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Abstract

Integrated offender management (IOM) is a term used within criminal justice to describe a multi-
agency form of policing designed to (variously) deter, incapacitate or rehabilitate offenders
defined as prolific. This thesis is a study of integrated offender management in England and
Wales and is both empirical and theoretical in its focus. It draws on existing and original research
to examine critically the practices and processes that occur during the day-to-day ‘management’
of recidivist offenders within a unique criminal justice setting. The study explores both the
experiences of those working within IOM but also those subject to the scheme’s dictates: prolific
offenders. Accordingly, it considers the perspectives of these offenders, the police and other
workers who form part of the IOM unit, including probation staff, prison officers and criminal
justice intervention workers. A further aim of the study is to inform and refine theoretical debates
about multi-agency working within a criminal justice setting and broader ideas about desistance.
To do this I have situated what I found within theories about police decision-making and
legitimacy. Based on these theories and empirical evidence, this study seeks to understand what
kind of policing is taking place under the umbrella of IOM and with what implications for
offender desistance, procedural justice and the proportionality of interventions in offenders’
lives?
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Chapter 1

Questions and ideas

Introduction

This thesis unfolds a study of integrated offender management (IOM) in England
and Wales. IOM is a term used within criminal justice to describe a multi-agency
form of policing designed to (variously) deter, incapacitate or rehabilitate offenders
defined as prolific. The overarching research question this thesis seeks to answer is:
What kind of policing is taking place under the umbrella of IOM and with what
implications for offender desistance, procedural justice and the proportionality of

interventions in offenders’ lives?

Drawing on existing and original research, I examine critically the practices and
processes that occur during the day-to-day ‘management’ of recidivist offenders
within a unique criminal justice setting. The research, therefore, considers the
perspectives of offenders, the police and other practitioners who form part of the
IOM unit, including probation staff, prison officers and criminal justice intervention
workers. A further aim of the study is to inform and refine theoretical debates about
multi-agency working within a criminal justice setting and broader ideas about
desistance. To do this I have situated the research within theories about police
decision-making and legitimacy. These theories are explored mainly in Chapter 2.
The present chapter, however, undertakes three main introductory tasks. Firstly, I
examine the broader political context of IOM. Secondly, I provide a brief overview
of the published research on IOM. Thirdly, I outline the current methods and
practices of the IOM scheme, tentatively situating them amongst the theoretical
constructs that form the foundations of my research. Finally, I provide a brief

outline of the content of the thesis.
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IOM and the broader political surround

Most of us are accustomed to politicians speaking about the criminal justice system
in vague sound-bite statements within the media: ‘prison works’," ‘zero-tolerance’*
and ‘tough on crime, tough on the causes of crime’® make several good examples.*
This type of risk-orientated discourse is pervasive throughout government thinking
and policymaking. It claims to speak with the ‘authority’ of an angry ‘majority’,
fearful of unruly youths and ‘dangerous’ criminals. Represented in this way, the
ardent disposition towards ‘risky’ topics (Loader and Sparks, 2007) is designed to
invoke common sense ideas of getting ‘back to basics’ and restoring order and

balance within the sphere of crime and justice (Garland, 2001).

Security and the risk-management of criminal offenders also has been the focus of
much debate within criminology literatures.” Ashworth and Zedner (2008, p.48), for
example, highlight the changing character of crime, criminal procedure and
sanctions. They draw particular attention to the ‘panoply’ of preventative, civil,
administrative hybrid orders introduced in England and Wales’, which, they argue,
represent the changing relationship between the state and citizen, as well as changes

in the nature of the state itself (2008, p.22).

These developments or ‘shift in political emphasis’, as Ashworth (2009, p.87) puts
it, are generally viewed as being part of what has been referred to as ‘the new

penology’ of risk, or ‘actuarial justice’’ (Feeley and Simon, 1994; Kemshall and

" Then Home Secretary Michael Howard’s address to the Conservative Party Conference 1993; see
also: House of Commons ‘Reducing Reoffending: the ‘what works’ debate’, research paper 12/71,
22™ of November 2012°.

? Prime Minister David Cameron’s comments made during an interview with the Sunday Telegraph
following the 2012 riots, available here:
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/crime/8700243/David-Cameron-on-UK-riots-Its-time-for-
a-zero-tolerance-approach-to-street-crime.html, last accessed 22/05/13.

’ Tony Blair, the 1997 Labour Party Political Manifesto, available here: http:/www.labour-
party.org.uk/manifestos/1997/1997-labour-manifesto.shtml, last accessed, 22/05/13.

* Ironically, though perhaps not unsurprisingly, there appears to be little empirical evidence to
suggest that such policies lead to a general reduction in crime. As Garland (2001, p.13) observes,
‘the policy-making process has become profoundly politicized [sic] and populist. Policy measures
are constructed in ways that appear to value political advantage and public opinion over the views of
experts and the evidence of research.

> There is a huge amountt of criminology literature associated with the term ‘risk’. Accessible entry
points include Garland, 2001; Goold, 2007; Zedner, 2003; O’Malley, 1992; Hope and Sparks, 2000.
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Wood, 2009; Braithwaite, 2000). This form of ‘justice’ places an emphasis on the
identification and classification of dangerous segments of the population
(Brownlee, 1998, p.323), who must be risk-managed at a minimum cost (Garland,
2001; Pratt, 1997).° Others suggest we are witnessing the rise of ‘the risk society’
where, in the context of policing, criminal justice has become an exercise of
developing communication systems to identify and manage risks (Ericson and
Haggerty, 1997). The police are at the centre of this form of governance and, it has
been suggested, are now organising their thinking and operational arrangements in
such a way as to ‘anticipate and forestall harms’ (Zedner, 2008, p.36; Ericson and
Haggerty, 1997) presented by suspect populations or situations before they happen.
Surveillance and general knowledge gathering has played a key part in this
approach (Ericson and Haggarty, 1997). The aim is to transform the existence of
risk as an ‘unknowable externality’ into something ‘calculable’ (Baker and
Sutherland, 2009, p.2) so that strategies can be developed to control it. Nonetheless,
predicting unpredictable human behaviour, that is to say determining who poses a
danger and to what extent, is fraught with methodological difficulty. As Zedner
(2008, p.35) explains:

Despite the growing sophistication of actuarial tools, surveillance and intelligence
gathering, and despite the growing political confidence invested in these diverse

technologies, future human activity can rarely be foretold with certainty.

Taken to its logical conclusion, Zedner’s argument suggests that protective or pre-
emptive action, even calculated action, taken against risk, is naturally emasculated
in the face of ‘unknowable’ dangers. This type of thinking seems to expose
imperfections within the concept of risk-management criminal justice. Nonetheless,
as we shall see, the discourse of risk-management remains firmly entrenched within

the thinking behind modern criminal justice initiatives, particularly IOM.

At times, the result of interactions between the media, politicians and the general
public may be a new approach to crime and justice (Cohen, 1972). Reforms to

criminal justice responses to prolific offending have placed an emphasis on the

6 Whitty (2009, p111) also suggests that public protection and risk-management are now considered
to be the ‘all-pervasive ... force in contemporary offender management’.
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management of risk through collaborative working between criminal justice
agencies. Whilst this way of working has been encouraged by a tranche of
legislation,” the ‘high watermark’ (Gough, 2010, p.23) for multi-agency working
has been the Crime and Disorder Act 1998. The Act enshrined partnership working
by requiring the police and local authorities to develop multi-agency collaborations
aimed at crime reduction (Crime and Disorder Act s.6). Other catalysts, such as the
Morgan Report (1991), which recommended a ‘multi-agency approach to
community safety’, and the Carter Review (2003), which led to the creation of the
National Offender Management Service Agency in 2004, drawing prisons and the
probation service under one umbrella organisation, have further encouraged multi-

agency working within criminal justice in England and Wales.®

Youth Offending Teams,” Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements,'® Drug
Intervention Programmes,'' Prolific and Priority Offender'? schemes and now
integrated offender management units are all examples of multi-agency
collaborations tasked with controlling and changing offenders. The overarching
objective has been to avoid duplication of effort and inconsistencies in approach to
the same localised crime problems (Home Office, 1997). Instead, criminal justice
agencies have been required to adopt a tough and coordinated response to offending
(MQOJ, 2010), ‘reform and rehabilitation’ by means of a ‘new and integrated
approach to managing offenders (2010, p.25). IOM adopts actuarial techniques,
‘risk-managing’ dangerous sections of the population through heightened covert
and overt surveillance, (Lister et al 2008) intelligence gathering, information

sharing and general disruption of acquisitive crime.

" For example, the Sex Offenders Act 1997; Criminal Justice and Court Services Act 2000; and
Criminal Justice Act 2003.

¥ See also: Home Office (2009b) Integrated Offender Management Government Policy Statement.
London: Home Office/Ministry of Justice.

® See http://www.justice.gov.uk/global/contacts/yjb/yots/index.htm; also, for more detailed
discussion of ‘youth offending teams’, see Burnett and Appleton (2004).

108 ¢e:http://www.yjb.gov.uk/publications/Resources/Downloads/Multi-
Agency%20Public%20Protection%20Arrangements%20%28MAPPA%29%20-
%20Guidance%20for%20youth%20o0ffending%20teams.pdf; also,
http://www.justice.gov.uk/publications/corporate-reports/mappa-reports/index.htm; for more
detailed consideration of discussion of MAPPA arrangements see: Kemshall and Wood (2007).

' For more information see http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/crime/reducing-reoffending/dip/

2For more information see, http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/crime/reducing-reoffending/ppo/
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Research on multi-agency offender management in England and Wales

A research project should aim to add something useful to our existing
understanding of a given phenomenon (Gilbert, 2001). It is not enough, of course,
to say that it addresses a gap in the literature. The question is whether that gap is
important enough to warrant a focused research effort (King and Wincup, 2008).
Despite the political impetus to drive forward the multi-agency offender
management model of criminal justice there is a dearth of in-depth qualitative
research in the area. There has, however, been a large amount of research and other
publications about the multi-agency approach to criminal justice.'’ The official
position is that multi-agency working should be underlined by an ‘ideology of
unity’, which dictates a strategy of joined up thinking and service delivery with an
increasing emphasis on partnership between the agencies (Appleton and Burnett,
2004, p.35; Crawford, 1994). Pooling their collective resources, these organisations
are meant to work to ensure recidivist offenders get the right intervention by the
right agency at the right time, depending on the needs of the individual. Empirical
research has highlighted some of the practical consequences of these closer
formalised relationships between the partnership agencies. Mawby and Worrall
(2011b, p.79), for example, point to implications of ‘greater collaborative working
for role boundaries and the blurring of agency roles’. Nash (2007, p.302) has
written about the idea of the ‘polibation’ officer (a fusion of police and probation
officer) as a possible outcome of closer collaboration between the police and
probation service. Similarly, Mawby, Crawley and Wright (2006) have broadened

the concept to ‘prisi-polibation’ officer.

Within the context of IOM, the framework of multi-agency working, with its
emphasis on partnership and collaborative working (Burnett and Appleton, 2004,
p.35), supposedly requires that police officers put aside any mistrust or suspicions
they may have regarding the agendas of the other agencies (Garton, 1980, p.89). As
Burnett and Appleton (2004, p.27) point out, one implication of closer working

" There is an extensive literature that covers this area of criminology. Good entry points include:
Morgan, 1991; Blagg et al, 1988; Samson, 1988; Pearson et al, 1992; Crawford, 1993; Crawford and
Jones, 1993; Forrester et al, 1988; 1989; Burnett and Appleton, 2004; Liddle and Gelthorpe, 1994;
Nash, 1999, 2007; Nash and Walker, 2007; Hopkins and Wickson, 2012.
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relationships is often closer proximity of the various agencies, for example, where
the ‘team’ maintains an operational base within the same building or shared open-
plan office space. In these circumstances, research'* indicates that the submergence
or transformation of both traditional cultural attitudes and operational

understandings is more likely to be evident.

On the other hand, there is much research to suggest that multi-agency partnerships
have not always resulted in a ‘comfortable’ fusion of roles, rather that partnerships
have been permeated with problematic issues of information sharing, conflicting
objectives, different ways of working, contrasting attitudes towards offenders and,
not least, cultural tensions (Mawby and Warrall, 2011b). Moreover, a proximate
relationship between the non-police workers and the police may undermine any
trust that exists between the former and offenders, if offenders have had negative
experiences of policing. Generally, there appears to be a large gap between the
policy statements concerning IOM (and multi-agency working more broadly) and

the practical reality on the ground.

What research has been done on IOM specifically has consisted largely of
evaluations of the process involved in setting up and running IOM schemes. Wong
et al (2011)," for example, examined the involvement of third sector involvement
across four IOM sites in England and Wales, identifying several ‘barriers’ to
involvement, such as a lack of information sharing protocols, as well as several
‘benefits’, such as the strengthening of relationships between voluntary and
statutory sectors. Several other studies'® have evaluated the costs and service

delivery of IOM.

14 See for example: Mawby and Worrall, 2011b; Mawby et al, 2006; Nash, 1999, 2004, 2008;
Burnett and Appleton, 2004; Williams and Ariel, 2012.

15 Integrated Offender Management and Third Sector Engagement: Case Studies of Four Pioneer
Sites available here: Sheffield Hallam University Research Archive (SHURA) at:
http://shura.shu.ac.uk/7050/ (accessed, 13/05/2014).

' Hallam Centre for Community Justice Sussex IOM Evaluation - Break Even Analysis: available
here: http://www.cjp.org.uk/iom-elearning/my-iom-e-learning-portal/knowledge-
repository/research-findings/sussex-iom-evaluation-break-even-analysis/ (accessed, 13/05/2014).
See also: Hallam Centre for Community Justice Sussex IOM Evaluation - Complex Client Costing,
available here: http://www.cjp.org.uk/iom-elearning/my-iom-e-learning-portal/knowledge-
repository/research-findings/sussex-iom-evaluation-complex-client-costings/ (accessed, 13/05/214);
See also Hill and Roberts (2012) Conwy / Denbighshire Integrated Offender Management Unit - 8
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Other evaluative research, has taken a more qualitative approach. Senior et al
(2011), for example, evaluated five integrated offender management pioneer areas
on behalf of the Home Office, charting the development of the IOM schemes
during 2008 and 2009. What they found was a ‘streamlined operation’, heavily
influenced by pre-existing offender management schemes such as Prolific and
Priority Offender Schemes and Drug Intervention Programmes. Moreover, a
willingness amongst partner agencies to work with conflicting inter-agency and
intra-agency agendas had facilitated knowledge transfer and cultural change.
Significantly, however, Senior et al (2011, p.7) reported that ‘tensions’ had arisen
between IOM police officers and their force colleagues due to the newly ‘extended
roles of the police'” in intelligence gathering, pathway support, disruption and

enforcement’ and the apparent ‘shift away from enforcement activities’.

Offender experiences of IOM have also been empirically investigated to a limited
extent. Housden (2011), for example, ‘mapped’ the three-month ‘journeys’ of
offenders specifically supervised by the Bristol ‘IMPACT’ (IOM) unit.
Interviewing 30 IOM offenders (15 at the start of their [IOM journey and 15 after 3
months supervision by IOM) Housden focused on the effects and ‘outcomes’ of the
various ‘pathways’'® away from offending used by the Bristol scheme. The study
found that, whilst there were many cases of ‘relapse’, amongst the offender cohort,
most reacted positively to the support given in relation to their criminogenic needs.
Similarly, a Local Government Improvement and Development study provided

‘customer insight’ into the workings of ‘Lewisham Total Place’ IOM scheme, again

Ways Performance Monitoring Report, available here: http://www.cjp.org.uk/iom-elearning/my-
iom-e-learning-portal/knowledge-repository/research-findings/iom-report-2011-12/ (accessed,
13/05/2014); also: Soppitt and Rowe (2012) An Evaluation of the Safe Newcastle Non-Statutory
Target Project (June 2012) available here: http://www.cjp.org.uk/iom-elearning/my-iom-e-learning-
portal/knowledge-repository/research-findings/nst-report-final-newcastle-iom/ (accessed, 13/05/14);
also Revolving Doors Agency (2012) Integrated Offender Management: Effective Alternatives to
Short Sentences, available here: http://www.cjp.org.uk/iom-elearning/my-iom-e-learning-
portal/knowledge-repository/research-findings/iom-effective-alternatives-to-short-sentences-june-
2012/ (accessed, 13/05/2014).

17 By IOM ‘police’, as distinguished from force colleagues, it should be presumed that Senior et al,
are referring to ‘field intelligence officers’.

"® The ‘pathways’ away from offending, i.e. the focus of offender criminogenic needs, are discussed
in more detail later in this study. However, for the purposes of his study, Houseden considered the
effects of 8 ‘pathways’: Drugs and Alcohol, Housing and Accommodation, Family and
Relationships, Finance and Benefits, General Health, Mental Health/Learning Disability, Coping
with the Order, Work, Training and Education.
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by ‘mapping’ the journeys of offenders. However, the Lewisham research found
problems with information sharing between the partnership agencies and the

‘overlap and duplication’ of service provision.

A further study by Dawson et al (2011) reviewed a London IOM project (Project
Diamond) targeted at a specific group of prolific offenders released from short-term
custodial sentences. Whilst the authors of the report found no evidence of reduced
reoffending rates amongst the cohort, the scheme was ‘highly regarded’ by the
offenders they questioned, with some claiming the scheme had had a ‘positive
influence’ on their lives (2011, p.66). Finally, Williams and Ariel (2012), taking a
quantitative approach, ‘tested’'” a cohort of prolific offenders assigned to the
Bristol IOM scheme. The intention was to determine the effects of IOM on
recidivism (2012, p.5). Whilst recognising the methodological limitations of their
study, Williams and Ariel were able to claim that offenders who did not receive
IOM interventions had a ‘higher likelihood of re-arrest’ (2012, p.8) than those who
did. Moreover, Williams and Ariel’s analysis suggested a 67% reduction in the
seriousness of offending in comparison with a 15.8% increase in the seriousness of

offending for those who received no IOM intervention.

Whilst evaluative research has provided some useful insight into the processes and
outcomes of localised IOM, such research has failed to address fully the wider
implications of IOM for front-line police officers, offenders and criminal justice.
For example, no study has yet examined gender or racial relations within the
scheme or between IOM workers and offenders. A further concern might be
whether partnering in this way has improved the efficiency of information sharing

between agencies.

Nevertheless, no research project, certainly not a doctoral one, could consider all
prima facie implications satisfactorily. Moreover, choices relating to which
research questions are undertaken by a given researcher tend to be moulded by

various factors including personal interests, access and current positions found

" The ‘test’ was conducted by Williams and Ariel (2012, p.1) using a ‘generalised linear regression
model with a Poisson distribution’; the findings were then discussed within the wider context of
desistance theory.
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within the literature (Blaikie, 2007). My own decisions about which aspects of [OM
to study are explained fully in chapters 2 and 3. Suffice to say here that I designed
the research project in a way which I thought would be likely to have the support of
a key gatekeeper — a senior police officer who was interested in whether IOM was
perceived to be fair by those subject to its dictates. What took place here was a
compromise between what I wanted to do and what could be done given issues of
access, resources and ethics. Beyond this, my personal interests and the salient
importance of certain concepts within existing debates within criminology led me

to focus primarily on two potential implications of the IOM model.

First, I was interested in whether close working between the partnership agencies
may have caused distinctions in the respective missions and roles of the partners to
become blurred and confused. It is possible that closer working with traditionally
welfare-orientated organisations like the probation service has led IOM police
officers to develop a way of working that primarily focuses on the provision of
social support rather than more traditional crime control goals. Alternatively, the
organisational culture of police officers (ordinarily precipitating a focus on catching
and convicting offenders) may struggle to fit within a criminal justice strategy,
which ostensibly places support and rehabilitation at the heart of its mandate. In the
latter case, perhaps the social support mandate of IOM merely provides a
convenient opportunity for field intelligence officers to subtly pursue more crime
control-orientated goals. Indeed, it is common practice for officers to use
‘alternative’ policing methods even as their overarching aims remain the same
(Lister et al, 2008). Consequently, attention is given to what kind of policing is
taking place under the canopy of IOM and what this tells us about cultural

integration within this particular form of multi-agency criminal justice working.

A second but linked point of interest is that the thinking of one agency within IOM
may be dominating the partnership. Research suggests that, historically, multi-
agency criminal justice collaborations involving the police have tended to fall under
the latter’s direction and control (Gordon, 1987, p.141; Hopkins and Wickson,
2013, p.603). It is conceivable that police officers may be driving how IOM

operates much more than any other agency. This has potential implications for the
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way in which IOM offenders are managed, but also may be crucial to any

understanding of whether IOM offenders view the practices of the scheme as fair.

Sunnyvale IOM Unit

This is a qualitative research project, tied to a unique criminal justice setting and
context — IOM. The study involved an empirical examination — through interviews
and observations — of those subject to IOM, police and non-police IOM workers.
Much of the sample was not statistically representative of the whole population in
question, which carries with it implications for the generalisability of the study
(Falk and Guenthur, 2006, p.1; Myers 2002, p.2). These implications are discussed
in Chapter 3. For present purposes, it is important to understand the setting and
processes at work within it when thinking about the findings. The IOM unit (called
‘Sunnyvale’ hereafter), which formed the focus of the present study, draws together
the police, prison and probation service, the criminal justice intervention team and
third sector voluntary agencies. Sunnyvale IOM unit targets approximately 700
people thought by the police*' to be responsible for a disproportionate amount of
acquisitive crime in the local area.”” IOM is not limited to offenders subject to
statutory orders or prison release licence conditions (as had been the case with
previous intensive probation or community supervision schemes™), but is open to

all offenders considered prolific and committing ‘priority” crime.**

Offenders can be referred to IOM by any of the partners or agencies represented on

the IOM referral panel, including voluntary organisations such as the family

%% At the time of initial observations [OM was managing 688 offenders. The team consisted of 9
police officers, 22 probation officers, 27 drug workers and 3 prison officers. IOM is ‘steered’ by a
local Criminal Justice Board, which meets every 6-8 weeks. At the time of the present study the
board consisted of an Assistant Chief Constable, an Assistant Chief Probation officer, the local
Prison Governor, an Area Director from the local Health Trust and various senior managers.

*! The targeting of the IOM offender cohort has also been influenced by local priorities determined
by Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership and the Local Criminal Justice Board. For example, in
Sunnyvale, a need to reduce local burglary rates meant that prolific burglars were viewed as
“priority’ offenders.

** Much research suggests that a small minority of offenders are responsible for the majority of
crimes committed. See for example: Home Office, 2001, 2003, 2004.

* Youth Rehabilitation Orders (YRO) and Intensive Supervision and Monitoring (ISM) provide two
examples.

** “Priority offences’ are determined at a local level, typically by the Community Safety Partnership.
Generally such offences include burglary, robbery, drug offences, drug related offences, motor
vehicle crime, theft and fraud.
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intervention project. Once referred to the panel, offenders are selected on the basis
of ‘Offender Group Reconviction Scale’,”” ‘Offender System Scores’*®, as well as
police intelligence, arrest and conviction data.”’ In line with the findings of Senior
et al (2010, p.17), police intelligence is central to this ‘risk-allocation’ process.
Offenders’ contemporaneous risk®® levels are colour coded ‘Red’, ‘Amber’ and
‘Green’. ‘Red’ offenders are deemed to pose the greatest risk of re-offending,
whereas offenders are considered ‘amber’ if there is a lack of police knowledge
about the degree of offending activity they might be involved in, but ‘professional
judgement’ suggests that the offender is involved or at risk of being involved in
crime. ‘Green’ offenders, on the other hand, are those not thought by the police to
be committing priority crime (see Police Operations Guide 2010*). The risk-status
of IOM offenders forms the basis of an ongoing selection and de-selection process,

with offender participation in IOM continuously re-assessed.

IOM offenders who fail to engage (when required to do so by law), or those who
re-offend, are brought back before the courts and often returned to prison. Viewed
holistically, IOM embodies something of a ‘carrot and stick’ approach (Senior et al,
2010: 5), challenging service providers to strike the right balance between
controlling offenders, protecting communities and requiring offenders to take the

necessary action to change their criminal lifestyle (MOJ, 2010 p.25).

Broadly speaking, police officers working within IOM have one objective
(officially, that is): to reduce re-offending through support and enforcement (Police
Operations Guide, 2010, p.1), referred to by some police officers as the ‘gold’ or

. . . . 1- .30 .
‘premium’ ‘service’. Both uniformed (specialist™ response officers) and plain

%> The Offender Group Reconviction Scale (OGRS) is a predictor of re-offending based only on
static risks: age, gender and criminal history. It allows probation, prison and youth justice staff to
produce offending-related actuarial predictions for individual offenders. See Howard et al (2009)
Ministry of Justice OGRS 3: the revised Offender Group Reconviction Scale, Research Summary:
7/09, available here: http://eprints.lancs.ac.uk/49988/1/ogrs3.pdf (accessed, 16/05/2014).

% <OASys’, as they were referred to within the everyday jargon of probation workers I encountered,
assist probation workers to understand an offender’s likelihood of reconviction and also highlight
any ‘criminogenic factors’ which need to be tackled throughout the statutory supervision period.

*" The Panel also uses a Police Risk Assessment Matrix to gauge the suitability of referrals.
*According to the Police Operations Guide (2010, p.1), IOM offenders’ ‘risk’ levels are measured
in terms of their ‘current risk of re-offending’. This assessment is based on recent intelligence,
provided by all IOM partners.

** The copy made available to me during observations was the 2010 version.

%% A specialist unit of uniformed police officers support the IOM unit.
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clothed (field intelligence officers) police officers work within the IOM framework.
Uniformed cops act primarily as sentence enforcers, surveillance operatives and
general disrupters of crime — all standard policing roles (Waddington, 1998a).>!
Field intelligence officers, on the other hand, are responsible for building an

intelligence picture that supports the wider [IOM mandate: reducing crime.

Intervention is not always coercive, social support may be given to offenders in an
attempt to reduce their risk of re-offending. Police officers are required to arrange
‘pathway support’ for IOM offenders (Police Operations Guide 2010, p.1). Pathway
support is socially orientated assistance, which seeks to address the criminogenic
needs of IOM offenders in the following areas: accommodation, employment,
training and education, mental and physical health, drugs, alcohol, finance, benefit

and debt, children and families of offenders and attitudes, thinking and behaviour.

Desistance literatures lend support to the focus on these ‘pathways’ towards ‘going
straight’ (Hopkins and Wickson, 2013). Significant research suggests a correlation
between stopping offending and finding employment (Sampson and Laub, 1993),
embarking on a stable relationship (Farrington and West, 1995), changes in
accommodation or geographical location (Jamieson et al, 1999) and addressing
drug and alcohol problems (Colman and Vander Laenen, 2012). Arranging
appropriate support for offenders in relation to complex psychological, economic
and social issues means officers must suspend, at least for a time,>* the informal
occupational ‘values, norms, perspectives and craft rules’ associated in the

literature with core policing culture (Reiner, 2000: 87).%

Field intelligence officers, however, are still police and this opens up the question
(explored further in chapter 5) of whether they remain highly motivated by
traditional ‘catch and convict’ crime control goals. If officers do, then supporting
IOM offenders would be of secondary concern and IOM offenders would be more

likely to be subject to intensive surveillance and other intrusive crime control

*! See generally chapter 1.

*? Field intelligence officers reported carrying out ‘normal police work’, at times covering the shifts
of ‘non-IOM” intelligence officers.

