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Abstract
Prisoner reentry is becomingly increasingly recognised as a significant societal
problem. Almost all prisoners will be released will reenter the community and
many will reoffend. Internationally, imprisonment rates continue to rise,
compounding the challenge to the criminal justice system that the current system
of incarceration and reentry creates. Gaps remain in our understanding of the
reentry process and the challenges faced by released prisoners. Previous reentry
research has tended to focus on specific issues such as accommodation or
employment or have used prisoner interviews as the data source. The gaps in
reentry literature are compounded by conflicting definitions of ‘successful’ reentry.
Research was undertaken to examine the definition of ‘successful reentry’ and to
determine the most important variables deemed to affect successful prisoner
reentry. Semi structured interviews were conducted with twenty‐four stakeholders
with a variety of roles in prisoner reentry in Western Australia. Additional data
was collected from published government reports, policy documents, research
reports and academic literature.
The interview findings determined that accommodation, employment, social
networks and education and treatment programs were deemed to have the most
significant impact on prisoner reentry. One of the most significant findings to
emerge is the significance of social networks. This study has found evidence that
the value of social networks has been neglected in reentry policy. One of the core
issues examined throughout this process was the definition of ‘successful reentry.’
The term ‘successful reentry’ requires clarification, alongside elucidation of related
goals and measurements. Measures of reentry ‘success’ need to be developed
further or ameliorated by additional criterion as successful reentry is a more
complex problem than existing recidivism measures can address.
This thesis challenges the existing understanding of the needs of prisoners
reentering the community and suggests strategies for improving the reentry
process and related outcomes. Future reentry policy needs to give greater weight
to the value of social networks and establish mechanisms to facilitate the
development and maintenance of these networks, which will in turn, assist
prisoners to secure accommodation and employment opportunities.
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1. Introduction

Of the thousands of people who enter our prisons each year, the vast majority will
leave prison and reenter the community. Thus, it is crucial to understand what is
required for that reentry to be judged as successful. For the purpose of this
research, prisoner reentry is defined as ‘the process of leaving prison or jail and
returning to society’ (Solomon, Waul, Van Ness and Travis 2004, p. 12). Maruna,
Immarigeon and LeBel (2004, p. 5) note that reentry ‘is also a long‐term process,
one that actually starts prior to release and continues well afterwards.’

1.1 Problem statement and background to the study
In Australia, approximately 18,000 people are sentenced to a term of imprisonment
each year (Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) 2007b) and almost all will be
released at some time. Internationally, imprisonment rates have climbed,
compounding the challenge to the criminal justice system that the current system
of incarceration and reentry creates.
The state of Western Australia geographically occupies almost one third of
Australia. During the year ending 30 June 2006, 6032 males and females were
released from Western Australian prisons and correctional facilities (Department
of Corrective Services n.d.c). According to the literature, many released prisoners
struggle to gain employment, secure accommodation, access services, address
substance use, manage finances and develop social networks. Indeed, many will
reoffend.
While the problem of prisoner reentry is not unique to Western Australia, the
state is peerless in its geographically isolated towns and cities, rates of
imprisonment, and particularly in the imprisonment of indigenous peoples. In
1

addition, a government funded reentry program was implemented in the early
2000’s. As such, Western Australia provides a unique correctional climate in which
to situate this research.

1.2 Aim
The aim of this research is to examine definitions of successful reentry and to
determine the most important variables for prisoner reentry to be successful.
Previous research on prisoner reentry has tended to focus on specific aspects such
as the accommodation needs of released prisoners and the value of employment.
Such studies have tended to be underpinned by a view of a well functioning
society and neglected the complexities and challenges of living in modern society.
Prisoner reentry has become increasingly recognised as a significant societal
problem. This is partly due to increasing rates of imprisonment, as well as a
significant number of released prisoners returning to prison; not only because of
new crimes but also because of technical violations (Seiter & Kadela 2003).
Furthermore, the level of resources available for rehabilitative programs has been
reduced and there has been a change in the focus of parole and release officers;
from a casework model to a supervision and monitoring role which has impacted
on reentry (Seiter & Kadela 2003).
La Vigne et al. (2003, p. 3) claim that ‘prisoners today are typically less prepared
for reintegration, less connected to community‐based social structures, and more
likely to have health or substance abuse problems than in the past.’ In addition, the
communities that prisoners return to are less stable and often unable to provide
adequate social services and support to released prisoners (Seiter & Kadela 2003).
Accordingly, La Vigne et al. (2003) argue that to improve public policy and safety,
a thorough understanding of the challenges returning prisoners face is required.

2

In Australia, Borzycki and Baldry (2003, p. 2) have described ‘large gaps in our
knowledge’. In addition, Baldry et al. (2003b, p. ii) claim that the majority of
Australian prisoners are eventually reimprisoned, ‘indicating that most ex‐
prisoners are not rehabilitated by their prison term… thus finding out how to
increase an ex‐prisoner’s chances of making a successful transition is highly
desirable.’
The gaps in reentry literature are further compounded by the conflicting
definitions and measures of ‘success’ used to determine the effectiveness of reentry
programs. There is a clear need for further research in the field of reentry,
however, such undertakings require examination and clarification of the definition
of ‘success’ in reentry and means by which success can be measured. As such, the
concept of successful reentry is explored throughout this thesis.

1.3 Current study
The current study is focused on reentry in Western Australia, with particular focus
on the reentry model that has emerged over the last five years. This time period
was selected for analysis because of the policy changes resulting from a significant
report on reentry (McGinty 2002) which led to the development of a Community
Re‐entry Program for Prisoners in Western Australia.
The purpose of this research was to explore definitions of ‘successful’ reentry
and determine what variables are required for prisoner reentry to be deemed
successful. To achieve this, interviews were conducted with a number of
stakeholders for the purpose of developing an understanding of the issues facing
prisoners prior to release, the reentry process and post‐release issues. The resulting
interview data has been analysed and discussed with reference to Australian and
international literature in this field and documents from the relevant Western
Australian government agencies, using a thematic analysis methodology.

3

1.4 Thesis overview
This thesis is divided into two major sections. In the first section, chapter two
discusses the international literature on reentry and how policy in this area has
changed and adapted to its present form. Later chapters also include literature
reviews of more specific issues. Chapter three discusses the research design,
justification for the chosen methodology and the methods used to collect data.
Chapter four maps the development of reentry policy in Western Australia and
provides a context for the current study by providing an overview of the
contemporary criminal justice system and reentry policy.
In the second section, the themes emerging from the interviews are analysed. In
chapter five, key research findings that emerged from the thematic analysis of
interview data are presented. This chapter discusses stakeholder definitions of
‘success’ and their views on the most important variables judged to impact on
successful reentry. Chapters six, seven, eight and nine examine the core variables
emerging from the interviews; accommodation, employment, family and social
networks and education and training. Chapter ten concludes the thesis with a
summary of the main findings and suggestions for the future regarding reentry.
According to Carlson (2004, p. 65) ‘one of the most important societal goals
sought by the criminal justice system is the successful return of the offender to the
community.’ The author of this thesis agrees with Carlson and seeks to define
‘successful reentry’ and determine what needs to be in place for this phenomenon
to occur. By doing so, this research aids our understanding of the issues, the
barriers to reentry and provides suggestions as to how the goal of successful
prisoner reentry can be achieved.
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2. Literature Review

Introduction
This chapter provides a background to the prisoner reentry problem being
examined in the following chapters. Section 2.1 provides a brief overview of recent
changes in penal policy and practice. In section 2.2 relevant criminal justice models
are discussed, followed by a discussion of reentry specific theoretical issues in
section 2.3. In section 2.4 the terms ‘reentry’ and ‘successful reentry’ are discussed
and defined. Section 2.5 contextualises the current study by broadly reviewing
reentry related literature. Literature relating to specific reentry issues is
incorporated into the relevant thematic chapters in the main body of the thesis.

