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Abstract  
The New Zealand Department of Corrections has yet to develop a comprehensive prisoner reintegration strategy, or a coherent theory to inform it.  This paper identifies three historical approaches to prisoner reintegration, and the evidence for each.  The author argues for a return to Winston Churchill’s 1910 vision i.e.  a shift from formal state control to informal community support.  He advocates for a strength based approach to prisoner reintegration which seeks as its primary object, the inclusion of prisoners and their families and whanau   into the  ‘moral community’.  

Introduction 
We cannot impose these serious penalties upon individuals unless we make a great effort and a new effort to rehabilitate men who have been in prison and secure their having a chance to resume their places in the ranks of honourable industry. The present system is not satisfactory. ……………

Extract from Winston Churchill’s Speech to Parliament, 29 July 1910 

During his brief reign as Liberal Home Secretary in 1910, Winston Churchill embarked upon an ambitious reform of the English prison system.  In his famous speech  of 1910, he advocated for the community support of released prisoners.  
In recent times, there has been almost no political support for the development of a comprehensive prisoner reintegration strategy.   Nor is their any coherent theory to inform prisoner reintegration. 

The ‘Stick and Carrot’ Model  - The Odd Couple
Until around 1995, there had developed in New Zealand a “mixed model” of prisoner control and support – the stick and the carrot.  The research   shows that the model had some inherent difficulties.  In summary:

1. When both tools (the therapeutic and the punitive) are available, interventions premised on a combination control-deficit model end up “almost all stick and no carrot.”
2. Ex-prisoners will not show up for the treatment without coercion. 
  However, it is noted that persons coerced into drug treatment programs fare equally as well as those who enter voluntarily.  

3. Consistent coercion produces minimal levels of criminal behavior but also produces very low levels of pro social behavior . 
    
4. The carrot and stick metaphor confuses conformity with responsible behavior.  

5. Efforts to find fault, increase revocations, or speed a return to the justice system undermine the goals of reintegration.”  

In Winston Churchill’s day, the Police were responsible for providing post-release support.  In his famous speech, and with his tongue firmly in his cheek, he had this to say;   

I have a great admiration for the way in which the police conduct the business of police supervision of prisoners who have been released on licence. It is not a bit true to say they harry a man and hunt him down. At the same time, it is a great impediment to a man to have to go and report himself repeatedly to the police, and to have the police coming repeatedly inquiring after him, in obtaining his position in honest industry again…………..

Corrections and Prisoner Reintegration  - Risk, Needs and Responsivity
In 1999, the department shifted the focus of prisoner reintegration from the Community Probation Service to the Prison Service.  It commissioned research which identified the key needs of prisoners on release, 
 and in 2004 at the Ministerial Forum on Offender Reintegration, presented a reintegration framework based on two ideas: 

a) Reintegration is the ‘cornerstone’ of the Department’s approach to integrated offender management; 

b) The principles of Risk, Need and Responsivity will tell the Department how to work with offenders, based on their risk of re-offending, their level of need, and responsivity factors.   

The ‘needs based’ approach to reintegration fit well with the department’s approach to prisoner rehabilitation.  By 2008 the department had expanded its prison-based reintegration services, so that a  pre-release  ‘needs analysis’ ensured that some prisoners left with a “reintegration plan”.  For most prisoners, tangible support stopped at the prison gate.  
The Community Probation Service - Left Holding the Stick

Over the last ten years, the Community Probation Service has limited its prisoner reintegration activity to the traditional parole function of compliance and control.  Underlying the “risk management” approach is the belief that released prisoners will respond best to the constant threat of sanctions. That has led to a range of sentence measures including electronic monitoring, intensive supervision (i.e., additional home and office visits), random drug testing, home detention, extensive behaviour restrictions, strict curfews, and expanded lengths of supervision. The basic idea is that tough community controls can reduce recidivism by thwarting an offender’s criminal instincts.  
  
 
There is no evidence to support that.  What evidence there is tells us that:

1. Additional controls  increase the probability that technical violations will be detected, leading to greater use of imprisonment, and higher taxpayer costs.  There is no evidence that increased community surveillance deters offenders from committing crimes.   

2. Prisons do not serve as an effective deterrent. 
 
3. Power-coercive strategies are the least likely to promote internalization and long-term change 
  
 
4. Offenders are influenced only as long as they are being supervised.  
 
5. Heavy-handed control tactics serve to undermine respect for the Probation Service. 
  The parole process becomes a joke. Persons become defiant when they are faced with a pile of sanctions,   
  
 and constant   threats that are not backed up can lead to a form of psychological inoculation.

6. The common public view is that imprisonment equates to punishment and control.  Alternatives are therefore only suitable where neither punishment nor controls are necessary.   Parole cannot compete with prison when it  comes to ensuring compliance. 
  
 
 
What next ?   Moving beyond  Risk and Needs 
Churchill   proposed establishing a central agency to which all released prisoners would be referred.  Police supervision would end, and the ex-prisoner would have nothing more to do with state authority. They would be supported entirely by community agencies,  who would do the best for them.   He expressed an optimist view of the human potential to change, by claiming “an unfailing faith that there is a treasure if only you can find it, in the heart of every man.”

‘Restorative Reintegration’ – A Strengths  Based  Approach to Prisoner Reintegration
Churchill was advocating for a strengths-based approach which focused on the positive contribution the person can make, rather than their deficiencies.  In Jeremy Travis’s words; “Offenders are seen as assets to be managed rather than merely liabilities to be supervised.” 

The strengths narrative assumes that ex-prisoners are stigmatised people, and that is what makes them likely to re-offend.  
 
The  strengths based narrative combats stigmatisation by deploying a range of strategies.  They include:

7. Providing opportunities for ex-prisoners to  make amends, demonstrate their value and potential, and make positive contributions to their communities. The goal is to “devise ways of creating more helpers”. 
 
8. Providing public recognition, including rituals of certification symbolically “de-stigmatises” the stigmatized person.   
  The offender is transformed from a taker into a giver.  
9. Ex-prisoners are encouraged to produce things the community wants, such as  gardens, graffiti-free neighborhoods, a less dangerous community, habitable housing for the homeless.  

10. Developing a role for “wounded healers”” as para-professionals, lay therapists, or counselors. 
  Brown   estimated that around three quarters of the counselors working in the over ten thousand substance abuse treatment centers in the United States are former substance abusers themselves. 
11. Encouraging mutual efforts at reconciliation, where offender and society work together to make amends—for hurtful crimes and hurtful punishments—and move forward.”  

12. Nurturing behaviour is inconsistent with a criminal lifestyle. 
   
  
  Roy Dunn, leader of the Notorious chapter of the Mongrel Mob puts it this way:  

“At the end of the day, I have been thinking, what's the meaning to life?  There must be more to this, you know, there must be more to life.  As a parent, a Rangatira, you have to look at all those angles, eh, and to me it was about - well, enough was enough.  Keep going the way we are, we will live in the past and we will stay there.  So, it was all about time to change.  That was my vision. When I came out of jail, I was looking for people in the society to help direct and put me on that way, not for my journey but for our kids and our whanau.  In the old days, it was about our patch, we couldn’t see nothing else.   But now, time's changed. It’s  time to build their future; not let them go down the paths we've been.” 

Speech to the Prison Fellowship Conference May 2008

The Impact of Strengths Based Reintegration

In 2003, Prison Fellowship, in partnership with the Department of Corrections, established a faith based unit at Rimutaka Prison.  Described as a community-centred environment, the programme provided for each prisoner to be mentored by a community volunteer eight months before release, and up to two years following.  It was based on the belief that reintegration starts on the first day of the sentence, and included the elements described above as restorative reintegration.  
One useful measure of the effectiveness of a prison unit in rehabilitation is the level of prisoner misconduct.  Prisoners released from units with a low level of prison incidents, are more likely to achieve significant reductions in reoffending.  
  As can be seen from the graph below covering the period 1 May 2007 – 30 April 2008), the faith unit (Unit Seven) fared well in comparison with the other residential 60 bed units at Rimutaka. 
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Restorative Reintegration Beyond the Prison Walls  -  Handing it back to the community
What would restorative reintegration look like beyond the prison walls?  Maruna  
 considers there are four elements:  

1. Restorative Re-Integration is Community-led

Whereas reintegration is typically characterised by an insular, professionals-driven focus on the needs and risks of offenders, restorative re-integration draws on and supports naturally occurring community processes through which informal support and controls traditionally take place. 
  Citizens, not professionals, are the primary agents of reintegration.  Circles of support and community led mentoring   are key elements of  a community led process.   
 Direct support and assistance to the families and whanau of offenders before, during and after incarceration is also central to restorative reintegration.  
 
2. Restorative Reintegration is Reparation Based

Peace-making needs to begin almost immediately in any restorative framework. 
 Central to the restorative model is the notion of ‘making good’ 
 or ‘earned redemption’. 
  
Restorative Reintegration should be  Symbolically Rich
We make quite an impressive show or ritual of punishment – from the drama of the courtroom to descending into the cells to prisoner uniforms, and the barred windows,.  
  We need to do the same for their return and redemption , through   “status elevation ceremonies”. 
 
  
4. Restorative Re-Integration Needs to Eventually Involve Wiping the Slate Clean
The strongest form of symbolic de-labelling an offender can receive from the State is the chance to officially wipe the slate clean and alter his or her past as recognition of acts of restitution and social contribution. 

Conclusion 
The emerging view is that state has a limited role in reintegrating ex-prisoners.  
  Re-integration happens in the community, by the community, and for the community.   Efforts to centralize, professionalise and expand the reach of criminal justice and social services has often weakened historically stronger community nets and inadvertently undercut the role and responsibility of citizens, neighbourhood institutions and community groups in socialization and informal sanctioning 
 
  
The recent work of the Ministry of Social Development in strengthening families and communities, suggests that any state support for ex-prisoners and their whanau/families should be located within Family and Community  Services in the Ministry of Social Development.  Its excellent work in strengthening families and communities, in  supporting community groups in such areas as family violence prevention, positive parenting, and  after-school activity, gives it an entrée into  and relationship with community organisations.  It is positioned to facilitate the work of community entities in their work with ‘hard to reach’ families, including the families and whanau of ex-prisoners.  
Agreement on how the state and the community should work together to support ex-prisoners and their whanau/families lies in the government’s willingness to move beyond its existing preference to control ex-prisoners, on one hand,  or  on the other, respond to their perceived individual needs.  It lies not in an obsession with managerialism, and the culture of control.   Instead, it must be based on a vision for prisoner transformation that has at its heart, concern for the social advancement of all New Zealanders.    

That was Churchill’s vision.  
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