> The concept of ‘cop-culture’ and its links with the behaviour of field intelligence officers and
other IOM police is explored, in detail, in Chapter 2.
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policing tactics (Bullock and Johnson, 2012). As explored in more detail in the next
chapter, intensive monitoring of IOM offenders, whether covert or overt, engages
the human rights of IOM offenders, most notably in relation to Art.8 of the
European Convention of Human Rights — the right to respect for private and family
life. Relevant here, therefore, is whether the actions taken within the IOM scheme
are necessary and proportionate. If they are not, for example, where offenders are
being covertly surveyed despite there being no new intelligence or indication that
they are offending, then the police are likely to infringe art.8. Chapter 2, therefore,
draws on human rights jurisprudence to build a basic standard of proportionality

against which to juxtapose the methods and practices adopted by IOM.

Proportionality is important here because ‘disproportionate’ monitoring and
policing activity (based on the values, norms, and craft rules of core police culture)
may delegitimise the scheme in the eyes of IOM offenders. This argument is linked
to ideas about the ‘procedural fairness’ of police decision-making and the general
exercise of police authority. Put simply, when people believe in the legitimacy of
their criminal justice institutions, they are more likely to support these institutions
and obey the law. Procedural justice — that is fair decision-making and respectful
treatment by those in authority — engenders a belief in the legitimacy of criminal
justice institutions, particularly the police (Gau and Brunson, 2009, p.258).
Procedurally fair policing, therefore, should foster a belief in the legitimacy of the
police and thus a moral obligation to comply with their dictates (Tyler and
Sunshine, 2003, p.514). However, if IOM police officers (and perhaps other IOM
workers) are engaging in highly coercive and arbitrary order maintenance and
surveillance practices, their actions and behaviours may be perceived by offenders
as procedurally unfair thus rendering the actions of police (as both officers and as

an institution) illegitimate.

A further but linked aim of the study is to theorise about what is shaping the
decision-making practices of IOM police officers. To do this, I situate the research
within Hawkins’s (2002) ideas about decision-making within a criminal justice
setting, but supplement these theories with the analytical concept of police culture.
These ideas and concepts are developed in Chapter 2 and revisited throughout the

thesis. However, I argue that police culture, often distilled through police working
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‘assumptions’ (Hoyle, 1998) and ‘rules’ (McConville et al, 1991), significantly
determines the tactics and behaviours of IOM officers. Consequently, law may be
enforced and applied in patchy, discriminatory and corrupt ways,”* compromising
procedural justice and thus undermining the legitimacy of the scheme in the eyes of
IOM offenders. This assumption mirrors numerous studies® that have found that
offenders espouse hostile views about the unfair manner in which police officers
dispense authority. The outcome of any perceived illegitimacy of the IOM scheme
would, if we accept the ideas of Tyler (2006) and others,*® be a lack of offender

compliance with the requirements of the scheme.

It might be thought that this argument would explain why the police generally
appear to be perpetually dealing with the same offenders (MOJ, 2010). However,
much research °’ documents offenders overtly accepting the coercive and
authoritarian behaviour of the police as part of the ‘game’. This academic
orthodoxy is further explored in Chapter 6, within the context of my own findings.
But it suffices to say here that it is likely that aggressive, arbitrary and disdainful
police treatment is something IOM offenders will see as bringing on themselves

through their offending behaviour.

If ‘bad’ cops on the streets are continuing to subject IOM offenders to
disproportionate and unfair procedures as well as arbitrary ‘tests’ and social
discipline, this may further compound offenders’ negative perceptions of the police.
The result may be unwillingness on the part of offenders to engage with the
scheme, due to a lack of trust in those whose intentions are in line with IOM
official policy and who are actively trying to engage with them. Trust, of course, is
a key aspect of procedural fairness and closely associated with ideas about
legitimacy (Tyler, 2006). More than this, however, such behaviour may undermine
the generation of good intelligence by field intelligence officers because it disrupts

the efforts of these officers to build rapport with IOM offenders. Ideas about the

** See for example, Skolnick, 1966; Reiner, 1978; Punch 1979; Holdaway, 1983; Young, 1991.

3% See for example, Choongh, 1998, p.195; Lister et al 2008, p.43-4; Sarang et al, 2010; Aitken et al,
2002; Loftus, 2010; Skinns, 2011; Young, 1991; Mckeganey and McGallagly, 2013.

3¢ See for example, Sunshine and Tyler, 2003; Bradford, 2012, 2013; Bottoms and Tankebe, 2012;
Jackson et al, 2012; Gau et al, 2012.

7 See for example, Lister et al, 2008, McKeganey and McGallagly, 2013; Sarang et al, 2010;
Aitken, 2002.
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broader implications of how offenders and the various IOM personnel are adjusting

to and managing different ways of thinking and working are examined in Chapter 6.

In summary, this study examines the experience of IOM from the perspectives of
IOM workers and the offenders they manage. The account offered is both empirical
and theoretically informed. But my research is also theoretically relevant in that it
suggests refinement to current ideas about desistance, compliance and perceptions
of legitimacy amongst recidivists. The research is situated within three main
theoretical debates about police decision-making: legitimacy, desistance and the
nexus between them. These are explored in Chapter 2. The aim of the study was not
to ‘test’ these theories. Rather the ideas provide a way of examining and defining
IOM policing practices and their implications for those subject to the scheme and
working within its framework. The empirical findings from the study are discussed
and integrated with existing literatures in Chapters 4 to 6. Chapter 4 explores the
relationships between the various partnership agencies, as well as the broader
implications for the promotion of desistance amongst recidivists. Chapter 5
examines the world outlook of field intelligence officers and how this influences
both their decision-making practices and interactions with IOM offenders. Chapter
6 considers offender experiences of IOM methods and practices, but also situates
these experiences within ideas about police culture, police decision-making and
legitimacy. As a whole the study aims to contribute to debates about the feasibility
and value of this style of inter-agency working. This is the subject of Chapter 7, as
are the implications for improving the IOM approach to the management of prolific

offenders.
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Chapter 2

Understanding culture, fairness and legitimacy within integrated

offender management

Introduction

Richards (2010, p.73) tells us that ‘research design is created by the researcher, is
molded (rather than dictated) by the method, and is responsive to the context and
the participants’. In this way, it is important to develop and situate research
questions within existing conceptual debates. This approach bridges the potential
‘gaps’ between gathering the data (method) and analysing it (theory) (Banakar and
Travers, 2005). In the present study, I am seeking to understand what kind of
policing is taking place under the umbrella of integrated offender management
(IOM) and with what implications for offender desistance, procedural justice, and
the proportionality of interventions in offenders’ lives. Most attention is paid to the
methodology of the study in Chapter 3, here I provide an account of the key
theoretical perspectives that informed my research. This chapter also speaks to a
broader issue, that of the empirical methods I adopted throughout the fieldwork. In
this way it lays the foundations for Chapter 3, in which the ideas discussed will be

linked closely to the empirical methods I adopted throughout the fieldwork.

This chapter is divided into two main sections. I begin by focusing on those most
affected by the ‘management’ choices of field intelligence officers: offenders. The
key issue here is whether offenders viewed the outcomes of field intelligence
officer decisions — in practical terms, the methods and practices adopted by these
officers — as both legitimate and proportionate. The first section therefore considers
what is meant by legitimacy within the context of IOM and develops a standard of
proportionality against which the operational practices of field intelligence officers
were examined during the fieldwork. It also reflects on the relationship between

legitimacy and desistance from (or reduction of) offending.
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Secondly, I present some theoretical reflections on police decision-making. The
operational methods of Integrated Offender Management (IOM) by definition stem
from decisions made by police officers and other IOM practitioners. The
voluminous research literature on the relationship between law and policing
establishes that police officers are not constrained by legal rules, rather that officers
often manipulate them to serve independently defined objectives.*® Orthodox police
research suggests that these objectives are closely linked to police sub-culture. By
reviewing several classic policing ethnographies, I examine this claim. In doing so,
I identify the core constituents of police culture, but also the various challenges that
have been made to the concept. In the light of such challenges, I argue that police
sub-culture must be supplemented with other ideas about what influences police
decision-making. In support of this contention, I draw on Keith Hawkins’s (2002)
theory of decision-making within a criminal justice setting. Hawkins points to a
connection between forces within the broader decision-making environment within
which police officers find themselves and the process of interpretation they embark
on when responding to particular events. The final part of this chapter explores the
relevance of Hawkins’s ideas to the decision-making practices of police officers

working with the IOM unit and links these ideas with the concept of police culture.

1. Legitimacy and proportionality in integrated offender management

Integrated offender management

IOM is a localised multi-agency approach to promoting desistance amongst prolific
acquisitive offenders. Multi-agency, within this context, means a ‘partnership’
formed between four criminal justice agencies: the police, probation service, prison
service and a criminal justice intervention team. Its aim is to reduce crime by
identifying and targeting recidivist offenders who, according to police intelligence,
are committing large amounts of crime and harming local communities (Ministry of

Justice, 2010).%° Various tactics are employed by the scheme to achieve these

¥ See for example, Choongh, 1998; Dixon 1997 and Loftus 2010.
%% See also: Lewisham Total Place: Customer Insight in Total Place - Case Study ‘Reducing Re-
Offending’, October, 2010, at p.5.
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objectives. On the one hand, IOM places a premium on conducting targeted
enforcement-type interventions, for example, surveillance operations and vigorous
monitoring and enforcement of offenders’ prison licence or bail conditions. On the
other hand, some effort is also put into rehabilitating and supporting these offenders

with the ultimate aim of promoting long-term desistance amongst the cohort.

What is of interest here are the implications of this approach, for offenders
themselves and, more specifically, whether the enforcement strategies adopted by
the scheme are perceived to be legitimate and proportionate by the offenders at
which they are targeted. In what follows, therefore, I consider (and intend to
determine) the meaning of legitimacy and proportionality within the context of
integrated offender management. As a working definition, however, 1 will treat
proportionality as referring to the requirement that the means used to achieve an
objective should bear a reasonable relationship to the importance of that objective
(a hammer should not be used to crack a nut), and legitimacy as referring to the
‘property of an authority or institution that leads people to feel that that authority or
institution is entitled to be deferred to and obeyed’ (Sunshine and Tyler, 2003,
p.514).

Acquiring and sharing information is at the core of integrated offender management
strategies. Information gathered on offenders is continuously processed and updated
by field intelligence officers and other IOM practitioners.*’ This steady stream of
intelligence is circulated amongst the various participating agencies. In many ways
‘integrated offender management’ could be re-cast as ‘integrated information
sharing’; for it is this pooling of knowledge which facilitates greatly the
development of recidivism prevention strategies by the IOM team. The practice of
‘integrated information sharing’ is essentially a ‘risk-management’ exercise,
wherein the information gathered is assessed and the risk, if any, of these
individuals re-offending is ‘calculated’. Once the risk is determined, tactical
enforcement strategies are deployed by the IOM team. This means that the majority

of IOM offenders are subjected to intensive surveillance strategies, their

* The IOM team is assisted by an ‘admin support’ team who facilitate, by means of maintaining
comprehensive computer systems — Guardian, IIMS and the Local AS Hub, the communication of
information between the various agencies.
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movements and activities being overtly (and covertly) monitored and information

about them collected, usually without their consent.

The Police Operations Guide provides field intelligence officers with a form of
‘official’ guidance on how IOM offenders should be appropriately managed
according to their risk status. Offenders are colour coded according to the level of
‘risk’.*! For example, ‘red’ offenders are deemed to pose the greatest risk of re-
offending, whereas ‘green’ offenders appeared to be, at least from an intelligence

point of view, ‘back on the straight and narrow’.

Levels of enforcement, therefore, are determined by the ‘colour-code’ assigned to
each offender during the selection process.”” For ‘red’ offenders, habitual drug
users who regularly commit priority crime,* the enforcement strategies are
tremendously invasive. They include daily reviews, arrest plans, regular singular
and multi-agency intelligence visits, CCTV surveillance, covert and overt directed
surveillance, financial investigation and ASBOs. ‘Amber’ offenders, vaguely
defined as those on whom IOM has insufficient intelligence to judge the degree of
priority crime offending and who are still deemed involved or at risk of being
involved in such offending, are subjected to a slightly more relaxed regime of
weekly reviews, arrest plans, intelligence visits, internet appeals and monthly case
supervision. ‘Green’ offenders are former red or amber offenders, who are still kept
on the ‘radar’ even though intelligence suggests that they are no longer committing
priority crime. This group is ‘managed’ through monthly reviews, case supervision,

arrest plans and ad hoc intelligence reports (Police Operations Guide, 2010).

The discretionary nature of policing (Dixon, 1997; Reiner, 2010; Waddington,
1999) enables field intelligence officers to pursue their own ideas about how the

IOM mandate should be attained. Whether or not field intelligence officers rigidly

' According to the Police Operations Guide (2010, p.1), IOM offenders’ ‘risk’ levels, are measured
in terms of their ‘current risk of re-offending’. This assessment is based on recent intelligence,
provided by all IOM partners.

* Offenders are ‘colour-coded’ on the basis of current intelligence and a police ‘scoring system’
(See Police Operations Guide, 2010).

# “Priority crime’ is a localised police term used regularly within the context of IOM. It refers
to acquisitive crime consider to be a ‘priority” within the force area. In this case, it refers to robbery,
burglary, theft, and vehicular crime.
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stick within the appropriate enforcement guidelines is considered further in later
chapters, drawing on field observations; nonetheless, I will offer some tentative
suggestions as to the possibilities. At times strategies may fall well outside the
operational guidelines. ‘Green’ offenders with a history of prolific shop-lifting, for
instance, might be regularly followed by CCTV cameras or plain-clothes police
officers when observed near shops. ‘Amber’ offenders may be subjected to
surveillance tactics normatively reserved for ‘red’. Some offenders might be treated
differently to others - not being pursued with the vigour dictated by the operational
guidelines — whilst others are zealously targeted by field intelligence officers,

perhaps even disproportionately.

Legitimacy and policing

Proportionality and, perhaps to a greater extent, legitimacy have grown in
importance within discussions about policing.** Skinns (2011), for example, draws
heavily upon sociological and psychological research on legitimacy by Tyler (2003)
and others® as part of an empirical examination into the processes and practices
that occur within police custody in England and Wales. Bradford (2011) has also
incorporated legitimacy into studies on public confidence in policing. Similarly,
Gau and Brunson (2009) examined inner-city young men’s perceptions of police
legitimacy as a way of understanding police order maintenance practices. The broad
focus of these studies has largely been on whether those in authority, police officers
for example, are regarded as legitimate by those over whom they exercise power, —
the general public. This has been determined by reference to procedural and

interpersonal treatment of the policed.

The significance of understanding how individuals who come in contact with the
police experience these encounters and in turn how those experiences inform their
judgements about the legitimacy of the police (Tyler, 2010, p.127) has become

widely recognised within policing research. This is particularly important within

* See for example, Skogan and Fryfl, 2004; Skogan and Meares 2004. Tyler and Fagan, 2008;
Murphy et al., 2008; Hough et al, 2009, 2010, Jackson et al, 2010, Bradford, Quinton, Myhill and G
Porte, 2012, Myhill and Bradford, 2013, Jackson, et al, 2013

* See for example, Sparks and Bottoms, 1995; Sunshine and Tyler, 2003; Tankebe and Gelsthorpe,
2007 Tyler, 2006; Tyler and Fagan, 2008.
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the context of desistance, as research suggests that when those in authority act
unfairly towards those they come into contact, this diminishes their chances of
encouraging rule-following behaviour amongst these people (Tyler, 2010; Jackson
et al, 2012). This claim will be examined below more fully within the context of
IOM attempts to turn prolific offenders away from a criminal lifestyle. However,
first it is necessary to consider the rapidly expanding literatures on legitimacy in

order to arrive at a more precise definition, for the purpose of this study.

Legitimacy: towards a practical definition

In the context of IOM, the concept of legitimacy speaks to offender perceptions of
the power exercised over them by police officers and other IOM staff. Because of
the nature of prison release licence conditions, various aspects of the lives of IOM
offenders may be subject to wide ranging controls. For example, offenders may be
told where they can reside on release from prison or perhaps with whom they can or
cannot associate. Appropriate controls for each offender will likely be determined
by IOM probation workers. However, given that IOM is by definition an
information sharing partnership, it also possible that IOM police officers will have
a part to play in this decision-making process. Certainly IOM’s uniformed branch
would be responsible for enforcing any IOM-informed restrictions placed on
offenders. Decisions made by IOM staff about restrictions and enforcement will
also be based on police intelligence updates. It is also possible that field intelligence
officers may convey the outcomes of the decisions to offenders, which may in turn
shape how offenders view these officers. These possibilities are important because
as far as the legitimacy of IOM actions are concerned, a key factor will be whether
offenders view the police and other IOM staff as having earned an entitlement to
command, which in turn creates in them an obligation to obey (Hough et al 2010,

p204).

For the purposes of this study, therefore, the actions of IOM will be regarded as
‘legitimate’ if IOM offenders recognise that field intelligence officers and other
IOM practitioners have a right to exercise power, prescribe behaviour and enforce
the edicts of the scheme. Underpinning this definition, nonetheless, is the question

of whether or not the actions and decisions of those in authority are considered
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valid, fair, and acceptable (Tyler, 2006; Skinns, 2011; Tankebe and Gelsthorpe,
2007) by IOM offenders.

Procedural fairness

My primary focus here is the role of the police within IOM. In order to ‘command’
obedience from members of the public, police officers must ‘demonstrate moral
authority embodying a shared sense of right and wrong ... through the quality of
their behaviour in specific interactions’ (Hough et al, 2010, p.205). This ‘moral
alignment’ (ibid) becomes more relevant when considered within the context of
discussions about the relationship between police discretion and organisational
culture. Police culture and its influence on police behaviour is examined in detail in
section 2, but to provide a brief but salient example, a view held by some police
officers — one shaped by police culture — is that some people are beyond, or simply
not deserving of help (Bradford et al, 2013). This type of outlook may affect the
quality of police decision-making but also whether offenders are treated and
managed fairly within the framework of IOM. What becomes important therefore is
how the police exercise their authority. Tyler (2003) describes this as ‘procedural
fairness’, a key determinant in the maintenance of police legitimacy (Skinns, 2011,

p.37; Jackson, et al, 2012).

The relevance of procedural fairness to police legitimacy

A growing body of evidence suggests that the legitimacy of police actions is closely
linked to public perceptions about the procedural fairness of police decision-making
and also the way in which officers exercise authority. Tyler (1990) has found that
when people believe the actions of the police are legitimate they are more likely to
comply with their directions.*® The way field intelligence officers go about making
‘management’ decisions may be closely linked to offenders’ views on whether or
not they feel they are being treated in a procedurally fair manner. If IOM offenders
perceive the decisions of police officers and others within IOM to be procedurally

fair, they will be more likely to comply with the edicts of the scheme.

4 See also: Paternoster, et al, 1997; Tyler, 2000.
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Of course, people may define what is “fair’ in various ways. Think, for example, of
the individual who believes that combat is a fair way to resolve a conflict, whilst
another person believes that independent arbitration is a fairer way of settling the
same dispute. Whilst both parties appear interested in involving some form of fair

procedure, what that procedure looks like remains in dispute.

Tyler (2000, p.117),*” however, suggests that people evaluate whether a particular
procedure or process is ‘fair’ primarily through several criteria: whether there are
opportunities to participate, whether the authorities are neutral, the degree to which
people trust the motives of the authorities and whether people are treated with
dignity and respect during the process.*® Whether offenders can reconcile their
experience of IOM with the above criteria is both an open and empirical question.
Yet it is here that Tyler’s ideas can provide a reference point, to which we may
return throughout the study. As a practical definition, therefore, procedural fairness
will exist where offenders are subjected to fair (as they see it) decision-making
procedures and are treated respectfully and politely during interactions with IOM

49
workers.

Many determining factors are likely to play a part in how offenders perceive the
methods and practices of the IOM scheme. What is possible, however, in light of
the work of Tyler (2006) and others, is that IOM offenders who feel they are being
treated unfairly or disproportionately will be less likely to engage with the scheme
and more likely to reject pathways support. Equally, other IOM offenders engaging
with the scheme may only do so because of the threat of sanctions. In the latter
case, compliance and obedience comes not from any moral compunction to obey
the directives of IOM but, according to Bottoms and Tankebe 2012, p.126), from ‘a
combination of physical coercion (e.g., locking people up), fear or a self-interested
calculation of the consequences of resistance’. Offender perceptions of the

proportionality of enforcement strategies adopted by IOM may also have a bearing

7 See also: Kitzman and Emery, 1993; Lind, et al, 1998; Lind, et al, 1993.

* The ‘quality’ of offender treatment, is likely to tie into ideas about the influence of police sub-
culture on the decision-making practice of police officers. This aspect of the study is explored in
more detail below.

* Here the term ‘IOM workers’, includes both uniformed and field intelligence IOM police officers,
as well as probation, prison and drug workers.
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on the likelihood of offender participation in the scheme. This is of critical
importance to the research because it suggests that ‘proportionality’, as a concept, is
intrinsically linked both to the general legitimacy of the IOM scheme and the
likelihood of its success in promoting long-term desistance amongst recidivist
offenders. Yet in order to investigate whether IOM approaches are perceived by
offenders to be proportionate and, therefore, by implication legitimate, it is first
necessary to determine the meaning of proportionality within the context of IOM

approaches.

Proportionality: towards a practical definition

Proportionality is a nebulous concept which must be examined carefully. In what
follows I set out a basic standard of ‘proportionality’ against which IOM
enforcement strategies can be assessed throughout the empirical research. Before
turning to this ‘basic standard’, for reasons I shall subsequently make clear, I will
rule out some alternative approaches to discerning the meaning of proportionality

within the context of IOM.

First, I considered, and rejected, the idea of drawing an analogy between the
various intrusions (intensive surveillance and so on) into the lives of IOM offenders
and the intrusive nature of stop and searches conducted during ‘ordinary’ police
operations. One might argue that the events, factors and criteria contained within
the PACE*® Codes of Practice guidance, for example reasonable suspicion”',
together with associated case-law’”, could be used as a basic standard against which
to measure the proportionality of IOM enforcement strategies. This approach,
however, must be discarded. Firstly, it may not be possible to make a direct
comparison between IOM ‘intrusions’ and stop and search ‘intrusions’, as they are
by nature inherently different. Secondly, there is likely to be little by way of

authoritative case-law in the IOM area, as the targeted groups’ are disorganised,

%% The Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, hereafter referred to as PACE.

> See PACE Codes of Practice A, para.2.2.

32 See for example, Murray v UK (1994) 19 EHRR 193; Shaaban Bin Hussien v Chong Fook Kam
[1970] AC 940; Castorina v Chief Constable of Surrey [1998] NLJR 180; Cumming v Northumbria
[2003] EWCA Civ 1844; and O ’Hara v Chief Constable of the RUC [1997] 1 All ER 129.

>3 According to Ministry of Justice statistics, the typical IOM offender is a white male, aged 29, with
a criminal history going back 14 years and an average of 74 previous convictions. More often than
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poor and lacking in social capital.”* This means they are less likely to challenge the

actions of field intelligence officers.

Second, consideration was given to drawing upon ideas associated with empirical
ethics research methods. >> Adherents to this approach might suggest that
proportionality in the context of IOM can be conceptualised by reference to the
standards or particular thinking formed about proportionality by IOM offenders and
field intelligence officers. In other words, a basic standard of proportionality could
be developed from the data extracted during the empirical research. This approach,
however, was deemed impractical given that what was needed from the outset was
a standard of proportionality that could be used throughout the observations, rather
than waiting until after the interviews were conducted and analysed using an
empirical ethics approach. Moreover, as will become apparent in what follows,

human rights law already provides an authoritative standard of proportionality.

Proportionality — a human rights based approach

The growth of ‘rights-consciousness and claims within the UK’ (Murphy and
Whitty, 2007, p.798), particularly since the passing of the Human Rights Act
(HRA) 1998, has meant that rights discourse, particularly that concerning the civil

and political rights as expressed within the European Convention of Human Rights

not, the offender will have problems with addiction, no stable accommodation, and is unlikely to
have ever held regular employment (MOJ, 2010).

> For present purposes I have adopted Putman’s conceptualisation of social capital, in which he
suggests that it refers to the ‘networks and norms, and trust that enable participants to act together
more effectively to pursue shared objectives’ (1995, p.664-65). Research suggests that moreover, ‘a
lack of social capital can be associated with an elevated risk of delinquent behaviour’ (Salmi and
Kivivuori (2006)) and persistent offending (see, for example, McNeill, 2009)

> Empirical ethics is a way of combining ethics and empirical research. As a theoretical concept it
suggests, according to Borry, et al, that ‘the study of people’s actual moral beliefs, intuitions,
behaviour and reasoning yields information that is meaningful for ethics and should be the starting
point of ethics; secondly, empirical ethics acknowledges that the methodology of the social sciences
(with quantitative and qualitative methods such as case studies, surveys, experiments, interviews,
and participatory observation) is a way (and probably the best way) to map this reality; thirdly,
empirical ethics states that the crucial distinction between descriptive and prescriptive aspects
should be more flexible. Empirical ethics denies the structural incompatibility of empirical and
normative approaches, and believes in their fundamental complementarity; fourthly, empirical ethics
is a heuristic term which argues for an integration of empirical methodology or empirical research
evidence in the process of ethical reflection. In its overarching meaning, empirical ethics is not a
methodology of doing ethics, but a basic methodological attitude to use the findings from empirical
research in ethical reflection and decision making’ (Borry, P., Schotsmans, P., Deirickx, K., (2004)
Editorial Empirical Ethics: a challenge to bio-ethics Medicine, Health Care and Philosophy T: 1-3).
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(ECHR), has greatly augmented the relevance of individual rights to the IOM
approach. Human rights law, therefore, provides the foundation of the definition of
‘proportionality” which I have adopted as the ‘yardstick’ against which IOM

strategies can be measured.

Statutory IOM offenders are required to engage with the scheme as part of their
prison release licence conditions. In order to be lawful, however, some form of
reasonable relationship must be maintained between the crime prevention/risk-
management aspirations of the state and the interests of IOM offenders to have their
rights upheld. In short, licence conditions must be proportionate. This principle is
anchored in human rights jurisprudence having developed out of challenges made,
under the auspices of art.8 of the ECHR, against the terms of prison licence
conditions. Three cases in particular warrant attention: Craven,”® Carman,’’ and
Mehmet™®. In each case the applicant contended, inter alia, that a condition of the
licence (Carman - residing at a particular hostel, Craven - an exclusion zone,
Mehmet - travelling restrictions) amounted to an infringement of his right to
‘respect for his private and family life, his home and ... correspondence’. It is quite
possible that IOM enforcement practices, for example, the use of intensive
surveillance tactics, may also interfere with the art.8 rights of statutory offenders.
State interference with the exercise of art.8, however, is permissible when it is in
accordance with the law and is necessary in a democratic society in the interests of
national security, public safety or the economic well-being of the country, for the
prevention of disorder or crime, for the protection of health or morals or for the

protection of rights and freedoms of others’ (art.8(2)).

Moses J in Carman™ insists that this means that ‘any restriction on [art.8] ... must
be necessary and proportionate’.®” This position stems from obiter remarks made by

Burnton J, in Craven, %! Wherein his Lordship maintained that ECHR law requires

% Stephen Craven v Secretary of State for the Home Department and the Parole Board [2001]
EWHC 850 (Admin).

"R v (on the application of Carman) v Secretary of State for the Home Department (Again, do you
mean Home Office?)[2004] EWHC 2400 (Admin).

> The Queen on the Application of Rifat Mehmet v London Probation Board [2007] EWHC 2223
(Admin).

>% Supra., n57.

% Ibid, at para.25.

%! Supra., n.56.
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the court to determine ‘whether the interference is proportionate to the particular
aim being pursued ... the more serious the intervention the more compelling must
be the justification’.®” In Mehmet,* Sullivan J merely confirmed this now well

established position.**

The law in this area can be summarised as follows. Providing licence conditions
(which, for our purposes include mandatory engagement with IOM) are consistent
with a legitimate purpose (in this case - the prevention of recidivism), any
corresponding interference with an IOM offender’s right to private and family life
(for example, by way of intensive surveillance measures) will be justified if that
interference is considered by the court to be necessary and proportionate to the
legitimate aim pursued (protecting the public and/or preventing re-offending, for
example). Licence conditions are ‘not to punish but ... to protect the public in
general or specific individuals from potential risks of harm based on risk

assessment undertaken by the probation service’.%

The Government’s National Offender Management Services guidelines draw
heavily upon these principles. Both the ‘Transfer to the Parole Board of functions
under the Criminal Justice Act 1991: Release of long-term prisoners’ and the list of
NOMS-approved licence conditions for adults, insist that ‘proportionality’ must, in
this context, mean that the ‘restrictions placed on the offender are no more than the
minimum required to manage the risk posed’.®® ‘Necessary’, on the other hand as
Feldman points out, is a ‘difficult phrase to which to give substantive content’
(2002, p.539). It refers to the requirement that interference must be ‘necessary in a
democratic society’. Some like Taylor (2002, p.68), however, have suggested that it
merely amounts to a ‘test of proportionality’. Certainly, in judicial or administrative

practice, ‘necessity’ bears a more flexible meaning than ‘no lesser means available’

%2Supra, n.57, at para.21.

% Supra., n.58.

% Ibid, at para.12.

63 Supra., n.57, at para.18. In principle these challenges can be dealt with by the Administrative
Court by means of conventional judicial review grounds: reasonableness, necessity and
proportionality (although each case is dependent on its own facts).

% Ministry of Justice National Offender Management Instructions (ref: PSI 37/2011) “Transfer to the
Parole Board of functions under the Criminal Justice Act 1991: Release of long-term prisoners’, p.3,
para.2.9, available at:
http://sitesearch.justice.gov.uk.openobjects.com/kb5/justice/justice/results.page?qt=PS1+37%2F201
1 (accessed, 03/08/2011).
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(Feldman, 2002, p.539). For present purposes, however, it seems appropriate to
continue to follow the government’s offender management guidelines: ‘necessity’
(and thus proportionality) will be taken to mean either that no other means are
available or, where other means are available, that the legitimate aim pursued by
the interference cannot be achieved by less restrictive measures. This provides a
working definition of proportionality against which to assess the targeted

enforcement strategies adopted by IOM in the field.

In sum then, any interventions employed by the scheme to manage the ‘risk’ posed
by a particular offender were considered disproportionate when they amounted to
more than the minimum required to manage the risk posed by the offender in
question. Furthermore, such interventions will be regarded as unnecessary (and thus
disproportionate) where other less restrictive means are available to achieve the

legitimate aim pursued by the interference.

Legitimacy, proportionality, desistance and IOM

Ideally, all IOM offenders should be treated proportionately and thus legitimately;
this would be in line with generally accepted moral standards in society. Proponents
of risk-based offender management, however, may argue that the sheer volume of
crime committed by this group as a whole justifies high and at times
disproportionate (in terms of particular individuals) levels of strategic intervention.
Offenders might view the levels of resources targeted at them as disproportionate.
They could, for example, argue that their privacy is being continuously invaded by
‘multi-agency intelligence visits’ or ‘CCTV surveillance’ (Police Operations Guide,
2010). The system of selection may, however, alleviate the danger of
disproportionate intervention if, firstly, it places considerable emphasis on a careful
and measured assessment of whether an individual deserves to be in the IOM
scheme and, secondly, if it is the scene of exacting and continuing reviews of the
status of IOM offenders, therefore filtering out individuals no longer considered to
be ‘risky’. However, a potential paradox arises. ‘Rigorous and continuing reviews’,
as required by the police operational handbook, will need to be based on up-to-date
intelligence reports, which will often be obtained only by the kind of intrusive

tactics most likely resented by offenders. If the operational methods and practices

7



adopted by IOM are perceived by offenders as grossly disproportionate, it may
undermine the legitimacy of the scheme in the eyes of offenders (Skinns, 2011,
p.23), particularly where there is no new intelligence or indication that they are
continuing to offend. Ironically, then, a scheme designed to promote desistance
may actually be counter-productive, at least to some extent. To understand this
more fully it is important to engage with some of the key lessons of the literature

concerning how best to promote long-term desistance amongst offenders.®’

First, the higher the degree of scrutiny, the more possible it is that an offence will
be detected, even if the offender in question is offending at a lower rate than other
people not currently on the IOM scheme. Consequently, to some, as yet unknown,
extent IOM may lock its own prolific ‘priority’ offenders into their offending
identity. Second, this may in turn promote fatalistic thinking by offenders about
their own offending trajectories. Maruna’s (2001) narrative study concerning the
subjective dimensions of change amongst ‘persisters’ (persistent offenders) and
‘desisters’ (those that had achieved an offence free period) found that persisters
tended to retain a sense of fatalism about the inevitability of their offending
trajectories, largely viewing their offending life scripts as having been written for
them a long time ago (Maruna, 2001, p.75). As well as reinforcing the status of
IOM offenders as ‘prolific’, ‘priority’ offenders, the methods and practices of the
scheme may also reinforce any sense of fatalism that these offenders have about

their own offending careers.

Third, desistance literatures point to the importance of establishing effective
relationships — built, amongst other things, on sensitivity, respectfulness,
compassion and fairness — as a pivotal part of the offender supervision process
(Burnett, 2004; Burnet and McNeil, 2005; McNeil 2006; Bottoms, 2001). If
offenders perceive the actions and authority of IOM to be 'illegitimate’, this could
undermine IOM staff’s chances of persuading offenders to desist permanently from

offending. As McNeil (2006, p.52) explains:

57 See for example Papachristos, A. V., et al, 2007; 2012; Tyler, 1997.
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...in the community legitimacy is likely to be a crucial factor both in preventing breach [of
court imposed orders] by persuading offenders to comply with the order and, perhaps, in

preventing recidivism by persuading offenders to comply with the law.

Fourth, where individuals feel pressurised to engage with IOM because of the threat
or use of sanctions, this may further delegitimize the scheme from the viewpoint of
offenders. In any case, coercive criminal justice approaches run counter to broadly
held ideas about the promotion of desistance amongst recidivist offenders. Indeed,
whilst some evidence suggests that threats of punishment can make people engage
with authorities when they might otherwise not, some writers, Appleton and
Burnett (2004, p.35) and Crawford (1994) for example, suggest that ‘voluntary
participation’ in programmes designed to promote desistance is likely to be an
important motivator in the promotion of long-term desistence amongst this cohort.
Another factor is an individual’s self-motivation to stop offending. Burnet (1992,
p.66) found that offenders who felt that they were both ready to stop and that they
could stop offending were more likely to desist from offending than those who
remained unsure about whether they wanted to stop offending. Employment, age,
and other social and psychological variables have also been found®® to be conducive
to long-term desistance; coercion alone, it seems, does not motivate people to

comply with legal authority; other factors are also vitally important.

Finally, returning to ideas about procedural fairness, if the police unfairly exercise
their authority, this may be met by defiance and non-cooperation (Tyler and
Sunshine, 2003). Moreover, disrespectful treatment and unfair decision-making, or
in other words procedural unfairness, not only makes compliance less likely®®, but
may also weaken any the connection between the police, the policed, and the rule of
law (Jackson et al, (2012). Further, treating people in this way not only has the
potential to lower self-esteem but also, as Jackson et al (2012, p.1053) point out,

conveys a stark message to offenders: ‘you are not valued by society’.”

58 See for example: Uggen and Kruttschnitt, 1998; Farrington, 1992; Cusson and Pinsonnealt, 1986;
Farrall, 2004.

9 See for example: Sunshine and Tyler, 2003; Engel, 2005; Gau and Brunson, 2009; Tyler and
Fagan, 2008; Wells, 2007. Although most of the empirical work has been concerned with the police
and court system, a second strand of criminological research has developed. Sparks et al, (1996)
provides a good entry into this research, but see also: Liebling 2004 and Crew 2009.

7 Italics signify original emphasis.
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This is important within the context of IOM because such messages, whilst
congruent with orthodox police cultural attitudes, are difficult to reconcile with a
penal strategy which aims to reintegrate offenders back into society. In fact they
appear more reflective of popularist punitive attitudes (Bottoms, 1995; Garland,
2001). Desistance research has identified a connection between offender decisions
to desist, their sense of self and a need to feel included within the social world.
Positive social inclusion, therefore, seems to go some way towards motivating
recidivist offenders to desist (Weaver and McNeill, 2010). The point is, however,
that procedurally unfair treatment of offenders may have a negative impact of their
perceived sense of worth. This may also reduce the likelihood of long term

desistance.

1. Understanding decision-making in a criminal justice setting

One of the key research questions tackled in this thesis concerns the kind of
policing taking place within IOM. In essence, this involves looking closely at the
setting within which policing decisions are taken and the nature of that decision-
making. Field intelligence officers within IOM are legal decision-makers. By this I
mean that these officers routinely make decisions within a criminal justice setting,
the contours of which are determined by law. Police decision-making is
underpinned by vast amounts of discretion; this is well documented (see for
example: Dixon, 1992, 1997; McConville et al, 1991; McConville and Shepherd,
1992; Young, 1991; Waddington, 1999a, 1999b). Likewise, discretion is all-
pervasive in IOM. It is the means by which law’' is translated into action (Hawkins,
1992) by field intelligence officers and other IOM practitioners. Field intelligence
officers form an integral part of the multi-agency teams which form the bedrock of
the IOM scheme. There is little doubt, moreover, that their choices regarding the
management of IOM offenders have the potential to impact massively on the lives
of these individuals. It is imperative, therefore, that we are able as much as possible

to understand the factors and criteria employed by officers when arriving at a

"I Sections 5 to 7 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 place a statutory duty on local authorities to
formulate and implement a strategy for combating the misuse of drugs and the reduction of crime
and disorder in the area.
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decision. In what follows, I broaden the lens through which field intelligence
officer behaviours and practices can be understood by examining and subsequently
transposing Keith Hawkins’s ideas concerning discretionary decision-making

within a criminal justice setting into the wider context of IOM.

Surround, field, and frame

Research suggests that ‘police culture’ influences the way police officers handle
legal rules.” It is highly likely that the same ‘culture’ impacts on field intelligence
officer decision-making, particularly during field intelligence officer-offender
interaction. Moreover, it is unlikely that field intelligence officers exercise
discretion in total isolation from any wider socio-political or organisational context.
Resource allocation, organisational demands, ideological orientation and
occupational pressures all, to varying extents, impact upon police decision-making.
Keith Hawkins argues that decisions made by actors within a criminal justice
setting ‘can only be understood by reference to their broad environment, particular
context and interpretive practices: their surround, field and frames’ (Hawkins,

2003, p.189). As Hawkins explains further:

...Criminal justice decisions are made in the broader setting of a surround and within a
context or field, defined by legal and organisational mandates... Decisions are made in a
rich and complex environment, which acts as the setting for the play of shifting currents of
broad political and economic values and forces. Decision frames, the interpretive and
classificatory devices operating in particular instances, are shaped both by surround and
field. To understand the nature of criminal justice decision-making better, a connection
needs to be forged between forces in the decision-making environment and the interpretive

processes that individuals engage in when deciding a particular case’ (2003, p.189).

Hawkins’s ideas are useful when transposed into the context of IOM, for they
provide a theoretical lens through which to explore and interpret the decision-
making practices of field intelligence officers. The surround, for example, is the

wide landscape within which criminal justice decision-making takes place. It is the

2 See for example: McConville et al, 1991, Choongh, 1998; Loftus, 2010, Skinns, 2011 and Reiner,
1992.
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site of crime trends which criminal justice agencies are mandated to address,
particularly those that precipitate public and political concern. Moreover, the
surround is the political and economic environment for individual decision-making
and the activities of the legal bureaucracies, for instance the Home Office, the
National Offender Management Service and the Ministry of Justice, within which
such decision-making takes place. The surround is fluid and therefore subject to
change, which is often perpetuated through hysterical media interpretation and
representation of the criminal process (Ericson and Haggerty, 1997; Hutter and
Manning 1990). Both the socio-political and socio-economic climate may shift. The
changed environment then becomes part of a new organisational and decision-
making space for criminal justice actors. In this way, both the organisational field
and the process of interpretation and classification by decision-makers (frames) are

affected.

Surround

The surround primarily concerns the socio-political and socio-economic climate.
This can be broken down further when we consider the policies which have shaped
criminal justice over the last few decades. Combating crime, being ‘tough on crime’
and a general concern for the safety and security of the law abiding ‘majority’ seem
to have been an important election pledge of most political parties. It is therefore
unsurprising that a ‘key priority’ (MOJ, 2010, p.1) of the current coalition
government is the ‘safety and security’ of the ostensibly ‘law-abiding citizen’

(MOJ, 2010, p.1).

Breaking the reoffending cycle by punishing, reforming, and rehabilitating
offenders is the current government’s mission statement. This can be viewed
against a backdrop of a rise in ‘managerialism’ and ‘actuarial’ criminal justice
approaches (Garland, 2001; Feeley and Simon, 1994) over the last two decades.
This form of ‘justice’ inter alia places an emphasis on the identification and
classification of ‘dangerous’ or ‘risky’ segments of the population (Brownlee, 1998,
p.323) who must be risk-managed at minimum cost (Garland, 2001; Pratt, 2000).

The result, is a ‘shift in the goals, principles, and procedures of criminal law in the
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direction of compliance-based law enforcement, which uses surveillance and record
keeping as the primary form of control’ (Ericson and Haggerty (1997, p.52-3).”
This ‘shift’ makes up a key part of the current ‘surround’ within the context of
IMPACT. Since the late 1990s, primarily under the last Labour government, wide
ranging programmes have been developed specifically to prevent crime and manage
risk. Hybrid civil-criminal legislation, providing for the confiscation of criminal

4 . .. . 5
proceeds,” and various civil behaviour orders” are but two examples.

Those responsible for law enforcement policy-making must adapt to changes in the
surround in more ways than merely introducing new legislation. Transformations,
shaped by the changing surround, have already taken place in the field of policing.
Privatisation, joint venture arrangements, payment by results and financial
incentivisation have become buzz-words within criminal justice spheres.’® This is
perhaps a reflection of ‘managerialist’ trends and market value disciplines infusing
criminal justice practices. As Sanders, Young and Burton (2010, p.39) note,
‘criminal justice has been much influenced by the ‘new public management’
promoted by successive governments from the early 1980s onwards’. More
recently, Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Constabulary for England and Wales,
Thomas Winsor,”” made clear the current government’s position on 21% century
policing, suggesting that ‘the primary role of the police is the prevention of crime
and disorder’.”® The idea is that focusing on would-be offenders, likely victims and
potential crime hotspots will save taxpayers'’> money and increase public safety
and security. Yet perhaps what is really at work here is the integration of two key
aspects of the surround. Focusing on preventative, risk-management criminal
justice strategies speaks to the actuarial justice aspect of the surround, but also

reflects the current socio-economic climate of austerity.

See also: Ericson, 1994a; and 1994b.

™ The Proceeds of Crime Act 2002.

® The Crime and Disorder Act 1998.

76 See for example, Uncorrected Transcript of Oral Evidence’ at the HC 8™ of June 2011.

Thomas Winsor’s speech to the Royal United Services Institute
http://www.hmic.gov.uk/media/hmcic-speech-policing-in-the-new-dynamic-environment-
20130429.pdf (last accessed, 15/05/2013) at p.5.

" Emphasis added.

7 Emphasis added.
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Law enforcement has adapted to this ‘new’ criminal justice paradigm in two main
ways. Firstly, the changes in criminal justice policy, briefly explored above, have
been conveyed from centralised, national criminal justice agencies to localised
police and probation services for implementation on the ground (Hawkins, 2002).
Thus, IOM can be firmly situated within the actuarial justice paradigm. The scheme
aims to disrupt criminal behaviour amongst a criminal cohort, identified, through
surveillance and knowledge gathering, as a ‘dangerous’ section of the population.
In other words, IOM is, broadly speaking, an exercise in risk-management criminal

justice.

Equally, however, as Hawkins (2002, p.50) explains, ‘changes in the surround can
prompt an immediate change in practice’. In other words, field intelligence officers
and other IOM staff may modify their own decision-making in response to
perceived changed expectations. For example, public criticism relating to the failure
of specific police operational practices might, in an effort to stem any diminishing
public confidence, precipitate changes in force policy or the launch of force wide
operations. In turn, decisions made concerning the management of offenders may

be subsequently overridden by the change in policy.

Field

Changes occurring in the surround can alter the decision field, the ‘legally and
organisationally defined setting” (Hawkins, 2002, p.52) in which field intelligence
officers work. Cuts to the central police budget, for example, may generate changes
in force policy direction or precipitate new more ambitious operational targets. A
preoccupation with risk and public protection might, for a time, dominate
government criminal justice policy. New ‘rules of engagement’ may be formulated;

mantras such as ‘zero tolerance’® or ‘tough on crime ... tough on the causes of

80 Recall, for example, the words of the current Prime Minister (PM), in the wake of (mistake here!)
the worst rioting to hit mainland Britain in 30 years. — “We haven’t talked the language of zero
tolerance enough” (Daily Telegraph, 2011), the PM suggested, subtly indicating that the police
should adopt a more radical approach to street crime.
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crime’®! may surface, precipitating new, more radical and ... “far-reaching [criminal
justice] approaches’ and ‘more effective ways of using scarce resources’ to reduce

crime (Carter, 2003, p.1).

Nonetheless, as Hawkins (2003, p.189) reminds us, law ‘determines the contours
and reach of the field by establishing and defining a mandate and how this mandate
must be attained’. Within the context of IOM, sections 5 to 7 of the Crime and
Disorder Act 1998 place a statutory duty on local authorities to formulate and
implement a strategy for combating the misuse of drugs and the reduction of crime
and disorder in the area. This is evidence of a change in the surround changing the
field. The 1998 Act originates from the broader surround, but also forms part of the
field for operational police officers as it defines, in part at least, their legal and
organisational mandate. IOM then is the localised response to a legal mandate
emanating from the surround and expresses the ideas about how it should be

attained.

As Hawkins (2002, p.50) explains differential distribution of ‘values, expectations
and aims’ occurs across different people depending on their precise context and
occupational position. The way in which the organisational mandate is transposed
into the field will therefore be filtered through a lens coloured by rank and
occupational role. For senior police managers, the sine qua non is likely to be
reducing recidivism (and thus crime in general) through support and enforcement
(Police Operations Handbook, 2010, p.1).* Field intelligence officers, on the other
hand, may have their own vision, perhaps one more closely linked to core police
culture, of how the mandate might be attained. This may serve to complicate
matters if the dominant culture is not disrupted. For example, officers might prove
resistant to the wholesale attitude changes required to take on a more ‘probation-

type’ role during interactions with offenders, instead remaining intent on preserving

8! Coined by Tony Blair in the run-up to the party's landslide victory in the 1997 general election,
Labour promised to be "tough on crime and tough on the causes of crime"; this became a decisive
Labour mantra.

%2 See 5.17(1) of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (as amended by s.108 of the Policing and Crime
Act 2009), which provides policing authorities with a duty to ‘do all that it reasonably can to
prevent, crime and disorder and re-offending, in its area’.
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their “police officer’ status.® In this way, ‘frame’ speaks to ‘field’ since the legal
and organisational aspects of the mandate are, as Hawkins (2003, p.190) puts it,

‘defined by the decision-maker in occupational terms’.

Frames, working assumptions, and rules

Decision ‘frames’ constitute the means by which ‘features in a particular problem
or case are understood, placed and accorded relevance’ (Hawkins, 2003, p.190).
They include the knowledge, experience, values and meanings that field
intelligence officers employ during interaction with IOM offenders. Police officers
and, therefore, field intelligence officers ‘frame’ interactions with offenders or
‘events’, as Hawkins (2002, p.190) describes them. For example, if police officers
receive a report of a potential breach of a prison licence condition by an IOM
offender, the frame addresses such questions as, “What sort of case is this?’ It is a
classificatory act which provides officers with a ‘set of rules for ... organising the

ascription of meaning to events’ (2003, p.190).

Frames have the ability to fill the inevitable legal vacuum, which arises where the
law fails to dictate how and when certain police powers should (or should not) be
used. In this context, framing can be viewed as interchangeable with the
‘structuring of discretion according to working rules developed by policing on the
ground’ (McConville et al, 1991, p.22-3). The requirement that, prior to stopping
and searching citizens, police officers must reasonably suspect that relevant
evidence of an offence will be found, provides an instructive example of when
‘working rules’ and thus frames can become operative in everyday policing.
Reasonable suspicion is an amorphous, undefined legal mechanism, aimed at
preventing officers from conducting indiscriminate searches, which are often
predicated on vague, subjective concepts, such as ‘instinct’ and ‘experience’

(Sanders, Young and Burton, 2010, p.78).

3 1t is also possible that this type of insecurity, which may also play a part in officers resisting any
adaptation of their role, is closely linked to anticipated changes in the surround, such as privatisation
of aspects of the police role.
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Where legal rules have failed to constrain police decision-making, officers
themselves have developed working ‘assumptions’ and ‘rules® of thumb’ which
appear to shape police-suspect interactions (McConville et al, 1991, p.22). It is
during these encounters that officers find themselves confronted by a barrage of
conflicting sensory information: a witness telling their ‘side of things’, for example,
or perhaps ‘evidence’ found at a potential crime scene. Working assumptions may
arise from officers’ interpretations of these social interactions. On the other hand,
assumptions, made about people, incidents, or circumstances will also be likely to
drive interpretations of a particular interaction or situation. As Hoyle (1998, p.21)

explains:

Understanding ... social interactions, and the context within which they are taking place
enables [police officers] to arrive at certain ‘working assumptions’ about what has
occurred, what is occurring, and what is likely to occur. During this interpretive stage,
judgements are made based on how the police officers routinely make sense of information.
It is only when these judgements are made that officers know which ‘working rule’ to
apply. The negotiation process as well as their own cultural capital allows them to decide
on the appropriate rule for the assumption. The rule cannot be chosen without having first

made the assumption.

‘Working assumptions’, therefore, play just as important a part in the structuring of
police discretion as working rules. In essence, these assumptions become a prequel
to the deployment of the ‘rule’ by officers.”> Again, it is important to draw a
comparison between the working ‘rules’ and ‘assumptions’ and ‘frames’ (Hawkins

2003) adopted by police officers during encounters with the public.

Like working rules and assumptions, frames are ‘indicated by cues or signs such as
a word, action or event’ (Hawkins, 2003 p.191). That is to say the frame is ‘keyed’,
as Hawkins (2003, p.191) puts it. What cues or signs are recognised by field

% See also Ericson’s (1982) ‘recipe of rules’.

*Research has uncovered a mosaic of police ‘working * rules’. Examples include: suspects who
challenge the authority of the police are usually arrested; arrestees should always be detained; being
‘known’ to the police is sufficient to arouse suspicion; prosecution is a high priority for those
suspected of regular criminal activity; officers spend only as much time on a case as they believe it
deserves. McConville et al, 1991, perhaps provides one of the most recent and in-depth discussion of
the operation of police working rules. Other examples can be found within the writings of Skolnick,
1966; Stroshine et al, 2008; McConville et al, 1991; Hoyle, 1998; Loftus, 2010; Choongh, 1998;
Fielding, 1989; Feder, 1996; Fitzgerald, 1993.
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intelligence officers and what they mean, however, depends on the frame
employed. Frames and keys are both negotiable and open to re-definition (2003,
p-190-2). For instance, merely passing an IOM offender in the street may ‘key’ and
precipitate a ‘general suspiciousness’ frame for the field intelligence officer who
observes the behaviour. Adoption of the frame keyed in this way might result in the
offender being stopped and spoken to (stop and account) or, in more extreme
circumstances, searched and perhaps arrested. Similarly, a matter framed as a
serious ‘arrest situation’ may be re-keyed (especially if a bargaining relationship
exists between the police officers and the decision subject) as a ‘trivial matter
requiring no enforcement’ by a subsequent word, action or event, for example, the
receipt of some valuable intelligence. Nevertheless, a change in frame does not
uniformly produce a different outcome. According to Hawkins, it merely provides
‘an occasion for the development of a new basis for defining material as relevant
(and discarding other previously relevant material) as well as a new basis for

interpreting the decision to make the outcome rational’ (2003, p.192).

Particular types of police officer framing will be more resistant to change than
others. For instance, it is probable that an offender, framed as ‘suspicious’ or
‘known to the police’ on one occasion, is likely still to be framed as ‘known to the
police’ or ‘suspicious’ on the next. This may be the case regardless of the outcome
of the interaction which precipitated the particular frame. It is possible, of course,
that these types of ‘working rules’ (McConville et al, 1991, p.23) are viewed by
field intelligence officers as too important to be abandoned on the basis of a single
interaction. This is because the ‘rule’ usually provides the basis or justification for
enforcement strategies or action taken by police officers. ‘Information received’
(McConville, et al 1991, p.25), for example, may lead field intelligence officers to
‘task’ police surveillance teams to catch IOM offenders in the act of committing a
crime or breaching prison release licence conditions. It may, on the other hand,
trigger an unofficial home visit. The point is, however, that the key and the frame
(or indeed working rule) govern the transaction or, at least, ‘...mark out the territory
on which matters are to be conducted’ (Hawkins, 2002, p.55). This is important
given the significance of negotiation in interactions between field intelligence

officers and IOM offenders.
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Working assumption, rules, frames and police organisational culture

Framing, Hawkins (2002, p.53) explains, is also shaped by occupational and
professional ideology although exactly how varies according to the world outlook
of the decision-maker and is dependent on their professional training and
socialisation. Teachers, for example, may frame matters in terms of ‘learning
outcomes’; psychiatrists may frame matters in terms of ‘mental health’; judges may
frame matters in terms of what is ‘legal’. The point is, according to Hawkins,
organisational culture can influence how decision-makers understand a case, a
problem or even a person. This is an important claim, one that must be carefully

considered within the context of police officer decision-making.

That frontline officers are required to interpret and selectively apply their legal
powers whilst ‘on the beat’, has pre-occupied academic research on policing since
the 1960s. Much of this research has focused on police decision-making,‘on-the-
street’, during interaction with the general public (Banton, 1964; Bittner, 1967,
Skolnick, 1966; Dixon, 1992, 1997; McConville et al, 1991; McConville and
Shepherd, 1992; Young, 1991; Waddington, 1999a, 1999b; and Loftus, 2010). The
research has largely been driven by a desire to understand, infer alia, police
decisions to arrest, to stop and search and/or to detain those they ‘suspect’ of
criminal activity. The result has been to expose the way in which frontline officers

often manipulate their legal powers.

The underlying reason for the use of police powers can be fluid. Pervasive
throughout policing research is the deliberate exploitation of the anguish felt by
people brought into police custody. Choongh (1998), for example, who conducted
observations of police station procedures and interviews with detainees, witnessed
police powers being informally used during custody primarily to enforce a type of
‘social discipline’ (1998, p.623). By ‘social discipline’ Choongh means the use of
police powers to punish, humiliate and extract submissiveness from the same old

‘dross’ (1998, p.628) who continuously fall within the police purview.*® Similarly,

% However, as Skinns (2011) points out, the flaw in Choongh’s argument is to state that social
discipline is the primary purpose of police custody. This over simplifies the matter. Instead Skinns
contends that social discipline is ‘probably one of a number of purposes’ and that her research
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Skinns (2011) found that detaining suspects for such period as is ‘necessary to
secure or preserve evidence...”®’ can easily become an opportunity informally to
punish suspects or to ‘let them stew’ before interview. Loftus (2010, p.117) also
witnessed police officers delaying the release or interview of suspects in order to

increase intelligence-gathering opportunities.

The subversion and manipulation of legal rules by the police extends far beyond the
confines of the custody suite. Section 5 of the Public Order Act 1986 is sometimes
employed against individuals who challenge officers’ authority on the streets
(Brown and Ellis HORS, 1994).% The Act enables frontline officers to reassert their
authority by charging people with ‘offences to which they have no real defence’ in
order to win something of a ‘moral victory’ (Loftus, 2010, pp.113-14). Powers of
arrest serve several functions in addition to bringing suspects before the courts.
They can, for instance, be wielded as an ‘expression of power’, or used as a
‘punishment’™® or a means of ‘control and harassment’ (Dixon, 1997, p.77). Stop
and search powers are also susceptible to manipulation, on occasion being used ‘not
to enforce the law per se, but to secure broader objectives: social surveillance, the
imposition of order ... [and] the acquisition of information’ (McConville et al, 1991,
p-16). The point is, frontline officers are clearly not averse to manipulating legal
rules and procedure ‘on the street’ in order to further their own independently

defined aims, many of which have little to do with enforcing the law.

Cop culture

Examination of the ‘linked series of decision stages’ (Bottomley, 1973, p.35),

through which a suspect passes before entering the more formal stages of the

suggested that in practice the custody suite is too busy for the police to maintain the degree of
malice and foresight consciously to arrange the custody process in a way that suits their ends (2011,
p-129).
87 Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, s.37.
% Section 5 of the Public Order Act 1986 makes it an offence to use threatening, abusive or
insulting words or behaviour or disorderly behaviour within the hearing or sight of a person likely to
be caused harassment alarm or distress thereby. It is sufficient for conviction that a police officer —
based on his own evidence - felt ‘alarmed, harassed or distressed’, by the behaviour in question: see
DPP v Orum [1988] 3 All ER 449. These concepts are vague and difficult to challenge, particularly
considering the evidence is largely based on the arresting officer’s subjective judgements.

The experience of arrest, detention and trial can be just as punitive as any formal punishment
imposed by the courts: Feeley, M., (1979).
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criminal justice process, has been of crucial significance in identifying a common
thread which runs through frontline policing. This is that whenever officers choose
whether or not to use the vast discretionary powers at their disposal, their decisions
are invariably coloured by a unique set of commonalities arising as a result of the
unique and enduring pressures of street policing (Skinns, 2011; Loftus, 2010;
Barton, 2003). These ‘commonalities’ have been variously identified as including
an exaggerated sense of mission, a desire for action and excitement, the
glorification of violence, an Us/Them divide of the social world, isolation,
solidarity, prejudice, authoritarian conservatism, suspicion and cynicism (Reiner,

2010: 119-32).

Together these ‘values, norms, perspectives and craft rules which inform police
conduct’ form ‘cop-culture’ (Reiner, 1992, p.109),”° which is transmitted and
reinforced throughout the immediate rank-and-file peer group (Skinns, 2011).”!
Field intelligence officers are drawn from rank-and-file police officers (often
recruited from the frontline or intelligence units). It should be expected, therefore,
that they exhibit many, if not all, of the same occupational characteristics as
officers on the street. Whilst orthodox accounts of police culture have wielded
considerable influence over understandings of police everyday decisions and

practices, several criticisms have also been levelled at the concept.

Challenging orthodox accounts

Waddington (1999a) points to a distinction between ‘cop culture’ orientations,
implied and expressed by officers during the course of their work, and ‘canteen
culture’, the values and beliefs privately expressed during off-duty socialising. In
other words there is a disparity between talk, likely to be heard in the canteen, and
action which takes place on the streets. In this case, talk represents a valuable outlet
and an ‘expression of solidarity and cohesiveness’ (Hoyle, 1998: 74) amongst

police officers. Moreover, it is a rational response to the unique role of frontline

% The sub-occupational world outlook of the police has been identified by numerous police
researchers, all of whom have spent much time observing patrol officers. Some good examples of
policing studies, highlighting these sub-cultural traits, see: Bittner, 1967; Wilson, 1968, Punch,
1979; Manning, 1977; Skolnick, 1966; Skolnick, 1994; and Crank, 1998.

However, see Reiner, who acknowledges that officers are not 'passive or manipulated learners'
(1992, p.109).
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policing, which in no way corresponds with actual police practices (Waddington,
1999a). It has also been pointed out that language forms and manifested values and
beliefs may diverge; in other words canteen talk may not reflect officers’

internalised thoughts (Loftus, 2010).

Some research on policing seems to support Waddington’s argument. Smith and
Gray (1985: p.388-9, for example, found that ‘racial prejudice and racialist talk . . .
[were] pervasive . . . expected, accepted and even fashionable’ amongst frontline
police officers; nonetheless, there appeared to be little continuity between these
attitudes and officers’ behaviour towards ethnic minorities. Similarly, Hoyle (1998,
p.76-8) observed a divide between negative cultural attitudes, held in relation to
domestic disputes, and the sympathetic and sensitive way in which some officers
actually dealt with these disputes. If rhetoric has no relationship with reality, then
perhaps the utility of police culture as a model for examining police behaviour may

be limited.

Waddington’s argument, however, is sustainable only if previous cop culture
scholars have based their understandings on ‘cop canteen talk’ alone. This is not the
case. Much of the key cop culture literature is based on empirical studies of cops ‘in
action’. For example, McConville et al’s concept of police ‘working rules’, borne
primarily out of observations of rank-and-file police officers, can be viewed as an
attempt to distil cop culture into its component parts. The argument is that these
rules can be discerned from patterns of police behaviour, not simply - or even at all
- by what the police happen to discuss in the canteen. Waddington himself accepts
that a number of cop culture norms can be seen in action, not merely in words.”
Sometimes words can help us understand actions; it is the actions, however, that

really matter.

Other criticisms of the concept of police culture have emerged from policing
literatures. Janet Chan, for instance, insists that police culture is a ‘poorly defined

concept’ which lumps values, beliefs, attitudes, informal rules and practices

%2 Waddington posits the following examples: ‘the cult of masculinity ... the willingness and ability
to use force, the sense of crime fighting mission and the abusive often racist denigration of police
property’ (1998b: 302).
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together under one umbrella, rendering it ‘of little analytical value’ (1996: 110).
Instead, Chan, drawing on Bourdieu’s (1990) theory of culture, and Sackmann’s
(1991) framework on cultural knowledge in organizations, suggests that any
conceptualisation of police culture must recognises its interpretive and creative
aspects, as well as the legal and political context of police work (1996: 109). It is
these aspects, Chan claims that have the potential to shape the nature of police
organisations and their working culture, in other words, to modify police culture

from without.

Yet police culture is already transforming. After all, it is not invariant or, as Reiner
puts it, ‘monolithic, universal, nor unchanging’ (2000: 106). It is far too simplistic
to suggest that all police officers are peering at society through a singular lens.
Rather, world outlook varies across ranks, forces, genders, ethnic backgrounds and
time periods. Moreover, changes in recruitment strategies have increased the
presence of females and ethnic minorities among the demographics of police
personnel, thus directly challenging the dominant white heterosexual male culture,
pervasive within early accounts of police culture (see for example: Wesley, 1970).”
Sub-cultures may, therefore, be contained within police culture, although this may
be also be too narrow a generalisation because it misses the fact that internal
rivalries and conflicts often exist between officers themselves (Fielding, 1989,
1994; Loftus, 2010). There is also evidence that individual officers adopt individual
styles of policing (Hoyle, 1998). This is perhaps inevitable, as officers are likely to

cope with the pressures of the frontline differently.

Other writers have suggested that orthodox accounts of police culture can be
criticised for their assumption that the concept is insulated from the wider socio-
political, legal and economic landscape (Loftus, 2010). These accounts appear to
overlook that policing is structured according to core organisational mandates,
which greatly influence police behaviour. Whatever the case, there appear to be
some strong arguments which suggest that police culture is a problematic concept.

However, none have proposed that the concept should be abandoned completely. If

” However, see Loftus (2010) who suggests that the diversity drive has only ‘interrupted’ the
dominant culture, largely pushing aspects of it such as racism underground or into exclusionary
‘white spaces’ rather than stamping it out altogether (See also Skinns, 2011: 28).
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anything, police culture must merely be considered alongside many other factors
and the broader context within which it arises. With this in mind I turn now to

consider the relevance of police culture within the context of IOM.

Is cop-culture still a useful analytic concept?

The various challenges laid out above suggest that the power of orthodox police-
culture as an analytical concept may have been overstated at times. It is not
monolithic or homogenous and there does appear, at times at least, to be a gap
between canteen talk and police action. Furthermore, it may be that diversity drives,
training and community policing initiatives have ‘interrupted’ the dominant culture
(Loftus, 2010; Hoyle, 1998). Even cumulatively, though, these criticisms do not
entirely negate the analytical usefulness of police culture. As Loftus explains,
‘successive generations of researchers have observed predominantly similar
characteristics in the sentiments and practices of officers across different times and
jurisdictions’. She suggests, drawing on her own recent study of police culture, that
these characteristics appear to have stubbornly resisted any reordering of the
policing landscape (2010: 198). Moreover, while the way officers express
themselves in ‘private’ may not correspond exactly with the way they behave in
public, ‘it does provide a crude barometer of their attitudes, which do have some

impact on their behaviour’ (Hoyle, 1998, p.81).

Canteen reconstructions, albeit at times exaggerated, of interactions with the public
help define the operational limits within which police officers act whilst on the
streets. Rhetoric of this nature can serve to inform new recruits of how other more
experienced officers think and feel, educating them into the boundaries of
behaviour which is ‘acceptable’ during routine police-public encounters. This is
important because officers will want to know when other officers will back them up
and when they will be perceived to have ‘over-stepped the mark’ and are ‘on their
own’. It cannot be said, therefore, that even this culinary manifestation of cop-

culture bears no relation with reality; on the contrary, it seems the relationship

between the two is both discernible and enduring.
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The tenacity of police culture

It is important not to abandon orthodox ideas about police culture or overlook the
challenges made to the concept. Rather we should consider the concept as evolving
(Hoyle, 1998). Perhaps the role of the modern police officer is also evolving.
Skolnick’s (1966, p.42) earliest identification of a collective culture amongst police
officers described it as a ‘working personality’, since the culture was born out of
the demands of everyday police work. Logically, therefore, as that work changes

so, to an extent, the culture should change.

The peculiar nature of the field intelligence officer role makes it likely that these
officers put the core characteristics of cop-culture into practice in ways which are
uniquely shaped by the pressures of working within the setting of IOM. This claim,
however, requires further empirical qualification and will be more fully examined
in Chapter 5. For now, it is enough to suggest that, when considered against the
backdrop of IOM, the concept of police culture remains useful. Firstly, the concept
explains the way in which rank-and-file officers conceptualise and interact with the
social world (Dixon, 1997, Reiner, 2010; Loftus, 2010; Skinns, 2011) and,
secondly, it helps us understand better the wider context within which decisions are
made by field intelligence officers during the day-to-day multi-agency management

of IOM offenders.

Whilst the present research is not explicitly intended to be a ‘pure’ study of police
culture, it is clear that understanding the core cultural traits exhibited by field
intelligence officers will be essential to understanding the routine interactions
between these officers, offenders and others within IOM. This will help us answer
the linked research questions of what kind of policing is taking place within IOM.
For example, views held by field intelligence officers, both personal and
professional, about IOM offenders, or the same old ‘dross’ as Choongh (1998)**
puts it, may impinge on a field intelligence officer’s framing of an event. Research
suggests that police attitudes towards suspects are ‘rooted in stereotypes’ (Skinns,

2011, p.71). This may represent a manifestation of the dichotomous ‘us’ and ‘them’

9 See also: MCARA L., and McVIE S., (2005).
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view of society often held by rank-and-file officers. It emphasises the ‘isolation and
solidarity’ (Reiner, 2010) referent of cop-culture. Clear divisions are apparent
within ‘the ‘them’ and ‘us’ outlook which ... makes clear distinctions between types

of ‘them’ (as well as of ‘us’)’ (Reiner, 2000, p.92).”

Those subject to IOM are likely to be characterised by most field intelligence
officers as ‘police property’, that is to say ‘low status, powerless groups whom the
dominant majority see as problematic and distasteful’ (Reiner, 2000, p.93). Officers
may accordingly see it as vital to maintain police dominance and authority over
IOM offenders, a concern which may not always be congruent with the mandate

emanating from the field.

The fluid interaction of the surround, field and frame

The surround and field influence which frames move from background to
foreground and vice versa; in this way they are in mutual interaction (Hawkins,
2003, p.190). Let us say, for instance, that force policy dictates that all incidents of
cannabis possession, whether involving IOM offenders or not, are to be treated in a
specific manner on pain of discipline. How a field intelligence officer frames IOM
offenders caught smoking ‘dope’ in a park will probably be influenced by the
mandate emanating from the organisational field. It may, therefore, be framed far

more seriously, or less seriously, than would be so in the absence of this influence.

The direction of influence is not one-way; the organisational field may have to
accommodate long-established patterns of framing. Senior IOM managers, for
example, who know that front-line practices are entrenched, at times may modify
organisational rules and targets to ‘fit reality’ rather than trying to make ‘reality’ fit
organisational policy. In other words, senior management may formulate
operational targets, but this formulation might in fact be done via consultation with

those on the ground, thus making targets achievable.

% Reiner suggests that ‘seven key groups can be distinguished: ‘good-class villains’, ‘police
property’, ‘rubbish’, ‘challengers’, ‘disarmers’, ‘do-gooders’ and ‘politicians’.
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The surround may also be aligned by the Government to fit front-line reality in the
knowledge that it will coincide with the grain of what police officers want to do.
This in turn might help neutralise police opposition to planned budgetary cuts. In
this way, both field and surround might be influenced by typical field intelligence
officer ‘framing’.”® Organisational policy, for instance, which dictates the arrest of
all IOM offenders found in possession of cannabis, may be modified to resonate
with the preferences of field intelligence officer occupational culture. The
modification could be rationalised as allowing the ‘interests of justice’ to be served
by permitting the suspect to remain at large, perhaps in view of some future
intelligence haul or increased surveillance capability. Thus with the frame
‘rekeyed’, field intelligence officers could still pursue objectives pertaining to
organisational sub-cultural norms and values. Alternatively, the impetus for
reworking of this nature may be the legitimate aim of increasing the offender’s

chances of long-term desistance.

Hawkins’ theory allows us to understand better the nature of criminal justice
decision-making. It is intrinsically linked to the exercise of discretionary powers
and therefore allows us to make a tangible connection between forces in the
decision-making environment and the interpretive process engaged by field
intelligence officers. In this way it enables the researcher to explain holistically the
complex decision-making processes in which field intelligence officers inevitably
engage during interaction with IOM offenders. In this context, Hawkins’ ideas were
used as part of an empirical research framework, which examines the policing
methods of IOM and their implications for offender desistance, procedural justice

and the proportionality of interventions in offenders’ lives.
Concluding thoughts
In this chapter I have set out the analytical framework which informs this study and

my approach to answering the research questions. To conclude, there are two main

points to be made. Firstly, theories of legitimacy and proportionality provide an

% 1t is probably no coincidence that the Government has told officers that it wants them to focus on
‘cutting crime’ (no doubt a popular direction within core cop culture) at the same time as it is
radically cutting police budgets. This approach was outlined by the Home Secretary during her
speech to the Police Federation in 2010.
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important backdrop to the present research. The body of work above, from which I
draw,”” suggests that the potentially invasive nature of the scheme’s strategic
enforcement options may reduce offender motivation and undermine the legitimacy
of the scheme in the eyes of offenders. These methods and practices may have an
effect on offender chances of long term desistance, particularly if
‘disproportionate’, or they go beyond the restrictive measures deemed ‘necessary’
to ‘manage’ the risk posed by the offender. One of the objectives of this study,
using the theoretical constructs outlined above, is to explore empirically the
relationship between the tactical interventions and offender perceptions of the
scheme, critically assessing the data against the background of desistance

literatures.

The second point to be made is that there is a need to integrate both orthodox and
contemporary accounts of police organisational sub-culture with theories about
criminal justice decision-making more broadly. Notwithstanding the challenges,
described above, to the analytical power of police organisational-culture, it is clear
that the concept remains hugely useful. Cop-culture is alive and well within the
consciousness of rank-and-file police officers; this has been confirmed by the

. . . . 98
collective evidence of numerous ethnographic studies.

In many ways, however, field intelligence officers do not represent the archetypal
police officer. The role, particularly the more social or supportive aspects of it, is
unique. Yet this does not insulate field intelligence officers from police
occupational thinking; rather it may be that the role merely precipitates something
of a modified form of cop-culture, one which is shaped by the uniquely altered
policing landscape of IOM. At the same time my framework remains alive to the
risk of presenting cop-culture as the dominant way of understanding how field
intelligence officers think about and interact with offenders and others within IOM.

In broader terms, the status of field intelligence officers as ‘legal decision-makers’

" On legitimacy, proportionality and privacy see, for example: Sparks and Bottoms (1995),Tyler
(2003) and Goold (2007) and on desistance, see, for example: Farrall (2004), Farrall and Caverley
(2006).
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needs to be recognised and understood, particularly given the potential impact of
their decisions on the lives of offenders. The ideas of Keith Hawkins are useful in
this regard as they help us to understand better the wider contextual factors that
influence discretionary decision-making within a criminal justice setting. In the
chapters that follow, Hawkins’s theory of decision-making will be drawn up to
enable the close examination of the choices made by field intelligence officers

during routine interactions with offenders and others within [OM.

In setting out what has become the orthodox account of police culture, I aimed to
provide a platform for Chapter 4 in which I link the concept of cop-culture to the
world outlook of field intelligence officers operating within the framework of IOM.
Prior to this, it is important to examine the methods I adopted to ‘get close’ to what
is happening on the street, in the probation office and at the police station during

the everyday management of IOM offenders.
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Chapter 3

Method and theory: getting close to decision-framing

Introduction

This chapter addresses how the research was designed and carried out. In earlier
chapters I have explained how I came to formulate my research questions and how
certain key concepts (proportionality, legitimacy and police culture) were identified
as important in developing rich answers to these. The focus of this chapter is
therefore more on those questions of design that seek to operationalise the research
questions. Its focus is on how access was gained to participants and organisations,
how the data came to be generated, collected, recorded and analysed and, finally,

what ethical and other problems were encountered during the course of the

fieldwork.”

The methods for any research project must be those which are appropriate for
answering the research questions (Banakar and Travers, 2005). This project asks
what kind of policing is taking place within IOM, why, how offenders perceive this
and with what consequences for legitimacy and desistance? If we take as our
starting point Hawkins’ ideas of ‘surround, field and frame’ (see chapter 2) as the
most useful way of conceptualising the field intelligence officer decision-making
process, then it follows that empirical data will best be generated by methods which
enable the researcher to examine field intelligence officer decisions made in situ
within the wider context of the surround and organisational field. By taking such an
approach, the research retains a commitment to documenting the means by which

law is translated into action (Hawkins, 1992) by field intelligence officers.

Other, more policy-oriented texts, for instance the ‘Police Operations Guide’ and

documents outlining present field intelligence officer ‘operational targets’ for the

% Rather than being a straightforward and orderly process, the fieldwork turned out to be a
complicated and messy business, involving difficult issues of design and logistics.
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current year, as defined by senior managers,'® also provided useful data.
Observations and formal interviews were the primary sources of data, however, and
these focused not just on those doing the policing, but also those being policed.
These methods, 1 suggest, for reasons outlined below, were most suited to
answering the research questions. In what follows, therefore, I examine the methods
chosen for this study, critically assessing their relationship with the theoretical
framework set out in Chapter 2. I also offer a reflexive discussion about my

ethnographic experience within the [OM team.

Gaining access to the police organisational field

Negotiating access to the police research field is invariably a continuing fluid
process, involving several hurdles (Reiner and Newburn 2008). The experience of
some police researchers — Reiner and Newburn (2008, p.357) and Loftus, 2010, for
example — are that problems of access and trust are commonplace within the police
research field. It is possible of course that the researcher may uncover questionable
practices. Senior officers may be sceptical about the relevance of the proposed
research. Also, those in overall operational command will likely be anxious about
how they (or the operations of which they are in charge) might be presented to non-
police audiences, for example, the media or perhaps even the Independent Police
Complaints Commission (Reiner and Newburn, 2008; Loftus, 2008; Choongh,
1998).

My impression, however, was to the contrary. The police force I approached
seemed very open to the idea of research. Formal access was also greatly facilitated
by an existing collaborative relationship between the University and senior officers
at within the force. Initially my idea was to study a new form of policing prompted
by the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002. However, I was denied access. I then
approached a different senior officer of the same police force to see if he was open
to the idea of a study of an initiative in which I knew he was interested — IOM. It

was here that this gatekeeper spoke of his interest in a study of IOM’s legitimacy,

100 Operational targets were most often made available to me in the form of copies of email
correspondence between the various IOM managers.
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fairness and proportionality. The ideas of this gatekeeper fitted well with my desire

to undertake a critical analysis of some aspect of ‘modern’ policing.

The next step was to meet with the senior probation manager and the senior police
manager directly responsible for the day-to-day running of Sunnyvale. By now I
had more of an idea of what the research project might look like, at least from a
practical point of view. The point of this encounter, therefore, was to discuss what

the overarching objectives of the research might'®!

be and provide an indication of
the likely methods to be used, the level of cooperation that would be required and
so on. I also made it clear from the outset that it was my intention to report my
emerging findings shortly after completing the fieldwork, with a fuller final written
report to be made available once data analysis was completed.'’” At this point the

senior officers kindly agreed to provide whatever assistance they could.

I took the approach of conducting an initial, informal pilot study of the integrated
offender management team, involving informal interviews and observations.
Conducting a pilot study is useful for developing research design. It allows the
researcher to gain a good indication of the functionality of the intended research
methodology (Bryman, 2008), for example, to gauge whether particular questions
are appropriate or need further refinement (Simmons, 2005). What was of primary
concern to me, however, was further cementing my research ideas and generating a
detailed research proposal which could be presented to the ‘Criminal Justice
Board’.'” The Board would then make a final decision regarding access to the
integrated offender management organisational field. I therefore spent a month with
team IOM, based at the Southside office, conducting the pilot study. My time was
spent speaking to field intelligence officers, probation workers, criminal justice

intervention workers and one offender. The pilot observations enabled me to

"1t is important to note that this was a fluid process and, at this time, other than some general

themes of interest, no specific research objectives had been identified by me or XXXX Police Force.
192 This has been described as ‘the research bargain’, see for example, Becker, 1970; Walters, 2003;
and Loftus, 2010.

' The Criminal Justice Board is the name given to the local area steering committee, responsible
for managing and improving the criminal justice system locally. The board consisted of various
partners, including the Crown Prosecution Service, the Probation Service, Her Majesty’s Prison
Service, the Youth Offending Team and Her Majesty's Courts Service.
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develop a good preliminary understanding of the workings of IOM and also to

determine appropriate research methods (Kvale, 2007).

During this period I became skilled at ‘staying in the background’, whilst
simultaneously ensuring that my attendance was subject to the informed consent of
those present. Demonstrating that these key methodological aspects of the research
were ‘workable’ was important in allaying concerns of the senior police that
significant amounts of police time (and the time of other IOM staff for that matter)

would be lost during the research period (Hawkins, 2002).

Finally, around one month after the pilot observation period, I presented a draft
proposal to the senior probation officer and the senior police manager, with whom I
had had the second meeting. Both managers agreed in principle that my ideas for an
in-depth study of IOM were both methodologically sound and logistically
achievable. A final proposal was then submitted to the senior police officer with
whom initial contact had been made. This precipitated a further face-to-face
meeting wherein the proposed research questions were discussed and an informal
timetable agreed. The outcome of this meeting was that my proposal would be
submitted to the Local Criminal Justice Board for consideration. The Board would
then make a decision as to whether the research could proceed on the basis outlined
within the proposal. This was the final stage of the access negotiations process.
Around two months later, after a delay precipitated by retirements, promotions and
job transfers within IOM, I received word from the Chairperson of the Criminal
Justice Board stating that my proposal had been approved and that written
permission to begin the fieldwork would be forthcoming in the next day or two.
Around the same time I received clearance from the University of Bristol Law
School Research Ethics Committee and the following Monday morning, at 8am, I

arrived at the Southside IOM office to begin the study.

I proceeded with the research on the basis that no individuals were to be identifiable
in any reports or publications arising out of this research (unless they gave explicit
written consent to be identified). In view of this, all identifying features were
removed from any datasets I created. Note, therefore, that any names appearing in

the data are fictitious. The consent of those participating was subject for negotiation
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on a day-by-day basis. Anyone who agreed to be involved in this research was free
to withdraw at any time during the fieldwork period, without the need to give any

reason, and any data they had provided would then not be used.

Observing police officers

Data for this study came from one police force area and were generated during 12
months of continuous fieldwork. The primary method of data collection was the
observation of field intelligence officers and other IOM practitioners. Field
intelligence officers acting as ‘IOM offender managers’ or, as part of a
collaborative multi-agency ‘offender management team’, were observed as they
carried out their operational mandate of ‘reducing re-offending though support and
enforcement’ (Police Operations Guide, 2010, p.1). 400 hours of observations were
conducted. 350 of these observation hours were spent with field intelligence
officers as they encountered other IOM staff and offenders.'”A further 50 hours
were spent accompanying uniformed police officers from the District Focus

105
Team.

I accompanied these officers on ‘ride-alongs’, during which time I
collected information on officers’ actions, reactions and encounters with the public,
IOM offenders and other IOM staff. Ethnographic methods were useful here
because they allow researchers to move beyond retrospective analysis and instead
focus on real-time interactions. As Flood (2005, p.47) points out, ‘If we want to
understand the complexity of ... relationships, we need to know what happens in

those interactions, we need to observe them and watch them play out’.

Much academic knowledge about what influences police behaviour during routine
police-citizen interactions has been based on observational data. Largely, the data
has been collected by researchers during extended observations of the police at
work within their organisational setting.'®® As Spano (2005, p. 522) notes,

‘Observational data form the foundation of a large body of our knowledge about the

1% Around 100 of the 350 hours were spent outside of the various IOM offices, actually ‘riding

along’ with field intelligence officers as they went about their day-to-day tasks.

1% The uniformed enforcement arm of IOM.

1% See for example, Choongh, 1998; Skolnick, 1966; Wilson, 1968; Brown,1997; Burnett and
Appleton, 2004; Crawford, 1993; Heinsler, Kleinman, and Stenross, 1990; Loftus, 2008; Skinns,
2011; see also Mastrofski and Parks 1990 for a detailed review of early police observational
research data.
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behaviour of criminals and criminal justice actors’. Within the police organisational
field, opportunities for ‘real’ participation are few, given the obvious considerations
of legality and the potential for interrupting operational policing. Indeed, whilst
observational studies of policing usually involve the researcher taking on an
‘observer-as-participant’ role within the police organisational field, very little of the
field work involves actual ‘participation’ in the ordinary sense of the word

(Bryman, 2008).

Despite working within a multi-agency partnership, field intelligence officers
generally act alone when pursuing their policing mandate, with only loose
supervision. This gives them significant scope for independent, ‘low visibility’,
discretionary decision-making.'”’ Field intelligence officer accounts of events or
reasons given for decisions are, therefore, unlikely to be questioned or challenged
(other than perhaps by IOM offenders themselves — individuals who, in any event,
are likely to be discredited, due to their general lack of social capital). Observing
field intelligence officers, I suggest, provided the best chance of penetrating this fog
of low visibility that appears to surround the actions of police officers. In addition it
enables one to gain a sense of field intelligence officer thinking around an approach
which situates ‘ordinary’ police officers within a multi-agency partnership

promoting long term desistance amongst recidivist offenders.

The idea of conducting observer-as-participant fieldwork as part of the present
study is closely linked to the primary theoretical constructs which provide the
backdrop to the integrated offender management research, police culture and
Hawkins’s theory of criminal justice decision-making. Within this context, close
observations of field intelligence officers will allow for the examination of field
intelligence officer decision-making or, as Hawkins puts it, ‘framing’ (see Chapter
2) in situ within the empirical setting of the surround and organisational field. This
will facilitate a deeper, more nuanced understanding of what shapes field
intelligence officer decision-making during offender-police interactions. As

Hawkins (2002, p.449) maintains, ‘It is not enough to try to understand decision-

" The field intelligence officers at the ‘Southside’ office were loosely supervised by a detective

sergeant. They appeared to manage their own caseloads, with little or no intervention from the
sergeant or other more senior line-managers. The Sergeant reported directly to a police chief
inspector.
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making behaviour from reliance upon interview data alone’. Observations should
render visible the sentiments that comprise field intelligence officer and offender

attitudes and which guide their behaviour.

Observing field intelligence officer operational methods and practices was also
thought to be the best method of addressing the question of whether or not field
intelligence officers have managed to suspend or rework the informal occupational
values and informal rules which, Reiner (2000) tells us, influence police conduct,
decision-making practices and general interaction with offenders. It is during these
day-to-day, routine interactions that police researchers are able to ‘uncover and
document ... informal norms, values and practices of the police’ (Loftus, 2010,

p-201), in short, their core organisational cultural traits and belief systems.

Observations allowed me to get close to the belief systems of field intelligence
officers, interpret the different organisational cultures at play in the IOM office and
see how offenders reacted in the presence of field intelligence officers. Moreover,
as Hoyle suggests, ‘Certain types of behaviour or ways of interacting might be so
taken for granted by the police [and perhaps offenders] that they would be unaware
of them and unlikely to mention them’ (1998, p.43) during interviews. Within the
context of IOM, observations also provide a useful way of exploring, firstly, the
relationship between field intelligence officers and the various agencies operating
within the integrated offender management partnership and, secondly,
understanding offender experiences of being managed by police officers in an

ostensibly different role.

I decided that the quality of the observational work would be improved if I
remained with one team of field intelligence officers at any one time, rather than
moving between different groups, in an attempt to observe them all at once. I
adopted this approach primarily in order to mitigate any ‘observer effect’” my
presence may have had on field intelligence officer behaviour (Smith and Grey,
1983; Hoyle, 1998). The idea, of course, was that the longer I spent with each
group of officers, the more familiar they would become with my presence, thus

rendering me less of an ‘outsider’.
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Becoming ‘accepted’

The wvalidity of police observational data has been criticised. Primarily, the
challenges have centred on the potential for observers to influence those they are
observing and to be influenced by the people and the events being observed. Spano
(2005, p.523), for example, argues that observers become part of the context of
observed behaviour and can therefore ‘potentially ‘bias’ or contaminate
observational data and undermine its reliability and validity’.'” Moreover, the
possibility that an observer might have a disruptive influence on the behaviour of
frontline police officers may be heightened by the pervasiveness of police sub-
culture throughout the rank-and-file. Core policing literature suggests that the
police feel isolated from a perceived hostile public (and media) and managerial

attempts to control their behaviour through methods of accountability (Sando, 2005,
Crank, 1998, Reiner, 2000, Skinns, 2011, Waddington, 1998).

Policing research, which has largely focused on issues of deviance, has tended to be
critical of police practices. This is unsurprising; street policing after all can be
highly charged and dangerous. Settling a dispute or making an arrest will usually
require police officers to use coercion or force. The tactics officers use to achieve
these aims can be ‘frequently of dubious legality or clearly illegal’ (Reiner and
Newburn (2008, p.353). Naturally, therefore, officers are going to be reluctant to
provide researchers with overt opportunities to uncover questionable practices or
gain dangerous knowledge. During the early stages of a study, officers are more
likely to be suspicious and evasive, may refrain from certain activities and shield
certain practices from researchers. Officers may even answer questions in a pre-
packaged manner (Spano, 2005). Evidence does however suggest that participant
‘reactions’ to researchers can be overcome by establishing some form of rapport
with those being observed. If this can be achieved, over time participants may begin
to act naturally and spontaneously, rather than presenting something of a false

front.'”

198 See also, Fine, 1993; Glense and Peshkin, 1999; Schwalbe, 1996.
1% See for example Gottfredson, 1996; Lyng, 1990.
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It is important then that police researchers become ‘accepted’ by the main
participants of the research, in this instance field intelligence officers. This usually
involves spending extensive time in the research field (Brown 1996). Gaining the
‘trust’ of IOM staff was a process of continuous negotiation, particularly with field
intelligence officers. I was, it seems, what Reiner and Newburn (2008, p.357)""
describe as an ‘outside outsider’, a position that may significantly affect the type of
data accessed.''' The perception of the researcher is likely to vary amongst the
group being studied, although how much may depend partly on their personal
characteristics and presentation of self (Reiner and Newburn, 2008). Generally a
person’s appearance can affect other people’s behaviour towards that person. The

way a researcher is dressed, for example, can have an impact how they are received

by research participants (Bickman, 1974; Young 1991).

Initially, I was located in a police office building frequented by a mixture of police
and non-police staff. Within this environment there appeared to be an informal

dress-code of sorts, smart casual clothing.'"?

I decided it was necessary to attempt
as much as possible to dress in a similar manner to those present. This meant that
on most occasions, I arrived at the police office wearing a pair of formal trousers,
and open neck shirt and a pair of relatively smart shoes. Largely'" I retained this

appearance throughout the research period.

Being an ‘outsider’

It is of course important to interpret the behaviour of participants and their
responses to interview questions with an understanding of whom they perceived
their audience to be. My status of PhD student, ‘university lecturer’ as I was

sometimes referred to, may have led some IOM practitioners to regard me as elitist

"% See also, Brown, 1996.

i However, Reiner (1992) during his study of Chief Constables generally found it to be something
of an advantage to be perceived as a ‘naive student’ outsider. May also (1997) claims that rigorous
research involves the separation of researchers from the subject of their research and thus the
‘outsider’, may be the best position for true objectivity.

"2 Having said this, a police detective sergeant did on one occasion remark that his rank required
that he wear a shirt and tie to work.

'3 When interviewing offenders away from the police or probation office, I adopted more casual
attire in order to appear less authoritative (Damon, 2010).
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and out of touch with their general day-to-day experiences with offenders
(Tornquist and Kallsen, 1994; Susman, Koenigsberg, and Bongard, 1989).
Moreover, it is possible that, like Reiner (1992, p.47; 1978) and other ‘outsider’
police researchers,''* I was seen by officers as ‘one of a growing band of at least
potentially critical police watchers ... flourishing in the academe and the media’.
Such opinions, however unwarranted, may potentially have precipitated concern
amongst IOM staff about how their opinions and behaviours might be represented
to other audiences, such as the media. This in turn could have reduced the data

generated during the fieldwork or coloured social interactions with IOM staff.

Further aspects of my personal biography may also have affect levels of ‘trust’ I
enjoyed within the field. For me, being a black male'"” within a predominantly
white organisation may have hindered access to more covert aspects of IOM work.
Whilst it is difficult to assess how much, if at all, my ethnic background affected
the quality of data recorded throughout the research, several white police
researchers''® have speculated that their ethnographic experience would have been
markedly different had they been a researcher from a minority ethnic background.
One of the reasons this might have been the case in the present instance is how my
own characteristics may, in the minds of IOM staff, have been linked to the general

characteristics of the groups with which IOM typically worked.

A large body of research suggests that much policing activity in both the UK and
abroad, is based on stereotyping. These stereotypes are often linked to personal
characteristics or ‘auxiliary traits’, as Sanders, Young and Burton (2010, p.80) refer
to them. These visible signs might include a person’s gender, age, appearance and
ethnicity and enable the police (and perhaps other criminal justice actors) to make
quick and at times ill-informed judgements about a person’s character, judgements

which in turn to feed into decisions made around whether to stop and search an

4 See also Loftus, 2010.

"5 The term black is used here as a generic term to identify peoples of African and African-
Caribbean origin.

16 See for example, Loftus, 2008, Marks, 2004, Huggins and Glebeek, 2003. However, also see
Kauffman, 1994, and Abrums, 2000, for an alternative ethnographic experience of the white
researcher within a black community. Other ethnic minority researchers have also documented the
difficulties they faced conducting research in their own and other ethnic minority communities, see
for example, Serrant-Green, 2002.
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individual, for instance. It is beyond our present concern to examine these claims
more closely. However, these assertions are generally confirmed by statistical
evidence. For example, a 2010 report''’ commissioned by the Ministry of Justice
found that young black and Asian men were more than 4 times as likely to be
stopped and searched on the streets of London than their white counterparts. I was
not subject to a stop and search at any time during the fieldwork. It is not
inconceivable, however, that some officers may have transferred any stereotypical

views they may have held about ‘typical offenders’ onto me.

In the main, however, there was no overt hostility towards me, or my study
although, throughout the first few months of observing field intelligence officers,
my presence in the IOM office was met with widespread suspicion. Anxiety about
non-police actors entering the policing environment is far from uncommon. As
Reiner (1977, p.13) points out, officers have ‘always been suspicious of talking to

outsiders’.!®

A management ‘spy’?

The initial apprehension exhibited by IOM ‘ground’ staff appears in part to have
been due to me being granted access, and subsequently introduced, by senior
officers.'"” Having official approval may create problems of trust amongst research
subjects. Getting the ‘golden handshake’ from senior management, as one officer
described my access agreement,'** may also result in officers feeling as though they
have been ‘instructed’ to cooperate with outsiders (Ericson, 1982). Secondly,
121

participants may regard the researcher as a ‘management spy’ (Reiner, 1978).

That is not how I saw my role, but there were instances where I had to be careful

"7 Statistics on Race and the Criminal Justice System 2010 A Ministry of Justice publication under
Section 95 of the Criminal Justice Act 1991, available here:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/172542/stats-race-cjs-
2010.pdf.pdf (last accessed, 03/07/2013).

8 See also Young, 1991.

"9 1t was during the second ‘access’ meeting I had at the Southside office that I was introduced to a
number of IOM staff, including the supervising police sergeant, by a senior probation officer (of
assistant chief rank) and a senior police officer (of superintendent rank).

120 Fieldnote-Westside.

"2 1t probably did not help matters that at one stage I was approached by a very senior police officer
and asked ‘how’s everything going?’ whilst we both happened to be having lunch in the same
canteen.

0N



not to be pulled in that direction. For example, on several occasions I was casually
approached by senior managers who expressed an interest in how ‘the research was
going’ or on ‘what my thoughts about the scheme were so far’. Generally I
provided vague non-committal responses such as: ‘well it’s far too early to make
any concrete assertions as this stage’ or ‘results is such a difficult word in this
context’.'** Other managers, however, were fairly indifferent to what I was doing
and whilst they were prepared to be interviewed in the spirit of cooperation, they
did not enquire about the progress of the research. It had been agreed with senior
management that I was essentially to be given an ‘access all areas’ pass within
IOM. As a senior police manager put it, “go anywhere, see anything; if you need
» 123

formal confirmation of this then let me know”. *” The situation on the ground,

nonetheless, was somewhat more complicated.

During my first week, I was effectively ‘cross-examined’ by one of the Southside
field intelligence officers. Several issues were on the officer’s mind beyond the
mere aims and objectives of the research. For instance, I was asked about my
relationship with senior officers, how access to IOM had been obtained and for
whom the research was being conducted. My presumption is that the officer was
attempting to ascertain whether I was in any way connected to the police hierarchy.
Another field intelligence officer refused to be interviewed for the study in case a
> 124

recording of the interview ‘ended up on YouTube’. " The following fieldnote

extract reveals further underlying anxiety within the IOM office:

When we got back to the office, having been out to the prison in the morning for one of
AS5’s weekly ‘surgeries’, things seemed fairly quiet in the Eastside IOM office. Not long
after we had sat down at various desks and were drinking coffee, A5 turned to me and
asked, “What happens to the results from this study then Fred? Who gets the intellectual
property rights?” I explained that I do and the research council who are funding the

research and probably the university as well. “OK”, A5 responded, “But what’s to stop you

122
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Fieldnote-Southside.

Informal comments made during the second access meeting.

Fieldnote-Eastside. This was despite much assurance from me, for example, that the recorder
could be turned off at any point and that any data could be excluded from the final report, at the
request of the interviewee. Eventually, after considerable negotiation and a nudge from the IOM
sergeant, the field intelligence officer agreed to be interviewed and for the interview to be recorded.
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from selling the results to G4S?”'* “Well, nothing I suppose, but that’s not something I'm

at all interested in doing”.'*®

That officers might have these concerns had been pointed out by a senior police
officer during an initial access meeting. The officer had suggested that ‘any
objections made to the research are likely to relate more to intellectual property
rights than anything else’.'*’ It is perhaps unsurprising then that this officer’s
anxiety was probably related to a growing concern amongst field intelligence
officers, and within IOM more broadly, about the possible ‘modernisation’ of the

scheme through privatisation.

However, whether related to privatisation concerns or not, various formal and
informal tactics were employed by field intelligence officers in what I believe were
attempts, sometimes successful, to hinder my accessing certain behaviours and
documenting certain information. For example, throughout the early days of the
research I would arrive at the beginning of a shift to find field intelligence officers
preparing to visit offenders. Many times I asked officers to accompany them on
these ‘early doors’'*® visits; yet rarely was I allowed to. Generally in these
situations officers suggested that I was simply “too late” and that my presence on
said visit would be logistically difficult to organise. '>’At other times I was told,
“Well, it’s probably not worth you coming on this one. I doubt you’ll get anything
from it; you’ll just be bored”."*” On occasions, responsibility for whether I was able
to accompany officers was delegated to one of the partnership agencies, usually the
probation service. In these instances the practitioner almost uniformly refused
permission for me to attend the appointment. Of course, there is no way of knowing
for certain why some probation staff adopted more of a preventative stance towards

the research in these instances. Explanations given by probation staff in these

'23¢G4S’ is an international security company which, according to their website, specialises in
secure outsourcing in countries and sectors where security and safety risks are considered a strategic
threat.

12 Fieldnote — Eastside. Not to mention that to have done so would have constituted a breach of both
my access agreement and my ethical approval.

'*" Informal comments made during the second access meeting.

128 Fieldnote — Southside. The term ‘early doors’ was used by field intelligence officers to indicate
either that an ‘event’ was happening early in the supervision process or simply that the ‘event’ was
taking place early in the day.

'’ Fieldnote — Southside.

"** Fieldnote — Southside.
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circumstances tended to relate to an offender’s mental state, emotional wellbeing or
even my own health and safety. The following field note extract provides an

instructive example of such exchange:

I asked whether I could accompany A.5, as he was going over to one of the local hostels, to
see an offender who hadn’t turned up for an appointment and there was some Intel to
suggest that he was carrying a knife. A.5 deferred to D.2 [a probation officer] who
suggested that the offender was ‘‘paranoid’ and that three of us visiting him might be too

much for him, and he’s carrying a knife — you don’t want to get stabbed. At this point A.5

concurred, suggesting that “for safety reasons....it was probably best if you don’t come”.""

Precipitating limited trust

Gaining the complete trust of field intelligence officers was unlikely to ever be
achieved during the study. Moreover, there can be no way of knowing for certain
whether what was presented was the natural behaviour of field intelligence officers,
or merely an acceptable organisational face to me as an outsider. However, there
were instances that I believe demonstrated, to a certain extent at least, field
intelligence officers’ willingness to accept my presence. That I was able to win the
confidence of some field intelligence officers became apparent on several occasions

later on in the study.

Although such circumstances did not reflect the norm, there were times when I
‘assisted’ officers in operational police work. For instance, on one occasion two
field intelligence officers had ‘surrounded’ a wanted IOM offender’s home in the
hope of making an arrest should the offender answer the door. One of the officers
handed me the keys to the police car, explaining that I should ‘move [the car]
quickly if anything happens’."** Similarly, when observing uniformed officers from

the district focus team, IOM’s enforcement arm, I not only made tea for the shifts
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Fieldnote — Eastside.
Fieldnote-Southside.
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but also wrote down number plates, summarised tasking documents'*® and kept a

lookout for suspects and cars already known to the police.

As well as getting ‘involved’ operationally, I also found myself privy to office
gossip and was invited to several social occasions. Twice I was asked to proof read
the curriculum vitae of officers seeking promotion or secondment to a different
unit. Many times I lent a ‘friendly’ ear to officers wishing to air some
organisational grievance or other. As the research progressed it became clear that
some officers viewed me as someone ‘in the know’, or to whom the ‘bosses’ would

listen.

Participation, to varying extents, in the critical activities of research subjects is a
pervasive thread running through much policing and general criminology research.
Parker (1974) for example, during participant observations of low level street
criminals, actually ‘participated’ in property offences by acting as lookout,
receiving part of the proceeds of the crime. Skolnick (1966), during his seminal
study of the policeman’s ‘working personality’, aided officers by walking into a bar
to identify an armed robber and drove a disguised truck up to a building to help
officers get past a lookout. Loftus (2008) acted as a bogus girlfriend of a plain
clothed officer she was observing at the time. Loftus, like Skolnick and others
conducting criminological research, justified their actions by arguing that rejecting
requests to assist officers could have jeopardised rapport. The point is, on a day-to-
day basis, police researchers may be required to pay their way within the research
field. If I had not assisted officers or ‘earned my keep’ in the manner outlined
above, I would have undone the limited trust and confidence I gradually gained as

the research progressed.

If the above discussion suggests to the reader that the fieldwork was consistently
action orientated, then this picture is misleading. Out of 400 hours of observations I
conducted, only 100 were spent ‘on the street’ with officers and other IOM staff as

they engaged with offenders. This aspect of the fieldwork at times meant exposing

133 At the beginning of each shift, officers from the district focus team would be given a folder

containing recent ‘tasking updates’. These updates would include localised arrest warrants for those
subject to IOM and tactical information, such as where a particular offender had last been seen.
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oneself to unsociable working hours and unusual situations. Nonetheless, a large
proportion of my time was spent waiting for opportunities to leave the confines of
the various IOM offices. As time progressed it became obvious that these
opportunities would be far less than I had anticipated. Initially this realisation
caused me a good measure of anxiety and frustration. My concern was that large
amounts of time spent in the office meant that I was perhaps missing out on some
vital aspect of the IOM scheme. Numerous hours were spent in a fairly small office,
waiting for something to happen, which I found boring and at times emotionally
draining. Moreover, when something did happen, it usually involved accompanying
officers down a corridor to another small office. Yet, despite the rich nature of
much of the data obtained by observing field intelligence officers in ‘action’
orientated situations, large amounts of the office-based talk I witnessed was also
highly illuminating. Moreover, it became apparent that the majority of IOM staff

did in fact spend a large proportion of their time sitting around the office.

Role-conceptualisation and access to the police research field

Before examining how data gathered during the study was recorded and interpreted,
the different reception I received when I began observations with IOM’s uniformed
branch must be examined. This is important because it appears speak to a broader
issue, that of role conception within police ethnographic research and perhaps

beyond.

Having witnessed the considerable anxiety my presence had precipitated amongst
field intelligence officer and other IOM practitioners I had braced myself for a
similar experience on beginning observations of this group of officers. I was
therefore quite surprised when the members of the team appeared to readily accept
my presence within the office. More than this however it appeared that some
officers were enthusiastic about participating in the study. Below is a partial extract

taken from notes I made in my field diary, following the first shift.

As arranged with the team inspector, I arrived outside the Westside police station at

2.00pm. I felt slightly apprehensive. Although I had come across the district focus team
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inspector earlier in the observations, I had not encountered any police officers from this
team. A plain clothed officer met me at the door and took me though to what I can only
describe as a ‘situation room’. The inspector was in there, as were several other district
focus team officers; they were all men. Most of these guys were sat in front of computers

or putting on various pieces of body armour getting ready for the shift ahead.

The inspector proceeded, quite enthusiastically, to outline what it was the district focus
team did for [IOM]: disrupt the criminal activities of XXXX’s priority offenders — those
that were hurting the local community the most in terms of criminal activity. “We’ve got
something on for you today”, he informed me. “We’re conducting a surveillance operation
around a specific [IOM] offender. Intel suggests he’s looking really rough and we’re pretty
sure he’s at it [offending]. He’s due to attend a probation appointment; probation will tell
us then when he leaves the appointment. Our guys will pick up his trail and you’ll be with
two response officers who will make the arrest”. Whilst this was being explained to me
some of the other officers came to crowd round the table. It was noticeable that the
research seemed to genuinely interest officers in this team. Some officers asked questions
about the research. “What is it you’re looking at Fred?”, “You trying to find out how these
guys tick”? Jokes were also made, “What, you’ve turned up on your first day with no

cakes?”!™

This reception, to both my presence within the office and my research more
broadly, therefore, was a marked contrast from the mixture of suspicion and
indifference displayed by other IOM staff up until this point. It is possible therefore
that the way in which police officers conceptualise their role within the police force
has a tangible impact on the level of 'acceptance' any given researcher gains when
entering the police organisational 'field. As this was not a study of police
ethnography, systematic analysis of this dimension is not possible. Nonetheless,

brief discussion is essential to provide some qualifications for this claim.

In stark contrast to field intelligence officers, uniformed police were keen to display
their skill sets and tell their ‘stories’, to an ‘outsider’. This was demonstrated by the
fact that officers within the team would often suggest that I accompany them on

operations that they felt I would find helpful or at least interesting. It became clear

134 Fieldnote — Westside.
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that these officers retained an air of dedication and confidence about their work, not
exhibited (overtly at least) by field intelligence officers. It was this fact, I now
believe, that greatly enhanced the type and quality of data I was able to record

during this phase of the study.

Recording and interpreting the organisational field

During the observations I took extensive field notes which were written by hand
and typed up after each shift. I attempted to collect field notes in a fairly
inconspicuous yet contemporaneous manner during each shift, although for various
reasons this was not always possible. For example, if officers made informal
comments or I overheard spontaneous talk between colleagues, then often this was
not immediately noted down. Instead, I would wait for more covert opportunities to
record these events. This meant that notes were taken down in private settings such
as toilets and sometimes my car following a shift. My decision to take notes in this
discreet way was determined quite early on in the study when a probation officer
turned to see me scribbling notes only to ask, “What are you writing? I feel like I'm

: 135
being assessed.”

The foundation of these notes rested on flat descriptions of what I encountered
within the field: people, places, and events, for instance. Layered on top of these
descriptive notes, however, were my own reflections on what exactly 1 was
witnessing during the day-to-day business of IOM. I also attempted to link the
various ‘events’ and conversations I observed to relevant literatures as I went along.
Much of the office ‘banter’ I witnessed might, for example, be situated within
Waddington’s ideas about police ‘canteen culture’ (see chapter 2). This type of
theoretical reflection therefore enabled me to begin formulating my own ideas
about what I was seeing within the IOM organisational field. A good example
would be where I was able to link field intelligence officer discretionary decision-
making to structural accounts'*° of police ‘working rules’. From this starting point,
I was able to theorise that, even within the IOM setting, working rules were playing

an active part in everyday police-offender interactions.

135 Fieldnote-Southside.

136 For example, see McConville et al 1991 and Skolnick, 1968.
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Keeping an accurate and detailed field diary was therefore of great importance
(Parker, 1974), as the notes documented inter alia the behaviour of officers and
offenders as and when it occurred. My general aim, however, was to record
anything said or done which appeared to be important or representative of themes,
attitudes or behaviours relevant to my research questions. During ‘observer-as-
participant’ observations of police work, researchers can concentrate on gathering
two primary types of data, usefully distinguished by Norris (1993, p.126). Firstly,
what Norris describes as ‘naturally occurring inter-officer talk’. This type of on-
going ‘background noise’ was present throughout the IOM observation period. It
generally included office gossip, informal conversations amongst field intelligence
officers and/or other IOM staff and informal conversations between me and field
intelligence officers. The second type of data Norris identifies is ‘detailed
descriptions of how officers handled live incidents’. Within the context of IOM,
‘live incidents’ could mean anything from a fairly routine field intelligence officer
interaction during a probation appointment right through to an incident where a
field intelligence officer was involved in a hunt for a suspect or an arrest situation.
Data of both types were recorded systematically from the outset of the fieldwork

through to its conclusion.'?’

People attempt to make sense of their own social worlds and will likely provide a
greater sense of order and control when interviewed than may be evident when they
are ‘in action’. None of us, I suggest, has perfect insight into our own behaviour or
manifested attitudes. Consequently, direct comparisons were made between how
officers behaved during interactions with offenders and other IOM workers and the
informal and formal justifications they provided for their actions (Hoyle, 1998). In
this way, discrepancies between what officers said (for example, in response to
formal interview questions) and what they actually did, ‘on the street” or ‘back at

the offices’, could be uncovered.

Attempting to understand better the way field intelligence officers conceptualise

their social world presents methodological difficulties in relation to timing of

57 How this was achieved in a non-intrusive way and other matters such as how I organised my

fieldwork diary are covered later in the chapter.
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interviews. For example, interviewing officers during the early stages of the study
may have provided a better insight into what was happening in the field, the likely
outcome being richer observational notes. Hoyle (1998) for example, found that
completing a substantial number of interviews before going out on patrol with
officers meant that she became familiar with organisational practices but, perhaps
more importantly, the legal and informal (‘working’) rules in which she was
interested. But this approach is also problematic. Whilst Hoyle (1998) became
familiar with accounts of police practices and rules, observation would also be
needed to determine if the reality matched the account of the officers. Moreover,
interviewing at an early stage might prevent officers from behaving differently in
future from their self-portrayals during interview. For reasons outlined below
interviews with field intelligence officers were largely carried out following a

period of direct observation.

Interviewing IOM practitioners and offenders

138
In

Formal ‘exit’ interviews were conducted with all available IOM practitioners.
total, 48 one-to-one semi-structured interviews were conducted. The interviewees
included 9 field intelligence officers, 1 field intelligence officer supervisor of the
rank of sergeant, 6 probation officers, 2 probation managers, 2 criminal justice
intervention workers and 1 criminal justice intervention team manager. Other
available senior representatives from the major stakeholders in the scheme were
also interviewed. These interviewees included 1 Assistant Chief Constable, 1

Probation Chief Executive Officer and 1 Senior Prison Officer. 20 offenders (10 in

custody and 10 undergoing community supervision) were also interviewed.

Interviews and field observations have historically been one of the major ways in
which qualitative researchers have generated and collected data for their research
studies (Gubrium & Holstein, 2003; Kvale & Brinkmann, 2008; Rubin & Rubin,

2006; Seidman, 2006). Interviews were useful in the present context, because they

3% Informal interviews, that is to say, conversations between field intelligence officers, offenders,

and me, during which specific, informal questions were asked and answered, also took place
throughout the observation period.
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allowed participants time to ‘develop views, be reflexive, explore the nuances of

their ideas and link them to their personal experiences’ (Clarke et al, 2002: 18).

Following each period of observation'*” I conducted formal ‘exit interviews which
were loosely structured and of a conversational nature. The semi-structured
interview technique is a valuable strategy, usually associated with qualitative rather
than  quantitative research methods, which allows the interviewer
contemporaneously to develop, adapt and generate ad hoc questions, probing
ambiguous responses when necessary and appropriate to the central aims of the
research (Berg, 2007). As a result of their semi-structured nature, the interviews
remained interactive and flexible (McNamara, 2008), largely responding to the
direction in which the practitioner or offender took it. This approach produced
richer and more detailed answers than perhaps would have been possible using a
structured interview in the same circumstances (Fielding and Thomas, 2008). The

emphasis remained on what the interviewee saw as important.

This emphasis can, of course, result in ‘rambling’ or ‘going off at a tangent’. This
may, at times, be encouraged on the basis that it can provide greater insight into
what participants find interesting and relevant (Bryman, 2008). On the other hand,
attempting to ‘cover everything’ during unstructured or semi-structured interviews
may result in the generation of superficial interview data (Maguire, 2008). It may
also make coding of data difficult if this is a desired outcome (Creswell, 2007).
Perhaps more importantly, however, there is a danger that unstructured interviews
become unfocused, even unreliable (Turner, 2010). In this type of situation,
interviewers may find themselves becoming fatigued, perhaps omitting to ask
incisive follow ups. Interviewees may also find such interviews lengthy and thus

could lose motivation or indeed the willingness to continue.

It may be useful, therefore, to add an element of structure to the interview, so as to
sharpen the focus of the ‘conversation’. In the present research, I adopted a circular
process of development for field intelligence officer interview schedules. In this

way, themes discussed during interview were developed and refined throughout the

1% <Period of observation’ here refers to the time spent in each IOM location. Before moving to
the next IOM office, I conducted ‘exit’ interviews with field intelligence officers.

N



observations. For example, comments made informally during routine police-
offender interactions, or perhaps overheard in the office, were at times used as a
basis to formulate a new formal interview question. Officers were also encouraged
to reflect on what had taken place during the period of observations.'*" The
intention was to gain a more in-depth understanding of field intelligence officer
attitudes, beliefs, perceptions and their relationship with any overarching cultural

influences.

Identifying assumptions, rules and frames

What was also of interest was discerning influences on field intelligence officer
decision-making. How were officers conceptualising offenders or events taking
place within the organisational field, for example? What was influencing field
intelligence officer action or inaction? Interrogation of this kind of thinking
requires, as Hawkins (2003, p.193) puts it, ‘analysis of the broader contextual
forces and their relationship to the exercise of discretion in particular cases’. Semi-
structured interviews, in this instance, allowed for close consideration of these

1ssues.

Interviews also made it possible to address any unresolved questions arising from
the observation period (Hoyle, 1998). The same interviews were also used to
explore other topics including the role of police officers within IOM and their
knowledge of integrated offender management methods of desistance enforcement.
The aim here was to bring field intelligence officer views of what is ‘happening on
the ground’, during the day-to-day management of offenders, into sharp focus. This
aspect of the interview required a more formal style of questioning. Consequently,

predetermined, but invariably open-ended, questions were typically asked in a

"0 Field intelligence officers were also asked to describe or ‘walk me through’ incidents that had

happened outside of formal observations. Some writers, McConville ef a/ (1991) for example, have
suggested that the reliability of this specific form of data may be open to criticism. They argue there
is much evidence to suggest that ‘cases’ are open to ‘construction’ by police officers and therefore
what happens in any given situation is ‘the subject of interpretation, addition, subtraction, selection
and reformulation’ (1991, p.12). Nonetheless, while such data is open to criticism if treated as an
accurate description of the events in question, they are much less open to criticism if treated as
revealing an implicit structure of justification or assumptions about how the world works (Professor
Richard Young - personal communication).
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consistent but not necessarily sequential manner. The ‘open-endedness’ of
interview questions allowed participants to provide as much or as little information
as they desired. It also allowed me to ask probing questions as a means of follow-up
(Gall, Gall, and Borg, 2003) and take a closer look at specific areas which might

have so far been disregarded during the more informal part of the interview.

Interviewing those subject to IOM

Field intelligence officers represent one side of the integrated offender management
‘coin’; on the other side are those being managed, IOM offenders. It was
considered important, therefore, to understand offender experiences of being

managed by police officers acting in an ostensibly different role.

Interviews with IOM offenders, both those with offenders in custody and those with
offenders in the community, were conducted in the same manner as the other IOM
staff interviews. All offenders were given a short overview of the study.'*' The
purpose of the interview was then explained in terms meaningful to them. Prior to
each interview I made considerable efforts to explain myself and impress upon

1'*? and voluntary nature of the research, after

offenders the independent, confidentia
which offenders were asked to consent formally to participation in the research. '+
Some offenders appeared not to grasp the full extent of my independence from
IOM, despite the efforts made on my part. On a number of occasions it became
necessary to make clear to offenders that I could not and would not be able to
influence IOM staff and neither was I a lawyer who could offer offenders any form
of legal advice. This, I believe, distanced me slightly from the IOM team and also

helped prevent the introduction of an unnecessary and unwarranted power dynamic

into the interview situation.

Offender interviews were conducted in a similar, semi-structured, loose

conversational fashion to those involving field intelligence officers. I interviewed

"I Offenders were also provided with hard copies of details of the research, including what the
research was about, who was undertaking it and who was financing it.

"2 Of course, whether my assurances of confidentiality were believed by offenders is a different
matter. My impression, however, was that as the interviews progressed, any initial suspicions
appeared to give way to an anxious desire to tell me a great deal about their experiences of the
scheme.

143 Offenders signed a pre-designed consent form.
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some offenders in prisons, some in cafes and in some cases spoke to offenders
waiting for probation appointments outside their local probation office. The
primary focus and aims of the interviews, however, were substantively different
from interviews involving field intelligence officers. Policing literatures suggest
that offenders generally hold a low regard for the police and the criminal justice
system in general (Choongh, 1998; Loftus, 2010; Skinns, 2011). This meant that, in
order to promote a level of trust between the offender and me, I needed to establish

a ‘neutral’ environment for the interviews; this proved highly problematic.

Police, probation and prison records were used to gather the names of current [OM
offenders; names of individuals were then selected completely at random from the

list.!*

Most offenders were introduced to me either by probation staff, prison
officers or the police themselves; some were selected through snowball sampling
(Davis 2000). In the case of community based offenders, my belief was that police
interview rooms or probation office consultation suites were unlikely to create the
environment required to capture free and frank offender perceptions of the scheme.
I decided, therefore, that in order to overcome the ‘problem of neutrality’, it was
necessary, as far as possible, to meet offenders on their own ‘turf’. Some offenders,
for example, were approached after routine probation appointments and

subsequently taken to a coffee shop, so as to conduct the interview away from the

formal trappings of the probation office.

For IOM offenders in custody the methodology for acquiring their participation in
the study was somewhat more elongated. Firstly, I approached a senior prison
officer based at the local prison. Together we simply went on to the prison
‘landings’ and approached several IOM offenders and asked them if they were
prepared to take part in the study. It could be suggested that using a prison officer
to help secure access to prisoners could lead these people to believe they had no
choice but to agree to be interviewed. '* However, to maintain as much

independence as possible from the ‘authorities’ and to ensure prisoners did not feel

"4 A great deal of what I came to term as ‘subjective filtering” was attempted on the part of [OM

practitioners regarding which offenders it would be ‘good for me to speak to’. I regularly had to
counter these ‘attempts’ by restating the aim of the research to produce ‘objective data’.

143 See also Hoyle (2001, p.410), who makes a similar observation about using police officers to
secure access to research subjects during her study of policing domestic violence.
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unduly compelled to participate, I informed the prisoners that I would contact them
again at a later date, after they had had a period of time to reflect on whether they
wished to participate in the research. In some instances prisoners did not take part
and refused to attend the ‘visits’ I had booked with them, but most offenders,
including those not in custody, were open, friendly and interested in participating in
the study. Whilst there was no reasonable way to mitigate the coercive nature of the
prison environment, I provided, with a view to winning the trust and confidence of
offenders, coffee, chocolate biscuits and packets of crisps. This approach helped
establish an informal, relaxed and conversational atmosphere within which to

conduct the interviews.

Offenders were asked to be completely honest and give their opinions about the
police and I found no reason to believe that they were not. What seemed important
to most offenders was that they had the opportunity to ‘have their say’, as some put
it. Similar to interviews with field intelligence officers, my aim was to cover all the
questions covered by the interview schedule, but offenders were also given the time
and space to speak as fully and freely as they wished, even if the discussion drifted

briefly away from the research.

Leaving the organisational field

It became obvious that I had conducted enough interviews when no new insights

146 This was more the case with field

were being generated by participant responses.
intelligence officers and other IOM practitioners than it was with offenders, largely
because potential offender participants numbered in the hundreds, whereas IOM
only had 10 field intelligence officers within its ranks, with approximately 20

probation and 20 drug workers assigned to the scheme.

Observations of 400 hours were considered more than sufficient to establish
something of a rapport with most IOM practitioners and to gain a better
understanding of the interactions between field intelligence officers, offenders and

other IOM practitioners. Further time spent in the field also may have resulted in

16 Within social research this point in time is often referred to as ‘saturation point’ (Bryman 2008).
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negative consequences, such as over-involvement in the group being studied
(Bryman, 2008). Indeed, Hoyle (1998) points out the danger of moving from a non-
participant observer, to a ‘non-observant participant’, thus reducing the researcher’s

ability to retain objectivity in the field. As Hoyle (1998, p.46) explains:

‘I realised that I had spent too much time observing officers when I looked forward to
speeding and weaving through traffic with the police car ‘blues and twos’ going; felt
disappointed when arriving at yet another activated burglar alarm which had been set off by
a cat or an electrical fault; and empathised too readily with officers who missed the
excitement of a violent pub brawl because they were held up in a neighbourhood dispute

over dustbins’.

In the latter stages of the fieldwork, like Hoyle, I too would arrive at the police
station very much hoping to experience action orientated encounters with offenders
or other members of the public. However, even within the confines of the IOM
office, I found myself adopting the world outlook of some of the officers I was

attempting to study objectively; for me, this meant it was time to leave the research
field.

Extracting the data

In many ways much of the work began on my return from the field. It was then that
the need arose to make sense of the findings of the study and present them to a
suitable audience. Obviously, arguments made throughout the thesis must be both
truthful and persuasive (Glibert, 2005). But it is communicating the research
findings in a way that is understandable to others which is possibly the most
difficult part of the research process (Bryman, 2008). In the final section of this
chapter I shall briefly discuss how findings were extracted, interpreted, categorised

into themes and subsequently written up,

Interviews, which generally averaged around 1 hour 30 minutes in duration, were
electronically recorded and later converted into transcripts. This was an extremely
labour intensive and emotionally draining process, but one which generated a vast

amount of data. Both sets of data — interviews and observational field notes —
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formed a large corpus of unstructured textual material (Bryman 2008). Large
empirical data sets may yield richer and more useful information. However, as in
the instant case, the size and complexity of the data can make analysis daunting.
The advent of computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software has the potential
to simplify such analysis. Yet despite having been trained in the use of NVivo, in
practice I found it less helpful than extracting interpreting and categorising the main

themes from this study manually.

Findings do not emerge easily from the data, as King and Wincup, 2008 observe.
Much time therefore was spent during the immediate aftermath of the fieldwork,
staring at interview transcripts and fieldnotes, not knowing quite where or how to
begin. Nevertheless, detailed guidance on how to analyse large amount of
qualitative data can be found in texts specifically formulated for this purpose.'*’ To
begin with it is generally suggested that researchers keep the analytical process

simple (King and Wincup, 2008).

For me, ‘keeping it simple’ meant returning to the original questions and theoretical
framework, formulated at the outset to guide the study. This approach aided the
initial process of sifting through the interview transcripts and field notes, during
which I made frequent marginal notes identifying important statements and
emerging concepts. For example, I was interested whether field intelligence officers
had developed ‘working rules’ (McConville, et al, 1991) as a way of structuring
discretionary decisions made about the day-to-day management of offenders. Any
statements, therefore, which suggested such ‘rules’ were apparent within the IOM
scheme, were noted in the margins of interview transcripts and fieldnotes. In this
way I began the process of coding and categorising of the data (Russell and Schutt,
2011), which proceeded in the following way.

Firstly, participant responses to interview questions (primarily derived from the
theoretical framework which underpins this study) were gathered together in
meaningful codes. Examples included ‘offender perceptions of their treatment by

the IOM unit’, ‘field intelligence officer conceptualisations of their role within

7 See for example, Pope, 2000, Bryman, 2008, Russell and Schutt, 2011; Fielding, 2005; Strauss,
1987.
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IOM’ and ‘probation worker thoughts about changing police attitudes’. Fielding
(2001, p.236) describes this process as ‘coding down’. Secondly, it became obvious
that multiple codes were being used to describe the same phenomenon. The codes
of ‘probation workers’ attitudes towards police officers’ and ‘probation worker
thoughts about their relationship with other partnership agencies’, for instance,
generated the same information and therefore were collapsed into one code,
‘relationships between the partnership agencies’. Furthermore, both connections
between codes and new themes of interest (often linked to my theoretical
framework) were identified as a result of reading and re-reading the data. For
example, within the ‘offender perceptions of their treatment by the IOM unit’ code,
a theme developed relating to offender views on the ‘fairness’ and ‘proportionality’
of their treatment. Thirdly, as touched on above, fieldnotes were used to help
interpret findings obtained during interviews, particularly by making comparisons
with what participants reported as happening within IOM and what was actually
happened on the street. Consequently, fieldnotes were grouped with the codes

generated by the interview data.

Extracts from the interviews and observations are provided throughout the thesis as
examples of any given theme or category. These extracts are generally
accompanied by a heading and footnote which denotes the type of data used in any

given instance, unless this is obvious from the extract itself.

Reflexive Ethnography

It has become increasingly common for researchers to reflect on the research
process. Some have argued that this form of reflexivity is essential because it
acknowledges the role of the researcher as part and parcel of the construction of
knowledge (Bryman, 2008; Davis 2008). In this chapter, therefore, I have
endeavoured to provide a detailed ‘nuts and bolts’ account of the methods used
throughout this study, their implications for the generation of knowledge and some
general discussion about the way in which my personal biography may have shaped
interactions with participants. In what follows, however, I turn to a broader issue,

that of how if at all I might have approached the research differently.

Q7



Researching legal decision-making is and was challenging (see also Hawkins,
2003). My approach to the fieldwork was far from perfect. Much, in my opinion,
could have been improved. For example, at times during observations, I did not
record participant conversations carefully enough. I was also too selective in
detailing real time events in the field, especially those which I mistook to be the
‘mundane’. Quite often I would be looking for precious sound-bites and ‘juicy’
quotes, to the exclusion of other events. This was particularly the case in the early
stages of the research where I wrongly considered time spent ‘stuck’ in the IOM
office, as wasted. Had I been more concerned with detailing what was taking place
‘off the street’, rather than remaining obsessed with what was happening on it, I
would have probably recognised the ongoing social processes earlier on in the study

(Maguire, 2008).

A second flaw in my approach to the study relates to how the research was
presented to participants during the early stages of the project. Of course, the
presentation of the study to potential participants speaks to debates about the ethics
of social research, particularly those surrounding informed consent. Ethically, it is
important that research participants are provided with enough information about
any given study in order that they can make an informed choice about whether or

not to participate in it.'**

Whilst most access negotiations will involve some form of
research proposal, how the description of the research problem is couched is

generally a matter of discretion for researchers.

The current research was presented to gatekeepers as a study seeking to understand
the implications of integrated offender management for police officers, offenders
and criminal justice more broadly. This was absolutely correct and remained the
general aim of the study throughout Nonetheless, initially when research
participants enquired about the nature of the research, I believe I was at times far
too candid about what it was I sought to uncover. For example, explaining to police
officers that one of the aims of the study was to explore the enduring nature of

police culture in the face of changes to the role of frontline police officers was in

*¥See the Economic and Social Research Council Framework for Research Ethics, available here:
http://www.esrc.ac.uk/ images/Framework-for-Research-Ethics _tcm8-4586.pdf  (last  accessed,
01/07/2013).
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hindsight unhelpful and probably slowed the pace of ‘becoming accepted’ (Spano,
2005). On reflection, when discussing the research with police participants, it
would perhaps have been better to focus on the aspects of the study which
concerned offenders. Taking this alternative approach might, in the minds of

officers, have distanced the focus of the study from police words and actions.

But how research is presented to participants is also an ethical question. As Hoyle
(1998, p.38; 2001) explains, there could be ethical objections to misleading
participants about the purpose of the research. The principle of informed consent
requires that researchers provide the fullest information concerning the nature and
purpose of the study (Bulmer, 2001, p.49). Indeed, in this context, one might argue
that my initial presentation of the research aims to participants was ethically more
appropriate, as I was transparent about the aims of the study. Equally, it could also
be suggested that it is unethical to conduct research, which takes up time and public
resources but has little chance of collecting valid data (because, for example, the
officers involved are concerned about what might be documented by the
researcher). Adherents to the latter position therefore might argue in favour of less
than fully informed consent, contrary to a narrow view of ethics. Whatever the case,
my observations of police officers and other IOM staff and the interviews I

conducted went well and produced a rich and textual data.
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Chapter 4

Cultural integration within integrated offender management

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to examine what type of policing is taking place
within integrated offender management (IOM). If policing is a system of organised
surveillance with the potential for imposition of sanction (Ericson and Haggerty,
1997), then all agencies within integrated offender management (IOM) are
implicated in the policing of IOM offenders. The question then becomes whether
the multi-agency aspect moderates in some way traditional forms of ‘cop policing’.
In this chapter then, I explore the interplay of working relationships within the
integrated offender management framework. The chapter brings together theory,
policy and the experiences of those working within the IOM framework. In doing
so, its broad objective is to understand the social processes involved in the IOM
scheme and to lay the foundations for Chapter 6, which examines offender

experiences of being ‘policed’ by IOM.

The chapter returns to Hawkins’ (2002) theory of criminal justice decision-making.
Firstly, I situate IOM within the wider political surround of partnership working
within criminal justice. Secondly, I examine the orthodox cultural values of the
IOM partnership agencies and their implications for the pre-IOM relationships of
the partnership organisations. Thirdly, I explore empirically how multi-agency
working relationships play out ‘on the ground’ within the post-IOM organisational
field. Particular attention is given to the integration of organisational priorities,
cultures and ideologies. A further concern is whether being propelled into a closer
working relationship has resulted in cultural and ideological changes to the world
outlook of the various IOM partners and a concerted move away from inter-agency

historical conflicts and differences.
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(Re-) defining the organizational field: traditional relationships, multi-agency

partnerships and integrated offender management

As briefly touched upon in Chapter 1, since the 1980s,'*’ localised criminal justice
strategies have been driven by a belief that multiple agencies are better than one at
tackling crime and disorder (Worrall and Gaines, 2006, p.579). The rationale for
requiring agencies to work together is to ‘drive out inefficiencies and
duplications’."*® These ideas are crystallized within the Crime and Disorder Act
1998, which places a statutory duty on local authorities to formulate and implement
a local strategy for combating the misuse of drugs and the reduction of crime and

disorder (ss.5-7).

The legislation forms part of the broader political surround (Hawkins, 2002) and
has altered the landscape of the organisational field in two ways. Firstly, at a formal
level, the legislation provides the various agencies with a strategic mandate: work
together to reduce crime. Secondly, at an informal level, through providing
expectations as to how the mandate should be pursued and objectives attained, for
example through the formation of ‘community safety partnerships’ and the sharing
of information to identify and resolve local crime issues (Mawby and Worrall,
2011, p.88). In line with managerial trends, resources are pooled and ‘management’
objectives are coordinated through the implementation of strategies and services on
the ground (Burnett and Appleton 2004, p.35; Nash, 1998; Padfield and Maruna,
2006). Shared surveillance technologies — information sharing and recordkeeping
(Ericson and Haggerty, p.58) — mitigate against duplication of effort but also
benefit the ends of crime control (Worrall and Gaines, 2007, p.579). Examples
might include drug courts (Butts and Roman, 2005), police-probation partnerships
(Murphy and Lutze, 2009), multi-agency public protection arrangements (Nash and
Walker, 2009) and youth offending teams (Ellis and Boden, 2005; Burnett and
Appleton, 2004). These collaborations facilitate intensive, joint-supervision of

offenders and, it is hoped, reduce crime and therefore victims.

' See for example, Home Office Circular 8/1984 issued to police forces, probation, education, and
the chief executive officers of local authorities, promoting a coordinated approach amongst criminal
justice agencies. See also the ‘Morgan Report’, 1991. For a more detailed history of multi-agency
crime prevention in Britain, see Gilling, 1997.

130 1LJS.6 interview transcript.
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For its part, IOM draws on the main criminal justice agencies involved in the
management of offenders: the Prison and Probation services, the Police and
Criminal Justice Intervention Teams. Where offenders were traditionally dealt with
separately by these agencies, the IOM inter-agency partnership aims to avoid
inconsistencies in approaches and variations in priorities (Hopkins and Wickson,
2013; Ellis and Boden, 2005). A further aspect of the rationale is that criminogenic
factors driving recidivism amongst IOM offenders, for example health, housing,
education and employment, by definition will need to be addressed by more than
one agency. The intention, however, is not to create an amalgamation of the
agencies into one; rather, it is to combine the knowledge and abilities of a range of
organisations to focus on one issue — in this case combating recidivism. Throughout

s 151 and

the fieldwork, °‘sound-bite’ reminders of the ‘common purpose
: 152 . . .. . Ciq .
‘coordinated’ °” ‘common sense’ provision of ‘joined up’ services, within the

framework of IOM, emanated from both surround'> and organisational field."**

However, as Burnett and Appleton (2004, p.34) observe, research has shown that
there is ‘considerable room for disjunction between the policy statements and how
they are realised on the ground’. Crawford and Jones (1995, p.20), for instance,
found that alongside the ‘common sense’ appeal of multi-agency working, conflict
and structural power struggles are also likely to exist, ‘As a consequence of
different histories, cultures and traditions, organisations engaging in multi-agency
community crime prevention work, pursue conflicting ideologies, strategies and
practices’. Organisations, Crawford and Jones (ibid) continue, ‘bring to crime
problems competing claims to specialist knowledge and expertise, as well as

differential access to both human and material resources’.

Walters (1996, p.88), when investigating multi-agency crime prevention in
Australia, documented ‘structural tensions and consistent and persistent struggles

over limited resources, power, prestige and ownership’. Inter-organisational power

"IThe role of the probation service: Uncorrected Transcript of Oral Evidence, taken before the

Justice Committee, House of Commons, 8" of June 2011.
132 SL.6 Interview Transcript.

133 See Ministry of Justice, 2010.

'3 JLS.6 Interview transcript.
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struggles have also been reported within situations where no specified framework
of multi-agency coordination exists, for example, within police custody suites

(Skinns, 2011).

The workings of IOM were also found to be riddled with contrasting world views
and competing interests. Of course opinions were varied within each organisation
and there was evidence of good working inter-agency relationships at a worker-to-
worker level, but on the whole IOM presented a somewhat confused picture of a far
less unified organisation than that presented by the mission-type statements found

within glossy promotional pamphlets.

Past positions, values, and historical challenges to multi-agency working

The ideological and cultural foundations of the police and other criminal justice
agencies, but particularly the probation service, have traditionally resulted in starkly
contrasting positions within the criminal justice system (Mott, 1992; Crawford and
Jones, 1995). Vanstone (2004), for example, describes traditional probation values
and ways of working as ‘humanitarian’.'” In practice, this means probation
workers are generally focused on more welfare-orientated intervention methods that
involve rehabilitation and precipitating change amongst ‘clients’ (Mawby and
Worrall, 2011a, p.7). This position fits with probation workers’ belief in people’s
ability to change and their broader recognition of the human worth of offenders.
Drug workers also retain a humanitarian and welfare-orientated world outlook.
Again, offenders are viewed as ‘clients’ and the ‘management’ approach is one
centred on rehabilitation, change and working ‘alongside the offender’ (Hunter et
al, 2005; Nash, 2007; Barton, 1999; Beyer, Crofts, & Reid, 2002; Hough, 1996;
Kothari et al., 2002; Lough, 1998).

Whereas both the probation service and drug agencies have their roots firmly
located in the humanitarian camp, cop-culture gives short shrift to rehabilitative
ideals. Instead, police-culture speaks to ideas about the containment and

neutralisation of ‘lifetime’ offenders. For police officers, ‘managing’ these ‘types’

155 See also, Skinner, 2010.
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typically involves a staple diet of crime fighting, detection, preventing crime and
ultimately catching and convicting criminals.'”® Whilst the literature on prison
officer culture is more limited than that of the police, research has identified similar
cultural traits to those of police officers, including discretion, suspicion and
cynicism, prejudice, authoritarianism, isolation and solidarity and a ‘them’ and ‘us’
attitude towards both offenders and senior management (Crawley, 2005; Kreiner, et
al, 2006; Liebling et al, 2011a; Crew et al, 2011; Mawby and Worrall, 2011a).
Traditionally, the culture of prison officers has been found to precipitate an
aggressive and punitive attitude towards the management of prisoners (Crew et al,

2011, p.104).

Notwithstanding that a common purpose has brought the core constituents of IOM
together, the distinctions between the roles of the various organisations has often
led to distrusting relationships and sometimes conflicting missions (Murphy and
Lutze, 2009, p.65). The overlap between police and prison service culture (and the
day-to-day work carried out within each organisation) might be expected to propel
police and prison officers into a good working relationship within a strategic
partnership. This assumption, however, has proven unfounded. For example, Nash
and Walker (2009, p. 172-3), who examined multi-agency collaboration within
Multi Agency Public Protection Arrangements, found ‘blockages’ and ‘barriers’ to
communication between the police and prison service, particularly concerning the
sharing of risk-related information about offenders. This caused some police
officers, interviewed by Nash and Walker, to view the prison service as

‘problematic’.

The historical relationship between the police and probation service is one best
characterised as fraught with indifference, suspicion and hostility. ‘We let ‘em out
and the police locked ‘em up, pretty much’, one probation worker reported to
Mawby and Worrall (2011b, p.86), when asked to recall relations with the police
during the 1970s. In the present study seasoned police officers recalled a historical

climate of animosity, suspicion and conflicting interests between the two

136 See Chapters 4 and 5
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organisations. One officer, D.5, provided the following example of how tensions

between the organisations had played out in ‘territorial disputes’:

We never used to have a relationship with probation. It would be - you as a
police officer would be jumped up and down to find an offender - find he's at
probation - go to arrest him - they shout and scream and say what are [you]

doing in the building - well we work for the same people you know.

Past relationships between the police and drug workers were similarly disjointed.
Hunter et al (2005, p.348), who examined arrest referral schemes in London, found
evidence of ‘frost’ and ‘scepticism’ within the outlook of police officers,
particularly ‘old stalwarts’, directed towards both drug workers and the referral
scheme itself. Drugs workers, like probation officers (Mawby and Worrall, 2011b),
were viewed as ‘hippy-types’ and ‘tree-huggers’. One drug worker I encountered
(with many years of service) recalled how distrust and suspicion were overtly

expressed within the police custody areas he had worked in, in the past:

I’ll never forget this police officer — he was from 1970s, 1980s — because I've
got a good sense of humour it’s how I break down and get in with people and
stuff. This sergeant, he printed out a bit of paper and put it on our wall and
there was a circle and one outside the circle and he said, “Look at that, you see
that circle?”, he said. “That’s us and that’s you” and I said to him, “You what?
Thank fuck for that, if that’s how you feel [....]”. But it was only him to be

honest and he was a bit of a beast. I had loads of scenarios with him.

Culturally the relationship between the prison and probation service has also been
‘uneasy’ (Mawby and Worrall, 2011b, p.81) due to previously opposed missions
and strategies. For instance, whilst both the probation and prison service share the
mission of keeping communities safe, the strategies employed are very different.
For the probation service, responsibility for keeping communities safe arrived in the
form of managing offender re-settlement (Padfield, 2012; Padfield and Maruna,
2006). Prisons, on the other hand, retain primary responsibility for keeping
offenders safely locked away from the community. The missions of the two

organisations overlap when it comes to reintegrating offenders back into the
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community and for several decades probation officers have been working and

located inside prisons (Mawby et al, 2005, p.128).

On the ‘inside’, however, the cultural conflict has been played out variously.
Mawby and Warrall (2011b, p.81-2) observe that probation workers have been
subject to sexism, racism and violence by prison officers. Mawby and Worrall
found two cultural issues precipitating uneasiness within the relationship. Firstly,
probation workers feared ‘cultural acclimatisation’ and ‘institutionalisation’
resulting from working within an environment that was ‘anathema to everything
they stood for’. Secondly, there was anxiety amongst prison officers they would ‘be
deprived of those aspects of their job that gave them the most satisfaction and

stopped their role from being exclusively that of ‘turnkey’ or ‘jailor’ (ibid).

Where such differences might also be anticipated are in relationships between
prison officers and drug workers who form part of the IOM partnership. There is
evidence of negative attitudes amongst prison officers towards drugs users and
treatment. McIntosh and Saville (2006, p.238) for instance, during their study of the
provision of drug treatment in prison, observed that many mainstream prison
officers retained negative and unsympathetic orientations towards prisoners who
experienced problem drug use. These offenders were generally considered ‘scum’
who deserved to be ‘put against the wall and shot’."”” Of course, negative attitudes
have the potential to hinder working relations between prison officers and other

more liberal minded professionals within the IOM structure.

What seems clear then is that inherent differences are apparent within the historical
world outlooks of the various partnership agencies. Police and prison officers
shared a culturally informed view of the need to deal with offenders coercively and
authoritatively, whereas probation officers and drug workers presented a more
humanitarian view of managing offenders and their criminogenic needs.
Nonetheless, shared objectives, philosophical changes (Murphy and Lutze, 2009,
p.65), an increasing culture of managerialism and a growing public protection

agenda have precipitated the forging of closer links between criminal justice

'*" Note here the cultural overlap between the attitudes of these prison officers and those exhibited

by frontline police officers during the present study — see particularly, Chapter 4.
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organisations (Nash, 1998; 2007). This represents a concerted move away from
penal welfarism to a more punitive, crime control orientated, risk-management
agenda (Garland, 2001; Pratt, 2000; Pycroft and Gough, 2010). We live in a ‘risk
society’, scholars such as Beck (1992) and Holloway and Jefferson (1997) argue, a
society driven by actuarial concerns and media-inspired ‘moral panics’ (Thompson,
1998). The police, the prison, probation service and drug workers are now key

‘joined’ players in the risk-management of the ‘dangerous’.

Mission orientation: partner agencies as intelligence gatherers

Multi-agency criminal justice working aims to promote a ‘risk-complex’, to make
shared decisions and ensure the aims of public protection and security are met
(Gough 2010, p.23-4). Part of this process is to share relevant information within
the IOM framework. Formal protocols to govern the generation and practical
sharing of information between the partners are not issued. Much intelligence
becomes available during routine appointments with IOM offenders. As Ericson
and Haggerty (1997, p.21) observe, the police are first and foremost knowledge
workers. To achieve this, officers readily enlist the assistance of the partnership
agencies. Some of the partners, however, were more open to providing such
assistance than others. Prison workers, for example, seemed content to involve

themselves actively in police exercises:

I accompanied G.7 [ a prison officer] and D.5 [a field intelligence officer] to
visit — or “pretend to visit’, as D.5 put it —"°* an IOM offender who was in the
hospital after swallowing drugs he had intended to smuggle into the prison.
Smuggling the drugs was to ‘keep him [supplied] during his sentence’, the

man claimed, an explanation, not believed by D.5 and G.7.

D.5 asked the man repeatedly whether he owed anyone any money for the
drugs, whether anyone was ‘after him’, both on the street and in prison. The
man said he didn’t owe anyone for the drugs but that he would talk more later

or if the other prison officers (who he clearly viewed as different from the

8D 5 later explained that the ‘real’” purpose (which became obvious throughout the visit) was to

gain intelligence and to encourage the man to inform on other prisoners or offenders.
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prison officer accompanying D.5) left the room. The other officers agreed to

leave if G.7 handcuffed the man to his own arm to prevent escape.

Once the officers were out of the room, the offender began to talk, providing
names of dealers and people he considered ‘after him’. The stream of
information was, at times, interrupted by tearful cries for help. Both D.5 and
G.7 responded by saying, “Look the more information you give us, the more
we can help”. The man carried on providing intelligence whilst D.5 and G.7
made notes but no reference was made to how the man might or could be

supported by the scheme.

On the way back to the office the G.7 explained the importance of having the
prison officer on the street gathering this sort of intelligence. “See Fred, I can
now go back and put a security intelligence report in about [this offender] on
the basis of what we’ve heard today. I mean he was going to bring £3,000
worth of drugs into the prison, that’s a lot. He would have used it to pay his
debts, to buy his freedom. We now know he was attempting to traffic drugs
into the prison. I need to find out though whether he tried to get himself

arrested.” “That was well worth it”, D.5 concluded, presumably referring to

the intelligence generated during the visit."’

For G.7, assisting the police with intelligence gathering is, it seems, just as
important to prison security as it is to IOM more broadly. What is also notable is
that the above episode reconfirms the primacy of the intelligence-gathering frame
amongst police officers. Here the frame (or working rule) overrode any desire D.5
might have harboured to provide the man with support; all his requests were
ignored, diverted, or renegotiated by D.5 in favour of more intelligence. More than
that, however, D.5 made no attempt to build a rapport with the man or even
‘dangle’ the ‘carrot’ of support. Rather, what I observed was simply police and
prison officers using their ‘authority’ to extract valuable information and encourage

the man to inform on other prisoners.

Working closely with the probation service has also meant that police officers are

able to gain access to the homes of those on IOM, without the use of legal powers.

159 Field note — Central.
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This supports Ericson’s (1994) general suggestion that the police have the most to
gain from multi-agency collaborations. Where field intelligence officers are unable
to attend probation appointments, probation workers were asked to gather
knowledge on behalf of the police. In practice, this extension of traditional police
surveillance methods (Ericson and Haggerty, 1997) meant that probation (and drug
workers, for that matter) were asked to covertly record information on the auxiliary
traits of offenders. The following field note, recorded at the Eastside office,

captures this type of request:

Two probation workers, A.3 and G.3, were discussing a request they had
received from IOM uniformed police officers. The police had requested that
A.3 take down details of an offender’s clothing and trainers during an
appointment scheduled for later that day. A.3 was going to be unable to make
the appointment and therefore passed the request onto G.3 who would be
conducting the appointment instead. A.3 noted that the police believe the
offender was responsible for several burglaries in the local area. G.3 said that
she would do it, observing that, “[R.5] mentioned this the other day, he said

the priority crime team want to know this stuff as well”.

When questioned about assisting with police intelligence gathering, probation
workers gave varied responses. Six out of the seven interviewed reported being
involved in police investigations at some point, albeit in some cases in a minor role.
But these same workers said that they believed that assisting the police in this way
was not part of their role at IOM. Furthermore, mirroring the findings of Murphy
and Lutze (2009, p.70), some longer serving probation workers felt vulnerable to
mission distortion'® and, when questioned, complained that being asked to report
on offenders in this way made them feel ‘very uncomfortable’ and that ‘strength of
> 161

character’ was needed to ‘resist that kind of pressure’.””" These probation workers

in particular argued that if the police required this information then, firstly, a

1% See also, Corbett, 1998. Mission distortion might occur when a drug worker, as a consequence of
close working with the police, moves towards law enforcement objectives (e.g., gathering
intelligence) at the expense of other objectives such as providing support to IOM drug users.
Alternatively, mission distortion may come about when, for instance, police officers working closely
with probation gravitate towards social support orientated aims to the detriment of other law
enforcement objectives. Within the context of IOM, therefore, mission distortion refers to situations
where the cultures and operational practices of the IOM partners become blurred and confused.

11 J'W .3 interview transcript.
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(strong?) justification for taking such an approach was needed and, secondly,
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officers should ‘come into the meeting and ask those questions of the offender’ "“or

perhaps, ‘lean over the banister and have a look’'®themselves. The following

interview exchange captures these sentiments:

Fred:

J.3:

Fred:

J.3:

Fred:

J.3:

Fred:

J.3:

What about if the police said to you, we think this guy is involved in
burglaries, what trainers does he wear to his last appointment — do you ever

get involved?

Probably not — I probably say, well you’ll have to come and have a look.

Have you ever been asked those kinds of questions?

Yeah I’ve been asked before — before somebody has said to me “I’'m going to
task you to ask them”. I said, “Well you won’t because I’'m not a police

officer. I’ll conduct my appointment and you can...”

So you wouldn’t come out of an appointment and say, “Yeah his trainers were

blue and made by Nike”?

If 1 had significant concerns about somebody, say if I’d read a piece of
intelligence that said we have reason to believe that last night a house was
burgled at X street and I had someone come in and say, “I was at my friend’s

house at X street last night”, I might then say he was at X street.

But you’d take that on your own recognisance?

Yeah because it’s intelligence. The police aren’t going to arrest someone on
the basis of anything I say, I wouldn’t have imagined so anyway. They would
ask, “What is your impression of that person. Do you think they’re doing XYZ
at the moment?” Like I’ve got somebody who had no benefits, nowhere to live
and he’s flat out using, testing positive every week; that’s obviously costing
money. He’s obviously eating somewhere, so probably chances are he’s

offending, but innocent till proven guilty and unless they’ve got something
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they can’t charge him. I mean anybody can see it. They don’t generally ask
questions like that, I don’t think, really, because what would it achieve.
Because if you — oh a burglary was committed last night and the person was
wearing this and the person comes in wearing it then what does that prove?

It’s neither here nor there is it? So there would be no real benefit?

Despite some complaints, on the whole, probation workers seemed to be fairly
witting ‘accomplices’ in the police intelligence gathering process. Indeed, the shift
towards public protection means that probation workers are now active participants
in the production of knowledge upon which decisions can be made about risk
assessment and management. At their disposal are surveillance technologies, like
saliva testing, electronic tagging and doorstep monitoring (Padfield and Maruna,
2006, p.338). When communicated to police officers, the information provides a
steady source of contemporaneous intelligence, as one probation worker readily

acknowledged:

Probably some of the intelligence [the police] get from us is probably some of
the best intelligence they get. We are seeing people regularly. We are seeing
changes in behaviour. We are monitoring drug use. We are - we’ve got that

information.'®

However, the police, particularly IOM’s uniformed branch, seemed dissatisfied
with the flow of information from IOM, but more specifically the probation service.
As one uniformed officer informally noted during a routine patrol, ‘I don’t think the
information sharing is very good; it would be better if they could tell us more about
these offenders; probation don’t seem to want to tell us anything’.'® The police
viewed drug workers as equally uncooperative as their probation colleagues when it
came to willingly sharing information. As one field intelligence officer noted,

‘Sharing information was against their ethos of client centred approaches’.

Assisting with police investigations — how much is too much?
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What was not clear, however, was how much the partnership agencies should assist
police with their enquiries. Of course, from one point of view, what is
‘proportionate’ and therefore ‘legitimate’ will be dependent on whether the sharing
of the information in question amounts to more than the minimum required to
manage the risk posed by the offender, particularly where other less restrictive
means are available to achieve the legitimate aim pursued by the interference.
Asking probation workers to record and subsequently report the auxiliary traits of
IOM offenders following appointments is perhaps a less restrictive means of
achieving the legitimate aim of crime prevention, particularly where the alternative
might be to follow the offender covertly round the local town. Some probation

workers seemed comfortable providing assistance to the police:

Fred: Do you ever feel like you’re involved in police investigations?

R.3: I have been involved with police investigations, yeah. There was an incident
where we had an attempted murder. It was murder; it then came down to

robbery. I was very heavily involved in that investigation.

Fred: In your role as an IOM probation officer?

R.3: Yeah as a probation officer, helping the process of investigation, supplying the
information to the major crime investigation unit, helping them in achieving
their objective which was to apprehend the perpetrator and absolutely, yeah, I
felt I was quite key to the whole process, because the offender was released on
bail and he was coming in for my appointments and the unit dealing with the
incident were quite interested in what was he wearing, what shoes was he
wearing, what was his demeanour like, what did he say? What are his drug
tests like, where is he staying, doing frequent home visits during this period
and this whole information was fed back to them trying to find out who the
individual was and also about trying to identify who the perpetrator was. And
I came back on a Monday morning having been away and I saw this caption
on the police CCTV and so the CCTV that was in the building that was robbed
and I recognised the gait of this individual which was unique to the guy that I
was supervising — because the TV caption they’re going — the particular way
this man came in — I got to know that’s him. So I fed that information back to

the team and yeah.
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Like most probation workers, a majority of criminal justice intervention workers, 2
out of 3 interviewed, were concerned they might become a conduit for police
intelligence gathering. One worker noted that in the early stages of the scheme he
was ‘fearful’ that he might be ‘[used] to gather information about what the police
want to know’.'®® Another drugs worker expressed similar anxieties. “I felt ... my
therapeutic sessions were going to be used to provide intelligence to the [police], so
part of my function was going to be to get intelligence to hand over...”'®” Yet,
similar to probation workers, drugs workers regularly provided field intelligence
officers with information on ‘how offenders are doing’ or what their current dose of

168

methadone is. " This led one drug worker to argue that ideas about the potentially

sinister motives of the policing side of IOM were ‘misconceptions’:

It’s probably another misconception I had with the sharing. Actually that’s not
the case; it’s discussing cases for the purpose of planning their care, which is
not the same thing at all, so. There’s a group of IMPACT offenders living in
the same B&B accommodation and the field intelligence officers know that
and I know that — know who’s in the house and we all know that and I
suppose that’s intelligence for the police. But that wouldn’t be what we were
talking about — should we go and see this person and see what’s happening —
get them to new accommodation whatever. I haven’t ever felt like I'm being

asked to betray someone’s confidence for the sake of informing the police.'®

Other drug workers suggested that they would simply refuse to provide information

to the police, if they felt that to do so would be inappropriate:

Lot of times they come to us and ask us for information that’s not appropriate
—and I’m confident and I’ll say, that’s not really appropriate to give you that
information. It’s not fair to the client, it’s not going to benefit anyone. All it’s
going to do is help you kick their doors down and nick them for what? You

know what I mean?'”’
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Largely, probation and drug workers were in agreement; it is the role of field
intelligence officers to gather relevant, contemporaneous intelligence, not that of
the partner agencies. Consequently, despite shifts in the organisational field, which
have precipitated the partnership agencies to be more public protection and law
enforcement orientated (Nash, 1999; 2007), there appear to be areas where workers
are unwilling to extend their ways of working outside of accustomed boundaries.
Nonetheless, what we have seen is that some workers have been co-opted into the
activities of the police. The question that remains, however, is whether the
collusion of non-police agencies in such practices is a result of inter-agency

relationships and changing attitudes within IOM.

Occupational attitudes and relationships within IOM

Research participants suggested that relationships between workers from the
partnership agencies were reasonable and cooperative. My own observations
confirmed that interactions between partners were generally cordial. On several
occasions, I witnessed good-humoured ‘banter’ between workers from different
organisations. What fuelled and shaped this banter appears to be a set of underlying
tensions between the different occupational attitudes to offenders. In particular,
police scepticism about the possibility of offender desistance manifested itself in

some of the ‘office joshing’ as, for example, where one field intelligence officer —

K.5 noted how she didn’t like a particular offender because “he beats up his
girlfriend, he’s skinny and horrible and won’t ever change”. This comment
provoked laughter amongst the other Southside officers and a comment from
B.5, who sarcastically suggested that K.5’s comment was ‘not very IOM. Next

time you see him you better give him a hug’. More laughter.

Fieldnote - Southside
Scepticism towards the worthiness of attempting to precipitate change amongst

IOM offenders, of course, links to the underlying police working ‘assumption’

(fuelled by police pessimism and cynicism) that those with ‘previous’ (by definition
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all prolific offenders) are ‘career criminals that are never going to change’. “If it

was up to us”, one officer noted, “we’d lock them all up”.'”" The police (working)

5172

‘rule’ is to arrest these people as soon as they ‘go at it” '“ with a view to ‘getting

them off the streets’'”

as soon as possible. However, there was limited acceptance
that a handful of offenders'”* might change and, at times, attempts might be made
to direct those who are believed to be ‘at it’ towards the available pathway support
mechanisms, rather than the more obvious police response, arrest. Although
dependent on the facts of each case, attempting to re-engage offenders with
available social support mechanisms might be the more proportionate and therefore
legitimate response to the behaviour in question. Yet, and perhaps in reflection of
police ideas about the likelihood of offender change, talk of attempting to support
IOM offenders through the pathway mechanisms, which is part of the ‘official job’
of field intelligence officers'”, was relatively non-existent amongst the majority of

officers I encountered. For one IOM sergeant, it seemed to be a source of

embarrassment. Consider the following field note extract:

This morning the IOM sergeant was discussing an impending trip to London
with R.5, a field intelligence officer. The sergeant (KKK.6) was putting the
finishing touches to a presentation he was scheduled to give to some
metropolitan police officers about the IOM scheme and its approach to
managing prolific offenders. KKK.6 complained that he was finding it
difficult to ‘fit in’ the slide on IOM’s role in the ‘rehabilitation’ of prolific
offenders. “Just take it out”, R.5 suggested, whilst laughing. “I’d like to”
KKK.6 replied, “I don’t think anyone up there will be interested, in any case —
yeah. I just think I’ll take it out”.

Murphy and Lutze (2009, p.69), who examined police-probation public safety
partnership in North America, also found that activity beyond that of typical crime
control focused policing was often viewed negatively by police officers. That some

field intelligence officers appeared uncomfortable at being required to engage in the

"I Southside field note.

' Field note — Southside.

173 Field note, Southside.

'7* Criminal justice intervention workers —some of whom had disclosed offending histories— were
often held out by field intelligence officers as examples of people that ‘could change’ — see, for
instance, C.5 interview transcript and 1.2 interview transcript.

173 See Police Operations Handbook 2010.
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rehabilitation of offenders also reflects some of the central concerns of police
culture. Scepticism around the likelihood of offender change can be situated within
the police officer’s inherently cynical disposition (Reiner, 2010). The desire to

focus on crime control orientated catch and convict strategies speaks to the police

sense of mission as crime fighters and ‘thief-takers’.'”®

Those field intelligence officers who did on occasion attempt to put support
measures in place for an IOM offender tended to be inherently sceptical that they
would prove ‘successful’. For example, one method of ‘picking up’ risky IOM
offenders or, indeed, giving them ‘more attention’, as B.5 put it, was to meet
offenders at the prison gates on release. The idea behind this was to mitigate the
risk of offences being committed on immediate release from prison. Typically,
however, as the following field note captures, such methods appeared to be viewed

as a pointless exercise:

R.5 explained that he was going to pick up an offender from the prison. He
had visited the offender back in December (because the offender was, known
to be risky because he had a massive drug problem and a general ‘pain’) and
who had requested some help from IOM back in December, specifically
regarding housing and drugs. R.5 had made the relevant referral to the drug
agency and today was to take him from prison to begin a drug rehabilitation
programme. R.5, after liaising with the probation service had managed to
organise some accommodation for the offender whilst he participated in the

drug treatment program.

Having put what appeared to be a lot of effort into setting up pathway support for the
offender following his release from prison, I asked what R.5 thought the offender’s chances
of change were: “I’m not sure; he’s making all the right noises but [....] he could just
‘stick two fingers up at us’ today, but there you go... I think he’ll stay there for a couple of
weeks and then he’ll have a slip. He’s been offending like it’s going out of fashion. I don’t

see any reason why he’s suddenly going to change now”.

"7 See, ‘The Thief Catchers’ Channel 4 Dispatches documentary on IOM, available at:

http://www.channel4.com/programmes/dispatches/videos/all/the-thief-catchers (accessed,
05/03/2014).
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Whilst deep-rooted pessimism shapes police thinking about offender chances of
change and rehabilitation, in marked contrast, probation and drugs workers held a
universal belief that offenders can and do change. For example, one probation

worker’s comment reflected this theme:

...Obviously with probation work there is a rule of optimism that people can
change and be rehabilitated. That rule of optimism isn’t really shared by
police; they tend to work from the other end of the viewpoint. My feeling is
they tend to work from a rule of pessimism; people will offend given the

opportunity.'”’

During the study workers gave micro-level personal accounts of prolific offenders
that had ‘turned their lives around’'”*, were now ‘doing very well” and were held up
as examples of long-term desisters. One drugs worker expressed the following view

when asked whether long-term change was possible for prolific offenders:

Yes of course [...] I mean it requires a jackpot of a lot of different things
coming together at the same time and sometimes it doesn’t require that at all.
Just by everyone’s efforts something comes along and just changes their lives.
I mean it’s no different to hard-core drug users that I’ve met that weren’t
particularly hard-core criminals but essentially were driven by similar
impulses. You can never write people off, because all of sudden they turn up
and they’re on a service user panel and they turn up and they’re doing
voluntary work and you’re doing interview panels with them and two years

ago you were picking them up off the floor [...] . So you just never know.'”

Police officers, probation and drugs workers hold different philosophies that reflect
the micro goals of their organisations. Police ‘assume’ long-term offender change is
unlikely; the crime control orientated ‘frame’ or ‘working rule’ adopted by officers,
therefore, is that recidivists will inevitably offend again. As a result, these people
must be speedily caught, convicted and returned to prison. Probation workers on the

other hand maintain a steadfast belief that IOM offenders can, if supported, desist
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from offending. This viewpoint can be tied to values associated with the probation
service more broadly: the recognition of the human worth of offenders and a
fundamental belief in the rehabilitation of even the most prolific offenders (Burke

and Davies, 2006; Robinson, 2013; Mawby and Worrall, 2011b).

Cultural change?

What was notable, however, was the contention amongst IOM workers that there
had been a cultural transformation amongst those working within the scheme. A
good working example of this was the insistence by a majority of ‘ground level’
probation workers that police attitudes had changed towards probation workers and
offenders. Probation workers reported that police officers had at first been sceptical
about whether precipitating change amongst IOM offenders was possible. As B.3, a

probation worker, commented during interview:

I think initially [the police] were just there waiting for everybody to
[unfinished sentence] ...I think they were sceptical. “Everybody’s going to

slip up sometime; we’ll be there when they do”, sort of thing.

Yet despite the deep-rooted police scepticism documented above, when questioned
about whether police thinking had changed since the formation of the partnership,

probation workers largely agreed that it had. For example, B.3 observed that:

[....] Now they seem they’re asking about how they’re doing and seeming like
they want to see them do well, where I think at the start they thought that they
didn’t want to see them do well, that they’re just going to mess up; now I
think they genuinely do want to see people do well, sort of move forward and

get on with it.

Other probation workers went further, arguing that police practices were moving

‘more towards probation culture than the other way round’.'® M.3, for example,

made the following interview comments:

'%0JW .2 interview transcript.
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I’m aware now that the police are more inclined to do things like diversionary
work or rehabilitative work than I thought that they would be interested in
doing. The people that work in IOM from the police, they continue to, it
seems to me, engage with the work that they’ve got to do. I don’t hear people
moaning, ‘Well we should just be locking these people up’, and I see evidence
of the field intelligence officers doing things like making referrals, going out
of their way to get people into housing and there’s not a probation person’s
involved with that case at that time. You know, taking them to housing at that
time, assessment meetings, being more like you know what may be a picture
of a probation officers or a probation member of staff might be, whatever our

stereotype.

Observations also suggested that some police officers had adopted a way of
working and thinking more closely associated with core probation service values.
On several occasions I witnessed field intelligence officers offering offenders
housing, education and drugs-related support. Offenders were given lifts to
appointments, collected from the prison gates and referred to various agencies.
Moreover, on more than one occasion, one field intelligence officer attempted to

connect with IOM offenders on a more personal level:

This morning I accompanied A.5 to the local prison for what A.5 described as
his ‘weekly surgeries’. The surgeries, A.5 maintained, gave him the chance to
meet with IOM offenders currently in custody and offer them some support
both during their time in prison but also on release. When we arrived at the
prison F.7 (a prison officer who worked with the IOM team in the prison)
informed A.5 that E.1, an offender with whom A.5 had been working, had
been ‘self-harming’ since his return to prison. We went to visit him on the

prison landing in the ‘listeners’ suite’.

A.5 and F.7 listened carefully and patiently to what E.1 had to say. The
offender again reiterated the problems he was currently facing: losing
children, getting hurt in relationships, problems re medication when he was
released — some kind of anti-depression medication. A.4 responded by trying
to connect with him on a personal level. “Come on [...] I’ve known you for
years, since my days on the burglary squad. I’ve seen what happened to your

mum. You don’t want that do you mate? We need to try and get you motivated
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mate, get you into some kind of rehab. You need to speak to someone when
you’re feeling low and we need to make sure you’re getting the right

medication”.

Later when we passed E.1’s cell, A.5 noticed that E.1 was crying. A.5
immediately stepped in and put his arm round E.1 in an obvious attempt to
comfort him. “I’m really going to push for rehab for you fella, we need to get

you some help”.

Later, during formal interview, A.5 spoke about his role as a police officer within

the IOM scheme:

My role as a police officer on the [IOM] scheme is centered around offering
pathway support to individuals that I manage - offering support around
housing, health care, drug rehabilitation, help with their families, help with
education and training and just finding the right agency to help individuals at
any given point during their time on the scheme and during their recovery. We
work closely with the probation service, also with the prison service and
people from the criminal justice intervention team and there's also an
expectancy for us to know the other agencies that are on the periphery, to
engage with them on a regular basis, talking about various drug support
agencies. All these are agencies that are on the periphery that help us, give us
support at any given time in relation to our individuals, any individuals at all

on the scheme.

A.5’s conceptualisation of the field intelligence officer role then seems far removed
from the dominant catch and convict ‘frame’, historically pervasive throughout the
ranks of frontline police officers. Rather it appears closer to the more humanitarian
rehabilitation orientated approach of the probation services and that of drug
workers. A.5, therefore, appears to have drifted away from the orientation of the
police organisation towards that of the probation service or perhaps even of drugs

workers.

Some field intelligence officers noted during interviews that the methods of A.5

were far from normative from a policing point of view. As R.5 observed, “[A.5] has



very much gone down the route of probation. Very much gone down that kind of
care route compared to people like C.5 who is very much a traditional [type of]”
“No I’'m a field intelligence officer, I won’t be doing those forms; that’s not my
job” [police officer]. Moreover, some field intelligence officers ridiculed such
liberal offender management approaches. On one occasion in the Southside office,
following a conversation about some problems an IOM offender was having around
retrieving clothes from an address following his eviction, I asked K.5, a field

intelligence officer, whether she would help the man move his clothes:

“We don’t move people ...well some of us don’t anyway, those of us that are
still police officers”. 81 Other field intelligence officers situated nearby
laughed at this comment. The sergeant then turned to me noting, “I’m afraid
that’s a bit of a standing joke here. Have you seen the documentary? 182 Some
officers seemed to take the support side a little too far in some of our

opinions”.

Whilst this episode further demonstrates that ‘office banter’ is rooted in
occupational tensions about the practices used to support IOM offenders, it also
reinforces the point that for the vast majority of field intelligence officers, the focus

was simply on gathering as much intelligence as possible.

The intelligence gathering ‘frame’

When questioned about their general role within IOM, field intelligence officers
reflected on their mission by emphasising the importance of intelligence gathering
during encounters with IOM offenders. Seven out of eight officers interviewed
viewed this as the main role of police officers within the IOM framework. C.5

explained this further during interview:

My primary role is to glean intelligence - you know - see what their [modus

operandi] are in relation to when they offend - what drug issues they've got,

131 pieldnote Southside.

'"2 See, ‘The Thief Catchers’ Channel 4 Dispatches documentary on IOM, available at:

http://www.channel4.com/programmes/dispatches/videos/all/the-thief-catchers (accessed,
05/03/2014).




what clothing they've got on - new clothes, new trainers anything like that

really. It's a broad spectrum.'®

I will endeavour to try and get to all their appointments with their probation
officers to obviously see whether they're testing positive/negative, what
they're wearing, who they're hanging around with, just their general, generally
where they're at and how positive and how willing they are to engage with us.
That's obviously from a police point of view, so I can feed that intelligence

back into the system, seeing whether they're toeing the line or not.'

What C.5 is describing here is an intelligence gathering ‘frame’ (Hawkins, 2002;
Goffman, 1972). The frame is used to make sense of the field intelligence officer
role. However, it also speaks to the organisational ‘field’ (Hawkins, 2002) mandate,
the expectation that police officers will focus on policing-related issues, mainly
intelligence gathering for enforcement purposes.'®As Nash (2007, p.303) explains,
multi-agency working is meant to combine the knowledge and abilities of a range
of relevant agencies brought together on one issue. In this sense, the whole is
stronger than its constituent parts but its strength arises from its constituent parts.'™
The ‘constituent part’, for police officers, is gathering intelligence. It is a primary
frame and working rule (McConville, et al, 1991), one which takes primacy over

offering offenders social support, as the following field note illustrates:

D.5 and I went to the local courts to catch up with a man D.5 had been trying
to locate for some time. The man had been arrested on a warrant, for some
undisclosed reason. D.5 remarked that the man was going to be in some kind
of ‘state’, apparently caused by his drug and alcohol use. However, this was a
‘green’ offender who recently had not been committing any offences. In fact

D.5 felt that the man “did not really need to be on the scheme anymore’'’- he

183 C.5, interview transcript.

'8 C.5 interview transcript.

185 See House of Commons, Oral Evidence taken before the Justice Committee: The role of the
probation service, Wednesday June 8, 2011.

"% This way of working must be distinguished from inter-agency working which involves ‘some
degree of fusion and melding of relations between agencies’ — see Appleton and Burnett, 2004, p.37.
However, as Crawford (1998, p.119-20) also explains, both involve an amount of blurring of
organizational boundaries and loss of autonomy.

¥7ps questioned whether the offender ‘should be on the scheme in first place’ given that most of
his offending was anti-social, generally stemmed from alcohol use and was just ‘a load of rubbish’.



was ‘scripted’, ‘stable’ and waiting for an operation. “Sometimes it takes

something like this for people stop offending”, D.5 noted.

On our arrival at the court cells, we found the man had recovered from the
previous night’s inebriation but was now quite non-responsive to D.5’s
questions. He provided only yes or no answers. D.5 was polite and patient but
determined in his questioning of the offender, largely about whether he was
committing offences and also the progress of his methadone programme. “Not
out robbing anymore are you?” “No”. “How much methadone are you on?”
“50ml”. “Are you reducing [the dose]?” “Not at the moment”. “Are you
stable?” “Yes”. With this we left the court building, D.5 seemingly satisfied
with what he had found. On leaving the court I asked what D.5 what he had
hoped to get from the cell visit. D.5 suggested that he wanted to confirm his
own idea that there was no need for the offender to be on the scheme and also
whether the offender was on enough methadone to prevent him from

committing crime to ‘top up’.

Despite what appeared to be a ‘set-back’ for this offender (arrest, intoxication, and
subsequent night in the police cells), D.5 did not offer the man any support options
such as referring him to drug and alcohol agencies for help. D.5 later conceded that

he had been struggling with the social support side of the role:

As a police officer trying to offer as best I can, the pathway support that
probation do, to reduce offending, not by putting people away but by
rehabilitating them [is] the more difficult part [of the job] for me because
that's not my normal day job ... That's something is slowly sort of building up

in layers with a bit of knowledge.

However, adopting a welfare approach to managing IOM offenders and
intelligence-gathering are not always mutually exclusive activities. Offering
support to offenders can provide a different means to achieve the same end. Note

the informal conversation recorded during my time at the Eastside office:




I arrived at the Eastside office to find A.5 already at his desk — one or two
probation officers, were also busy in front of their computers. I asked A.5
what his priority was on arrival at the office after the weekend. “Seeing if any
of my offenders are in the cells or got arrested over the weekend; if anyone’s
in the cells we might go and see them”. When asked by me why this was
important, XXXX explained: “It’s about building relationships and offering
support to these people. Some field intelligence officers seem to think that it’s
not their job to provide support to offenders, rather that their sole
responsibility is to get intelligence. What they don’t realise is you get far more
intelligence from people if you build up a rapport with them and try to support

them.”

Police officers that appear support-orientated in their outlook, may be as focused on
intelligence gathering as their more overtly conservative colleagues. If the
‘problem’ of supporting offenders is understood, placed and accorded relevance
(Hawkins, 2002, p.52) within an intelligence gathering ‘frame’, perhaps the idea of
building a rapport with offenders becomes more acceptable to police officers. The
result is that any ‘conflict’ between providing close social support to IOM offenders

and the core values of cop-culture may be more easily overcome:

G.5 was explaining how she had recently taken over responsibility for an
offender from A.5. G.5 had worked with the offender before and explained
how she had managed to get him some bedding when he last moved into

supported accommodation.

Superficially, G.5’s gesture might reflect a social support-orientation, and perhaps
to an extent it is. However, the following comment seems to reveal more of G.5’s

motives:

He was really grateful and said, “I never thought I’d see the day when I'm
going to hug a copper” — just for the help I gave him. It’s all about rapport

building; I do something for you, you do something for me.'™

188 Field note — Central.



The formation of social support-type relationships can be viewed as merely an
extension of what some uniformed officers do day-to-day on the streets: seek to
cultivate ‘good’ relations with petty persistent criminals, prostitutes, and the
homeless as a way of building an informal network of informants. Moreover, such
practices also speak to Choongh’s (1998, p.227) ideas about social discipline, given
that regular contact between police and IOM offenders will serve to communicate
control and remind them that they are under constant surveillance. Yet the actions
and attitudes of a small minority of IOM police officers went further than this
conventional police tactic. Police officers like G.5, who advocated that ‘if people
want to help themselves you should do your utmost to help them to get off a life of
crime and get their life together’ and CB.5, who recognised that a ‘large’ part of the
[field intelligence officer] role is to engage with [IOM offenders] and try and offer
them as much pathways support as we can’, appeared to have moved beyond a pure
catch and convict policing mentality, instead adopting a more welfare-orientated

approach to the management of prolific offenders.

Whilst the police and probation service approach the management of offenders
from the opposite ends of the cultural spectrum, this has not prevented a certain
amount of overlap between the roles of police officers and probation workers
within the framework of IOM. The experiences of IOM police officers along with
comments made by probation workers, suggest that a small minority of police
officers have adopted attitudes and operational practices more traditionally
associated with probation’s rehabilitative approach to offender management.

Consider the following comments later made by A.5 during interview:

For me it's never been about locking individuals up. It doesn't work for me. I
find it a lot harder. Although I go into the prison every week my job is made a
lot harder by having to deal with individuals within the prison system. I’d
much rather be dealing with people in the community where I've got the
support there at hand and I'm able to help them. I constantly say this to people
whenever they go into prison. They're putting their lives back between 6 to 12
months because they had that chance when they were in the community to

make those changes, to take the support.



Rapport Building — to what end?

To an extent these methods and practices, framed by some officers as ‘rapport
building’, have furthered the organisational field mandate of intelligence gathering.

*1% of achieving policing objectives. In

These officers have ‘found their own way
the main, police officers seemed unyielding in their professional orientation, with
the excesses of cop culture still evident within their approach to the management of
IOM offenders. Rather than ‘being alongside the offender and committed to his
welfare’ (Nash, 2007, p.304), the vast majority of police officers I encountered

were pessimistic about the likelihood of prolific offender change.

Scepticism also further embeds the police’s crime control-orientated approach to
offender management. As a result field intelligence officers largely adopt the
approach of attempting to survey, catch, re-convict and ‘bang up’ these individuals
(preferably at the earliest opportunity). Of course, these methods can be further
linked to the policeman’s exaggerated desire for action and excitement. Similarly
the work of Maguire et al (2001, p.37) found that despite close working with
probation, police officers remained typically focused on ‘containment or
incapacitation’ of offenders rather than on rehabilitative issues. Despite close
working between the police and probation organisations within IOM, values
associated with the probation service have failed to temper the core centralities of
police culture. What requires closer examination, however, is whether the culture of
the police is dominating the practical operation of IOM or, on the contrary, whether
working closely with the police has precipitated cultural shifts within the other

partnership agencies.

Police-Probation relations

Multi-agency working arises from a public protection agenda that promotes the

increased control and risk-management of certain dangerous offenders. Whilst

public protection is not beyond the remit of the probation service, the notion of

"% R.5 interview transcript.



public protection through surveillance and other preventative measures is familiar
territory for police. Yet the now shared agenda of public protection is also
precipitating a shared language. As Nash (1999, p.367) observes, ‘the probation
service is now much more ready to discuss surveillance, control and risk-
management and reduction than previously’. """ Consider, for example, the

following interview exchange:

Fred: Going back to — you were saying about the challenging cultural stuff — do you
feel like traditional probation attitudes have been challenged by this way of

working?

D.3: Yeah. I think that possibly more historic probation attitudes. ...The probation
service itself has gone through such a shift in 20 years from quite a sort of
social, sort of support kind of agency, befriend, assist and advise, befriend
type service, to a public protection agency that we are now and that’s all we
are. Again people like myself who have been in the service for 7 to 10 years,
that’s all we’ve kind of known, that culture, whilst there’s a culture of
motivate and change and all these kind of things, we are still primarily; it’s

about managing risk.

As D.3 suggests then the culture of the probation service had already, prior to IOM,
shifted towards a risk-management orientation. Indeed, Gelsthorpe and Mellis
(2003, p.227) have argued that core probation principles have been transformed
from ‘advise, assist and befriend’ to ‘enforcement, rehabilitation and public
protection values’. IOM joins risk-management to these redefined objectives.
Consequently, probation is now bent on public protection through enforcement and
risk-management. This precipitates natural ideological continuities between the
police and probation service, as both are now responsible for the pre-conviction

risk-management of offenders (Mawby et al, 2007).

However, probation workers did point to differences in culture and practice
between the organisations within the partnership. For example, many of these

workers, particularly those working within police buildings, struggled with the

1 See also, Kemshall and Maguire, 2001.



negative attitudes held by the police towards offenders. For the majority of
probation workers, offenders were ‘clients’ and ‘service users’ that needed
encouragement and support in order to effect change in their lives. Some workers,
therefore, on transition to a more police-orientated environment, were ‘shocked’'"

by the negative language used by some police officers to describe IOM offenders.

Some cultural transference between the police and probation service

Burnett and Appleton (2004, p.38) also reported a disjuncture between the language
used by police and that used by social work colleagues within a youth offending
team. However, although not as frequently as their police colleagues, within IOM
probation workers were observed describing offenders in equally negative terms.
Indeed, some of the workers who initially claimed to be ‘shocked’ at the
disparaging language used by the police were later found to be using similar terms
to describe IOM offenders. The following field note, recorded at Southside,

provides due illustration:

G.3, a probation worker, told me that she had moved over to IOM from
‘ordinary probation’ just over 4 months ago. I asked her how she had
experienced the transition. ‘It’s been fine actually; I don’t mind it at all. I was
a bit, well, I wondered what working closely to the police would be like, but
it’s been ok, so far. Although I initially felt quite shocked about the negative
way they talk about offenders, it’s everybody, the way everybody talks about

offenders’.

Later in the morning I overheard R.5 and A.3 discussing an appointment that
A.3 had had with an offender earlier in the day. “Offenders, just tell you want
you want to know”, A.3 remarked to R.5, who laughed about this, noting,
“He’s a smarmy git, that one”. At this point G.3 laughed and said, “Tell me
about it. I know his family; they’re all little shits”.

It is possible then, that structural change within the organisational field, enabling

closer working between the police and probation service, has resulted in some

1 Field note — Southside.



cultural transference between police officers and probation workers, as evidenced
by the shared use of language. On the other hand, what I witnessed may amount to
no more than ‘pockets of cultural distortion within the general ideological standoff’

(Mawby and Worrall, 2011b, p.90).

Nonetheless, throughout the study a minority of probation workers referred to IOM
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offenders as ‘liars’ "~ and ‘wasters’, who were incapable of change. On one

occasion, two probation workers described an IOM offender as currently
‘presenting well’, whilst immediately following up with observation that he was
actually a ‘nasty little fucker’.'”® Consider also the following field note recorded

during my time at the Southside office:

This morning A.3 [a probation worker] was complaining about the
magistrates’ decision to release an offender back into the community for
supervision by the probation service (ultimately IOM). The complaint was
centred on two aspects of the decision. Firstly, that the court had allowed the
offender’s disreputable mother to make representations to the court,
advocating for his release back into the community on the ground that she was
prepared to ‘take him back’. Secondly, that the mother had ‘the cheek’ to
telephone A.3 and ask, “what are we doing for him?” “He’s a liar and a
complete waste of space, that one”, A.3 stated. “He’s never going to change or

be rehabilitated — no chance whatsoever.”

Probation worker descriptions of offenders appear to fit more closely with the
police world outlook, suggesting a level of cultural transference between the two
organisations. Nevertheless, the ‘shift’ also appeared to manifest at a more practical

level:

When we arrived back in the office one of the criminal justice intervention
workers, IN.2, said he needed to ‘have a word’. He then proceeded to tell me
about how some probation officers had become ‘wannabe cops’, providing the
following example. IN.2 continued, Yesterday I saw one of the probation

officers at [...] police station and she was a bit pumped up about something
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and said to me, “We’ve just nicked [...]”. I was like, so what? She was trying
to high-five me. I thought, that’s not something to high-five me about; you
can high-five me when we get someone into treatment for 6 months, then I’ve
got something to celebrate, not because you’ve just nicked someone ... I think
she got the hump about it afterwards, that I didn’t share the same view as her
about it. She’s gone quiet but I’m not bothered.

Fieldnote — Central

The formation of a legally mandated, strategic partnership has also led to the

reworking of some traditional organisational values amongst some probation

workers. More than that, however, a deeper understanding between the police and

probation service has arisen:

R.3:

Fred:

R.3:

I think traditionally probation has been perceived as being quite sort of soft,
but this scheme has allayed that. I think this scheme has put that perception to
rest and you would have a lot of police officers now that would agree that
community sentences are actually far harder to comply with. It takes a lot of
effort for someone to come in and actually stick in the community, provide
negative drug tests, stick to the rules and that perception has been challenged
and I think that’s been something quite positive that we’ve worked out and the

system has helped in achieving that objective.

Is it the perceptions that have been challenged and not so much the attitudes of

probation officers?

No these are the perceptions that I have from other people and probation has
worked very hard at challenging those perceptions and I’ve done it myself in
conversations with people. No I don’t agree with you there; this is my opinion;
and it’s taken discussion and debates over that opinion and people get to
appreciate that probation is an organisation that ought to be trusted. They’re
doing their court orders accountably and it has taken time to challenge that but

I think we’re getting there. '**

194

R.3 interview transcript.
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Here then the formation of strategic partnerships has led to subconscious
questioning and reformation of established relationships within the partnership. In
this instance, attitudes outside of probation, directed towards and about probation,
have been confronted. Other probation workers suggested that close working has
promoted a growth of a two-way understanding amongst the police and probation

officers. A senior probation worker (RS.3) made the following remarks:

I think that the police have become much more aware of, as I said earlier, the
limitations of taking enforcement action [....] especially around drug use. I
think the field intelligence officers on the team have become much more
aware that if somebody has been using crack or heroin for ten years they’re
not going to stop the moment they’re arrested and given a community order
and enter into treatment. That it’s a process that’s going to take time and also,
I think, our awareness [as an organisation] maybe for some staff of getting
more police intelligence, finding out what is actually going on, has maybe
knocked a bit of naivety off some staff, definitely not all of them, but an
appreciation of what the police have to face, day-to-day, practice being out
there working in the community, that kind of thing. So, yeah, I think you can’t
work closely with another organisation without learning something; well you

shouldn’t be able to.'”

Police cultural traits are now better understood and accorded relevance by
probation workers in the light of new realisations about ‘what police have to face
day-to-day’ on the streets. Equally, from the point of view of both R.3 and RS.3,
police attitudes seemed to have changed towards probation workers and the service

in general. As one field intelligence officer remarked during interview:

Police want to lock people up, probation want to rehabilitate them - you know
- and it's oil and water. If you're put in a situation where you have to work
together, then misconceptions tend to fall and I think that's the same with

anything..'”®

193 RS.3 interview transcript.

1% C0O.5 interview transcript.
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New operational understandings

While workers from the police and probation service have pointed to previous
differences in culture and practice between the two organisations, new operational
understandings appear to have developed within the IOM partnership. Some field
intelligence officers reported that a new appreciation of what probation do had
developed out of closer working between the two agencies. One officer, for
instance reported a new ‘appreciation’ of how arresting offenders immediately after
or during probation appointments could amount to a conflict of interest between the

two organisations:

Fred: Do you view probation differently now from what you once did?

D.5: [....] I totally understand now. If people are going to be totally fearful of
police everywhere every time they come near probation [....], it's an
appreciation again that they're not going to be able to do their work which
means you're shooting yourself in the foot if you just keep trying to be a bit
belligerent and trying to go about it in the same old way. And my old view of
probation, was a bit young in service. I was told to go get them; you go get
them. If somebody's in your way if you've got powers; you go straight through
them. But that's it. At the end of the day if that person gets in the way you get

a grilling; you just let an offender get away.

It's a bit different now. I don't need to chase offenders around. I imagine, I
kind of have to explain that now to other officers when they phone up. “Ccan
we come and get him?” “Well no - but what we can do is... - I'll arrange.
He'll be on a street nearby at this time”. So it's just little things like that. It is
just stupid but they accept being picked up a few streets away. Why, well
because we were told you'd be in the area. You know, they don't seem to.
Being picked up from the front door seems to be a bit too much for them. So
yeah, I mean, my 90% of my working time with probation has been here so
I've not got any gripes with it It's almost 8 years ago type thing where it was a

total conflict of interest.
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Yet, despite D.5’s protestations, the newfound appreciation for the work of the
probation service amongst field intelligence officers had not yet filtered through to
the thinking of IOM’s uniformed enforcement branch. The following field note was

recorded during my time at Westside:

Having been though the MacDonald’s drive-through, M.4 parked the police
car up so we could drink our cups of coffee before continuing on the routine
patrol. I took this opportunity to ask M.4 about his views on the probation
service. M.4 responded by noting that he felt annoyed ... that probation don’t
really want us arresting people from outside probation. They tell us they’ve
got someone who’s in breach or whatever, but then [probation] say, “You
can’t pick him up from the probation office, you have to get him round the
corner”. I’d like to just be able to pick them up as soon as they fall off, never
mind the relationship they’ve built up with probation. They’re lucky enough to
be in the community anyway. When they fuck up, they need to go straight
back’.

Nonetheless, certain probation workers were regarded by police officers as

particularly trust- worthy. This was due to their police-orientated outlook:

A.3 [a probation worker] and R.5 [a field intelligence officer] had been
discussing an offender’s up and coming court appearance and the likely
outcome. A.3 was suggesting that the man was likely to be released back into
the community with some kind of supervision requirement. “Come on R.5 you
know what magistrates are like?” A.3 said, “He’ll get out, I expect and I’ll
have to manage him again.” With that A.3 left the office to go to another
appointment. R.5 then looked over at me and said that A.3 was “more like a
police officer. She’s more like one of us, Fred”. Here the IOM sergeant joined
the conversation, enthusiastically agreeing with R.5. “A.3 is a good probation
officer primarily because of her attitude. She sees everything in black and
white. It’s no nonsense. It’s not always like this with some of the other PO
officers. It’s been said before, she’d make a good police officer”.

Fieldnote - Southside

Nash (1998, p.366) describes the phenomenon of probation workers moving

towards a more police orientated way of working as the ‘entry of the polibation
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officer — an amalgam of police and probation officers’. In other words, multi-
agency workers experience a loss of individual identity coupled with a degree of
fusion in their role (Mawby et al, 2007, p.129). In some instances, such a coupling
appeared to be more of an outright take-over by the dominant police culture than a
mere melding of roles. Consider, for instance, the following informal conversation

recorded at Southside:

As we were driving towards the appointment, A.3 [a probation worker] turned
to R.5 [an FIO] and stated that [probation workers] were no longer able to
recommend custody where the offender could not be said to pose a high risk
of harm to society. “What’s it all coming to?”, R.5 questioned [looks at the
sky], “What’s good about Britain now?” However, A.3 had a ‘solution’ to the
problem, “I should be able to word the report in a way that gets round this if

[despite other evaluations] we think the offender is risky.”

Something of a cultural transformation appears to have taken place. A.3’s
comments suggest she has, to an extent, adopted aspects of the prevailing police
world outlook, one that also seems resistant to changes in the organisational field.
This is in line with Mawby and Worrall’s (2011b, p.90) findings that the actions
and attitudes of some probation workers were now couched in the language of
crime control, rather than social work (Nash, 1999). For example, one probation
worker,D.3, suggested that the role had morphed and was now about ‘being

investigators, going about investigations and being a crime fighter’."”’

Burnett and Appleton (2004, p.37) suggest that the confusion of values and roles
must be expected within multi-agency working. But perhaps at an operational level
there is no confusion because the ‘modern’ probation organisation is, according to
D.3, already public protection orientated. Whatever the case, within IOM a
minority of probation workers are working and thinking in a way that is more akin

to police officers.

Prison Officers’ Attitudes

7 D.3 interview transcript.
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Beyond the police and probation service, changes in outlook appeared to have taken
place amongst some prison officers. It might be expected that the prison officers
would welcome the political shift towards a more crime control-orientated way of
managing offenders because it resonates with their traditional cultural values and
the way in which they have previously viewed and interacted with offenders
(Liebling and Hulley, 2011). Prisons are traditionally places of surveillance,
authority, discipline and punishment (Jackson et al, 2010, p.5; Liebling and Hulley,
2011, p.109). In line with these ideas, the prison service’s involvement in IOM at
an organisational level seemed to be associated with enforcement and discipline.
Prison officers were working in the community to ‘remind offenders what was

waiting for them should they mess up’.'”® Consider the following fieldnote:

It’s not such a big deal for them to see probation and the police working
together; that sort of thing has been happening for years, but when they see a
prison officer turn up at their door, they are like, “Wow how’d you do that
then?” Prison officers in an offender’s own environment have a big impact.

We’re there to tell Jonny to pull his socks up or we’ll have him back inside.'”’

Yet despite the apparent emphasis placed on enforcement, at a practical level three
out of the four prison officers I encountered during the study seemed to have
readily adopted a welfare-orientated approach to dealing with IOM offenders.
These officers were working in both the prison and the community with the aim of
promoting desistance through encouraging offender engagement with support

mechanisms, rather than through threat of force:

When we got to the court cells we found an IOM offender who had been
arrested just two days after his release from prison. The man was offered
support with housing. N.7 [a prison officer] suggested, “We put in a housing
referral, for you straight away mate; let’s get you somewhere to live first”. A.5
[a field intelligence officer] asked the man if he was now ready for some help
with his drug problem. “Look fella you’ve just been on another bender last
night and look where it’s got you. We can get you some help, maybe some

treatment”. A.5 and N.7 also promised to try and find the man’s solicitor and

198
199

Fieldnote — Southside.
Fieldnote — Southside.
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tell him that the offender had indicated that he was prepared to work with

IOM, so as to help the man in court that morning.*”

Mclntosh and Saville (2006, p.238) observe that prison officers, like police officers,
have historically displayed negative attitudes towards the likelihood of offender
change. Liebling and Hulley, 2011, p.108), for example, who examined prison staff
culture, found that amongst prison officers any expectation that offenders might
turn away from a life of crime was minimal and that it was thought to be a ‘waste of
time’ to believe otherwise. In the present study, one or two IOM workers did
suggest that they had previously viewed prison officers as ‘hard-line’ and
‘security-orientated” workers.””' Nonetheless, the actions of N.7 indicate that the
thinking of IOM prison workers has become more welfare orientated. Note, for

example, the comments made by another prison officer, P.7, during interview:

[IOM] It’s about the community ... People’s lives do change and we don’t
always get things right. Our offenders, they’re people; they need help and

support and it’s almost right that they can ask for it.

Pre-existing partnership working with the probation service, within the prison
walls, may partly explain the apparent development of humanitarian values
amongst some prison officers. Prison regimes have been increasingly exposed to
rehabilitative ideals in the form of prison drug treatment, behavioural programmes
and provision of resettlement planning (Mawby and Worrall, 2011b, p.83; Padfield
and Maruna, 2006, p.339). Indeed, McIntosh and Saville (2006, p.238) found that
the attitudes of prison officers had changed as a result of moving into a treatment
role within the prison walls. Officers had become more sympathetic towards drug
users and offenders more broadly. This, they discovered, could be attributed to
officers’ increased familiarity with the individual plight of offenders, making them

more human.

A combination of factors, working closely with humanitarian organisations within

IOM and engaging more with issues faced by offenders within the community, may
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J.3 interview transcript — see also Fieldnote — Southside.
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be responsible for changes amongst the attitudes of some prison workers. One
probation worker, for instance, observed how joint working with prison staff, both
prison officers and drugs workers*’* operating within the prison, had made attitudes
‘hugely better’ and a ‘100% closer’.*”> Whatever the case, when it came to the
provision of offender support, a majority of prison officers appeared to have made a
cultural shift away from the authoritarian and disciplinary approach generally

associated with mainstream prison officers, towards a more humanitarian approach

to the management of offenders.***

Drug Workers’ Attitudes

By contrast, the outlook of drugs workers appeared to remain largely in line with
the welfare-orientated values of the organisation. Mirroring findings by Skinns
(2011, p.168), the relationships between drug workers and other agencies within the
partnership could be described as ‘reasonably cooperative’. Yet unlike the close
proximity of the police, probation and prison service, the criminal intervention team
appeared to be on the fringes of the IOM scheme. Unlike field intelligence officers,
probation workers and some prison staff, during the early days of the study drug
workers were located in police stations rather than with the rest of the IOM team.
This contributed towards what can be described as a ‘climate of separation’

between drug workers and the other IOM organisations.

Drug workers were conspicuously absent from multi-agency meetings, as well as
other strategic or tactical discussions about the management of IOM offenders. One
probation worker, RS.3, said that the criminal justice intervention team were ‘pretty
separate’ and that probation ‘didn’t have a huge amount of contact with them’.
Equally, one police officer conceded that she was ‘not sure’ what drug workers did
or whether they were ‘more woolly than probation’ in their outlook. Drug workers

also appeared to distance their role from that of the other partnership agencies:

92 prison drug workers were referred to as the ‘Carat team’ (Counselling Assessment Referral

Advice and Throughcare)

293 M.3 interview transcript.

2% 1t must be stressed, of course, that we are dealing with small numbers here, and that these
findings cannot easily be generalised beyond the specific setting within which this study was
located.
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We’re not here to be probation officers, or police, or to get people locked up.
Our job is to look after the needs of our service users. It doesn’t stop me

working with them, but I have to stay true to who I am and what I believe
205

in.
Skinns (2011, p.172) similarly found that drug workers generally did not want to
‘pally up to the police’, as over familiarity might undermine the working
relationship enjoyed with clients. However, putting distance between themselves
and the other agencies may have prevented the ‘reciprocal learning’, evident within
relationships between the other partnership agencies, from taking place within
IOM.** Police officers, for instance, argued that criminal justice intervention
workers maintained a ‘sluggish’ approach to informing the police when 1IOM
offenders missed appointments with drug workers.””’ This type of attitude, one
police officer, KK.5, argued missed ‘the whole point, which was to get [offenders]
back before the courts to teach them the error of their ways’. Equally, some drug
workers also noted the negative capture and punish attitudes of some police officers

and the ‘cultures of the police’,*”® more broadly. As IV.2 put it:

We get a lot of comments that are negative about service users but also about
what we do and the function of it and its worth. [....] Someone called someone
a smack head and then asked what should I call [these] people? I said I would
say ‘people who use drugs’. The whole room burst out laughing. Everyone
thought it was hilarious, which is fine. I got on with those 