2.1 Background to the reentry problem
Prisoner reentry has been an issue since the end of the 19th Century (Crow 2006)
and was considered important for much of the 20th Century in the United States of
America (USA) (Seiter & Kadela 2003). During the period from the 1890s to the
1970s, professionals, criminal justice practitioners and academics became
increasingly involved in policy development and reform and the views of the
public were given less weight (Garland 2001). Prisoner sentencing was
indeterminate and the major goal was rehabilitation (Mauer 2001). Prisoners were
released when they were considered treated and cured (White and Perrone 2005).
This was more predominant in the USA and less so in Australia and the United
Kingdom. Parole Boards in the USA closely reviewed prisoners’ release plans, and
it was believed by offenders that voluntary participation in rehabilitation
programs would be looked on favourably by the Parole Board. Reentry policy
involved a casework model (Seiter & Kadela 2003) with close Parole Officer
5

supervision of released prisoners for one or two years. Many releasees were placed
in halfway houses if they were considered to have inadequate resources and
family and community support (Seiter & Kadela 2003).
However, during the late 1960s to mid 1970s, support for the medical model of
rehabilitation began to wane and a new penology emerged. There was an
increasing view that imprisonment, rehabilitation and treatment policies were
unfair and inconsistent (Lanier & Henry 1998). During the 1960s, people on both
sides of the political spectrum in the USA had been agitating for more determinate
sentences (Mauer 2001; White and Perrone 2005). Garland (2001) suggests that the
changes during this period were affected by the politicisation of crime, changes to
the emotional tone of crime policy, increased responses to victim and public safety
concerns and the commercialization of crime control infrastructure. Understanding
the changes during this period requires historical, sociological and penological
analysis (Garland 2001).
During this period, the findings from an influential study were released. Lipton,
Martinson and Wilks (1975) surveyed and reviewed prison based rehabilitation
programs and assessed their outcomes on a number of measures, including
recidivism. Martinson (1974) published his own interpretation of the findings a
little earlier than the final report. The climate at that time meant that Martinson’s
(1974) article received wide publicity and was soon interpreted as concluding that
‘nothing works’ with regard to rehabilitative efforts (Sarre 1999). However, in the
final report published a year later, Lipton et al. (1975, p. 627) concluded that ‘while
some treatment programs have had modest successes, it still must be concluded
that the field of corrections has not as yet found satisfactory ways to reduce
recidivism by significant amounts.’
Penal policy then began to move towards one of ‘just deserts’ or what has been
termed the ‘justice model’ (Lanier & Henry 1998) and increasingly focused on
6

determinate sentencing (Mauer 2001). Funding for prison based and post‐release
programs was reduced as the mood changed to one of prison as a means of
punishment, deterrence and incapacitation. For further reading, see Garland 2001,
Mauer 2001 & Pallone and Hennessy 2003 among others.
There have been a number of criticisms of Martinson’s 1974 work, including
from Martinson himself who published more positive articles later that decade.
Findings from other studies identified some programs with reductions in
recidivism, however, according to Sarre (1999, p. 4) ‘the policy legacy for
rehabilitation in the USA was already etched in tone… doomed in the face of
official mistrust of its effectiveness.’
As well as the impact of the ‘nothing works’ findings, public views have
impacted on penal policy. The way society views the poor, unemployed, criminal
and welfare dependant has changed dramatically over the last thirty years in a
number of Western countries. People who were once perceived as disadvantaged
and in need of state assistance are now seen as a different class, with poverty and
unemployment resulting from the individuals own paucity of effort (Garland
2001). According to Garland (2001) the public believe criminals to be making
rational choices to offend, based on the perceived leniency of the justice system
and lack of deterrents. This loss of faith in the justice system has resulted in an
‘iron cage’ (Garland 2001, p. 204) whereby the culture apparent in contemporary
society may continue even though the fears and social problems that shaped it
have long ceased to exist. Public anxieties about crime and disorder have
increased, alongside erosion of confidence in government agencies to respond
effectively due to a weakened state authority (Pratt 2002). Pratt (2002) warns that
the ‘new axis of penal power’ may result in state authorities implementing policies
responsive to public demands rather than expert opinion.
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Official discourse has changed in accordance with the move in public mood and
the weight given to the rights of victims (Garland 2001; Pratt 2002). The term
‘populist punitiveness’, coined by Bottoms (1995, p. 40), describes the manner in
which politicians seek electoral support by advocating punitive criminal justice
responses such as the death penalty, ‘three strikes’ sentencing policies and boot
camps. Roberts et al. (2003, p. 5) claim that ‘penal populists allow the electoral
advantage of policy to take precedence over its penal effectiveness.’ According to
Roberts et al. (2003, p. 8):
populist penal policies arise from one or more of the following:
•

An excessive concern with the attractiveness of policies of the electorate;

•

An intentional or negligent disregard for evidence of the effects of various
criminal justice policies;

•

A tendency to make simplistic assumptions about the nature of public
opinion, based upon inappropriate methods.

Rapid developments in communications technology, combined with an
increasingly global economic system, are argued to have impacted on policy
development in a number of Western countries (Newburn 2002). The sharing and
transportation of policies, ideologies and practices from one jurisdiction to another
has been termed ‘policy transfer’ (Newburn 2002) and provides an explanation for
the number of Western countries advocating remarkably similar justice policies
such as ‘three strikes’, curfews, electronic monitoring, ‘zero tolerance’ and
privately run prisons.
There remains a conflict between the goals of the criminal justice system. White
and Perrone (2005, p. 196) posit that ‘the 1990s and the ensuing millennium have
witnessed considerable debate regarding issues of public order, culminating in a
revival of incapacitation as a justification for punishment.’ There has been
significant growth in imprisonment in the USA, England, New Zealand, Canada
8

and Australia and Pratt (2002, p. 177) argues that ‘all indications are that the
growth of prisons will not only continue, but is being actively planned for.’
On the other hand, a number of Scandinavian countries have resisted this trend
(Pratt 2008). King (2001, p. 5) argues that Australian prisons have been partially
influenced by Scandinavian models in which prison staff have more of a ‘human
service worker’ role. Furthermore, Tonry (2005, p. 1237), while recognising the
change in the public mood and sentencing policy over the past three decades,
claims that faith in rehabilitation has been increasing to an attitude that ‘treatment
works.’ The latter part of the last century also saw a move away from incarceration
and towards the wider use of community based corrections, particularly as a
means of dealing with youth offending (White and Perrone 2005).
Some of the criminal justice models that have emerged over the past few
decades are discussed in the following section. Penal policy in and across Australia
is discussed in section 2.5.

2.2 Relevant criminal justice models
Rehabilitation is no longer considered the primary goal of criminal justice systems.
Instead, practice has focused on predicting the criminal risk posed by certain
groups in society, and developing a range of policies aimed at individuals at a
variety of risk levels (Lynch 2000). Regulatory controls that are focused on
minimizing the risk of reoffending now dominate crime reduction policies.
Offenders tend to be thought of as ‘inmates’ and interventions are not necessarily
tied to the gravity of an offenders’ current offence, but to the likelihood of
reoffending (Garland 2001).
Maruna and LeBel (2003) claim that there has been an implicit focus on one of
two ‘deficit’ models in regard to reentry process reform discussions. These two
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models are ‘risk‐based’ and ‘need‐based.’ However, ‘strengths‐based’ and
‘through‐care’ models have also emerged in recent years.

2.2.1 ‘Deficit’ models
Risk‐based strategies are described by Ogloff and Davis (2004) as consisting of two
principles; prediction and matching. Offenders need to be assessed and their
individual risk of reoffending predicted. Risk factors may include the individuals’
criminal history and age at first offence; termed ‘static’ risk factors (Ogloff & Davis
2004, p. 233) and risk factors that can change, such as employment, place of
residence and education, are termed ‘dynamic’. Offenders predicted as ‘high risk’
are matched with intensive interventions that may include increased surveillance,
the use of electronic tagging, urine testing and curfews (Maruna & LeBel 2003).
Hudson (2001) suggests there may be a conflict between risk based policies and the
rights of offenders to punishment that is fair and proportionate to their offending.
Needs‐based strategies tend to be concentrated on the ‘criminogenic needs’ of
the offender. Criminogenic needs are described by Ogloff and Davis (2004, p. 233)
as ‘simply those dynamic risk factors that have been found to relate to ongoing
offending’. Examples of risk factors include; problems with substance use, having
criminal associates and having hostile attitudes. Needs‐based strategies focus on
teaching skills to offenders to remedy these issues, for example, by using treatment
programs to address substance use (Burnett and Maruna 2006). According to
Burnett and Maruna (2006, p. 84), in recent times ‘needs’ and ‘risks’ have become
intertwined, as some reentry policies have portrayed ‘meeting needs’ as ‘little
more than provision of checks and forms of social control.’

2.2.2 Strengths‐based model
A second model has emerged; described as a form of ‘strengths‐based’
resettlement by Burnett and Maruna (2006). This model is linked to restorative
10

justice theories and themes of community, restoration and repair (Burnett &
Maruna 2006). Strengths‐based strategies are based on the premise that offenders
can earn their place and actively participate in the community and be perceived as
an asset rather than a drain on resources. It may also be described as ‘earned
redemption’ (Bazemore 1998, p. 770). Burnett and Maruna (2006) stress the
importance of distinguishing strengths‐based efforts to ‘give something back’ from
traditional forms of prison labour and community work. To be successful, the
work needs to be rewarding and involve the offenders in community‐oriented
projects where they can be seen to be helping (Burnett & Maruna 2006).

2.2.3 Throughcare
A ‘throughcare’ model refers to a system whereby treatment and support are
commenced in custody and continue in the community post release (Borzycki and
Baldry 2003). An Australian definition of throughcare has been described as ‘the
integrated and coordinated approach to the management of people who are the
responsibility of Corrective Services from their first point of contact with the
Department to the completion of their legal order, including their re‐integration
into the community’ (Stevens 2002, p. 2). An effective throughcare model generally
requires the involvement of multiple agencies and effective information sharing
between relevant departments and service providers to provide a seamless service
to offenders.

2.3 Theoretical perspective
Theoretical perspectives can shed light on the reasons why, and how, people
refrain from offending. However, the area of prisoner reentry is suffering from a
lack of theoretical development according to several contemporary writers. For
example, Crow (2006) has described current research as descriptive and
atheoretical. Furthermore, Tonry (2005, p. 1268) argues that significant changes
11

have been made in recent years, such as the advent of restorative justice programs
and an increased awareness of the role of the community, however, ‘…mainstream
punishment theory has not been able to encompass them.’
In addition, Maruna, Immarigeon and LeBel (2004, p. 8) argue that ‘current
reintegration practices are operating in a theoretical vacuum’ and claim that
corrections officials and policy makers, as well as criminologists, must accept some
of the blame for this. Policy makers are reluctant to appear ‘soft on crime’ resulting
in the failure to develop and implement innovative policies and with few
exceptions, academics have failed to develop an integration theory (Maruna,
Immarigeon & LeBel 2004). The role played by professionals has been reduced as
crime policy has become more political (Garland 2001) and increasingly linked
with ‘deficit’ models of reentry (Burnett & Maruna 2006).
Maruna, Immarigeon and LeBel (2004, p. 8) cite Cullen (2002) who stated that
‘although criminology is rich in contemporary theories of crime, true theories of
correctional intervention are in short supply.’ Tonry (2005, p. 1273) claims that the
field requires ‘new consequentialist theories that can balance competing values in a
new era characterized by very different sensibilities than those that characterized
the 1970s, when much current theorizing about punishment took shape.’

2.4 Defining reentry
It is necessary to define the key terms before beginning analysis and discussion of
the variables deemed to have the most impact on successful prisoner reentry.
International literature generally regards the ‘reentry’ process to be broad in the
sense that all prisoners leaving prison ‘reenter’ or return to the community. A
number of other terms have been used to describe what is now regarded as
‘reentry.’ These terms include reintegration, resettlement and rehabilitation.
Resettlement is one of the closest to reentry and has been defined by the United
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Kingdom Association of Chief Officers of Probation (cited in Maruna, Immarigeon
& LeBel 2004, p. 05) as:
A systematic and evidenced‐based process by which actions are taken to work
with the offender in custody and on release, so that communities are better
protected from harm and re‐offending is significantly reduced. It encompasses the
totality of work with prisoners, their families and significant others in partnership
with statutory and voluntary organisations.

Reintegration has been described as ‘both an event and a process’; involving
some level of community acceptance of the released prisoner (Maruna,
Immarigeon & LeBel 2004, p. 5) and as the process by which released prisoners
return to the community, cease to reoffend and contribute to community life
(Borzycki & Baldry 2003). However, the term ‘reintegration’ presumes that
prisoners were once integrated (Ward 2001), which is inappropriate in light of the
social, economic and cultural disadvantages experienced by a large proportion of
the prisoner population.
Brown, Spencer and Deakin (2007, p. 33) define rehabilitation as ‘the process
where the offender is restored to their previous rank rights and privileges; that is
they have made good, or made amends, for their offence and so can be considered
to be a full and active members (sic) of society.’ The concept of rehabilitation,
according to Worrall and Hoy (2005, p. 11) ‘assumes that the individual is
determined more by circumstances (personal, social or medical) and that a change
in these is required in order to produce a change in behaviour.’
Whilst these definitions do share similarities to the definition of reentry used in
this thesis, they are being used less frequently, and the use of appropriate
language is important (Maruna 2001).
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2.4.1 Reentry
For the purposes of this paper, prisoner reentry is defined as ‘the process of
leaving prison or jail and returning to society’ (Solomon et al. 2004, p. 12). This
definition was chosen as it has become one of the more widely used definitions of
‘reentry’ in the field at present. This definition was used in an Urban Institute
report resulting from a review of reentry programs in the USA. The report detailed
more than ninety available reentry programs that ‘address the needs and risks
facing returning prisoners, their families, and communities,’ the service provided,
and any outcomes (Solomon et al. 2004, p. 7). The Urban Institute has become one
of the most prolific publishing research bodies in the area of prisoner reentry and
use of this definition reflects this fact.
However, use of the term ‘reentry’ itself is not without criticism. Henderson and
Hanley (2006, p. 64) suggest that the term is simply a new criminal justice
‘buzzword’ and that a number of agencies throughout the USA ‘have engaged in
the implementation of reentry without a solid idea of whether or not reentry works
or even how to define the concept’. Austin (2001, p. 314) suggests that the term is
often ‘simply another word for parole supervision, which many have tried to
discredit and dismantle.’
However, definitions identical to and very similar to the Solomon et al. (2004)
definition have been adopted and discussed by Scott, Dewey and Leverentz (2005),
Bobbitt and Nelson (2004) and Visher, La Vigne and Castro (2003) among others
and use of this term and definition reflects the current understanding of reentry.
Reentry is a process and is about more than the practicalities of finding
accommodation or sourcing income. It involves forming new relationships and
trying to re‐establish old ones (Crow 2006) and begins upon a prisoner’s arrival in
prison (Seiter & Kadela 2003). An Australian Institute of Criminology report
defined reentry as ‘a single moment in time when a prisoner is released from prison.
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It can also be a process by which prisoners move from custody to independent
community living’ (Borzycki 2005, p. 11, emphasis in original). According to
Maruna, Immarigeon and LeBel (2004, p. 5) reentry is ‘a long‐term process, one
that actually starts prior to release and continues well afterwards.’

2.4.2 Successful reentry
Measuring the success or failure of such a process is difficult. To evaluate a reentry
model, or in fact any criminal justice model, a goal or definition of ‘success’ is
required. Maxfield and Babbie (2006, p. 11) claim ‘such criteria are essential if
social scientific research is to tell us anything useful about matters of value.’
However, seeking consensus on the meaning of success or failure is one of the
most difficult tasks faced by evaluation researchers according to Maxfield and
Babbie (2006).
Most commonly, the success of reentry programs is measured against
recidivism rates. Recidivism is the ‘failure to desist from crime’ and is often
measured through rearrest, reconviction or reimprisonment (Visher & Travis 2003,
p. 93). Recidivism has been defined as the ‘re‐appearance in Court for an offence
that was allegedly committed subsequent to release on parole’ (Jones et al. 2006, p.
3). According to Drabsch (2006, pp. 7‐8) other studies have defined recidivists as
‘those with a conviction leading to a sentence of fulltime custody…within two
years of being discharged from the previous sentences’ or ‘an offender who has
been previously convicted of an offence’.
Some studies have discussed ‘success’ in relation to prisoner reentry (Carlson
2004; Wodahl, 2006; Henderson & Hanley, 2006) and seem to equate the term with
‘effective’ or ‘reduced recidivism’ and provide little further explanation for the
term, implying that recidivism remains the sole measure.
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Greater clarity is required in determining the criteria of success and failure in
reentry. Maxfield and Babbie (2006, p. 280) note that ‘language describing criminal
justice programs may optimistically state goals of enhancing public safety by
reducing recidivism without clearly stating what is meant by that objective.’ In
addition, Piehl, LoBuglio and Freeman (2003, p. 25) claim that due to the ‘difficulty
in defining “successful” outcomes’ among other concerns, learning about the
optimal design of reentry is problematic. Bossler (2004) argues that policy makers
and correctional staff need to ask themselves what they are trying to achieve with
prisoner programs as aiming for prisoners to leave with a qualification or finding a
job upon release is not enough. Bossler (2004) describes this as goal displacement,
whereby the means and goals are getting confused. Haas, Hamilton and Hanley
(2005) found that even after training, corrections staff in the USA were still unclear
on the definition of ‘reentry’ and related expectations.
Recidivism measures fail to recognise the social, educational or vocational
growth the offender may have made (Warren 1977; Nelissen 1998). Furthermore,
the problem of the ‘grey’ area of crime statistics continues to pose problems for
criminologists and governments. It can be difficult to determine whether released
offenders are continuing to offend as many crimes continue to go undetected.
Petersilia (2004, p.7) posits that:
Recidivism is an important, perhaps the most important, measure of correctional
impact, but is insufficient as a sole measure of the effectiveness of reentry
programs. After all, the ultimate goal of reentry programs is reintegration, which
clearly includes more than remaining arrest‐free for a specified time period.

Others have questioned what it is that society should be measuring and aspiring
to with regards to prisoner reentry. For example, Solomon, Gouvis and Waul
(2001) conducted a focus group in the District of Columbia with fourteen people
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who had ‘successfully’ reentered the community. ‘Success’ was defined as those
who were employed and were not in any legal trouble. According to Solomon et
al. (2004, p. 12) ‘successful reentry produces benefits for individual prisoners, their
families, the communities to which they return, and the broader society’. Seiter
and Kadela (2003, p. 368) suggest that ‘…a goal of successful reentry, [means] in
most cases the offender leads a productive and crime‐free life.’ Furthermore,
Taxman (2004) argues that the success of a reentry model should be measured by
the offenders’ integration into the community and increased responsibility for a
crime‐free lifestyle.
Whilst reduced recidivism is certainly a goal not to be dismissed as unworthy,
successful reentry should be seen as much more than simply desisting from crime
or staying out of prison. Recidivism as a measure, fails to address the released
offenders quality of life, the relationships formed or whether or not people are
actually still offending. If reentry is ‘the process of leaving prison or jail and
returning to society’ then the measure of this process needs to focus on factors
other than rates of recidivism.

2.5 Overview of reentry literature
Prisoner numbers are continually increasing and recognition of the importance of
reentry is growing (see Travis, Solomon & Waul 2001; Seiter & Kadela 2003;
Petersilia 2003; Solomon et al. 2004; Crow 2006). The negative impact or ‘collateral
consequences’ of mass imprisonment on communities (Clear 2002; Travis & Waul
2003), families (Braman 2002) and prisoners (Travis 2000; Mauer 2001) have been
documented as well as the history of penal development (see Matthews 1999;
Garland 2001; Pratt 2002).
A number of barriers to successful prisoner reentry have been identified in the
literature. Released prisoners often have difficulty securing employment,
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accommodation and financial assistance (Clear, Rose & Ryder 2001; Baldry et al.
2006). Many prisoners are released without appropriate identification documents
(Mellow & Dickinson 2006), further impeding access to services. Released
prisoners often lack the resources and supportive social networks to manage crises
(Scott 2004). A significant proportion of prisoners have low literacy and numeracy
skills (Social Exclusion Unit 2002; Giles, Tan & Le 2004) and substance use issues
(Petersilia 2005). Imprisonment has also been associated with a reduction in future
earnings (Lewis, Garfinkel & Gao 2007). In addition, Baldry et al. 2003b, p. iii)
claim that ‘it seems there is also a progressive stripping away of things that
promote social attachment such as stable housing, family and social engagements
each time a person is incarcerated’.
International research suggests that more and more prisoners are now being
released less prepared for life outside prison (Travis, Solomon & Waul 2001),
without any supervision requirements and are generally unable to participate in
extensive post‐release rehabilitation programs (Seiter & Kadela 2003). La Vigne et
al. (2003, p. 3) claim that ‘prisoners today are typically less prepared for
reintegration, less connected to community‐based social structures, and more
likely to have health or substance abuse problems than in the past’. This current
research investigates these claims and the availability and adequacy of such
programs in Western Australia.
Petersilia (1999, p. 14) posits that ‘research has shown that parolees want the
same things as the rest of us, although most believe they will not succeed.’ This
may in part be because released prisoners experience discrimination and stigma
related to their imprisonment. Burnett and Maruna (2006, p.86) cite the 2002 work
of Johnson who stated that released prisoners ‘find themselves ‘in’ but not ‘of’ the
larger society, and suffer from a presumption of moral contamination.’ Scott,
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Dewey and Leverentz (2005, p. 1) describe offenders as arriving home ‘‘wearing an
X’ on their backs’.
According to Matthews (1999, p. 246), reentry problems are further
compounded because ‘the ability of communities to absorb ex‐prisoners is more
circumscribed’. High rates of imprisonment can destabilize communities (Clear
2002) and large numbers of prisoners are released into a smaller ‘number of
communities that already encounter enormous social and economic disadvantages’
(Travis et al. 2001, p. 1).
Reentry programs have been developed in a number of countries, including
Australia. While a number of reentry programs have been evaluated, it is apparent
that there are difficulties in measuring the effectiveness of reentry programs (Seiter
& Kadela 2003). Given these difficulties, it is perhaps understandable that the
reentry literature lacks consensus on what the most important variables are that
impact on prisoner reentry and how best to address these variables. For example,
La Vigne et al. (2003) argue that to improve public policy and safety, a thorough
understanding of the challenges returning prisoners face is required. Wodahl
(2006) posits that the impact of prisoner reentry on rural communities is an area
that has been largely ignored by researchers and policymakers. The reentry
experience of female prisoners has also been neglected (McLean, Robarge &
Sherman 2006). Perhaps reflecting the gaps and lack of consensus, it is more
common in the literature for barriers to reentry to be listed as opposed to
documentation of the variables positively impacting on success.
A number of gaps in the reentry literature remain. As discussed earlier, the
definition of ‘successful reentry’ is problematic. Secondly, reentry programs are
being implemented without the development of appropriate evaluation measures
to ensure that the programs are appropriate and worthwhile. Seiter and Kadela
(2003, p. 370) claim that many evaluations of prisoner reentry programs are
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‘process evaluations that describe what was done, but do not include the effect that
the program had on the target population.’ Thirdly, interpretations of ‘reentry’
and suitable reentry programs vary across jurisdictions, with little consensus on
‘what works’ in prisoner reentry. ