rates seem to have fallen. The welfare approach of the Scottish Children’s Hearings system was put into question by policy makers in recent years and that unique youth justice system is currently under review. Indeed, the Scottish Executive has already introduced pilot youth courts with a view to rolling these out across Scotland. Smith (2004: 218) expresses concern about these developments when he suggests that: ‘Rather than extending the welfare principle to an older age group, this would extend the punitive principle to a younger one’. Indeed, Gittens-Bernard (2004), one of the young people contributing to the debate on youth justice in an edited volume on ‘Youth Policy and Social Inclusion’, agrees with Smith that New Labour cannot be seen to be soft on crime for fear of becoming unelectable:

… the politicians are trying to protect the older generation rather than trying to put straight the young offenders. Instead of helping the offender, who may come from a disadvantaged family, to gain education opportunities and teaching them awareness, politicians feel that they should help the adults/victims due to the fact that they are taxpayers (Gittens-Bernard, 2004: 230).

McIvor (2004: 324), amongst others, retains some optimism that Scotland will continue to resist ‘the narrow empiricist agenda’ of England and Wales. She argues that whilst probation in England and Wales has become more ‘top-down’, punitive, centralised and target-oriented, in Scotland social work with offenders remains more ‘bottom-up’ – ‘engendering a sense of common ownership of the effective practice agenda’ (McIvor, 2004: 309). McIvor’s optimism may be shortlived, however, if the government continues to pursue a rigid curricular approach to criminal justice interventions with young people which deny them a voice, a personal identity and a shared stake in society.
Thus, there has been an implicit shift in focus from a proactive approach to the development of young people to a reactive approach to the management and containment of them. The linguistics of whether the method is called a ‘curriculum’ (as in youth work), ‘What Works’ (as in criminal justice) or a ‘new authoritarianism’ more generally (Jeffs and Smith, 1996) does not detract from the fact that the government is intervening in youth policy in new ways that stigmatise young people, undermine professional discretion and exacerbate the problems that youth work and criminal justice services have always aimed in the past to alleviate.

To conclude, offending is not a problem of young people but a problem for young people. It is the manifestation of wider problems that can only be addressed adequately through constructive dialogue with young people to refocus youth policy and practice. The key principles in youth work of participation and empowerment are, regrettably, never likely to apply to criminal justice, but there is still hope that the punitive and restrictive agenda of What Works might yet be replaced by a more proactive and sympathetic response to young people’s problems of adaptation or integration within society. However, without listening to young people’s wishes, the theoretical underpinnings of any curriculum will continue to be misplaced and the resultant practice potentially divorced from the reality of young people’s lives. 

[Word count: 6,200]
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� Although there are also shifts within youth justice (under 18 year olds in England and Wales; under 16 year olds in Scotland) towards a more curriculum-focused agenda, this article focuses on data relating to young people aged 16-25 who have been involved in the criminal justice (as opposed to youth justice) system in Scotland.


� These data are taken from a study in 1997 of 65 probationers about their current probation orders (the Probation Study) and a study in 2001 of 40 current and previous offenders (who had also been on probation in the past) about why young people start and stop offending (the Desistance Study). Both samples had had experience of probation under the new ‘regime’ of a ‘What Works’ curriculum. The sample for the Probation Study ranged in age from 16 to 50, with 54 per cent aged 25 or under. In the Desistance Study, the age range was 18 to 30, with 73 per cent aged 25 or under. 








PAGE  
28

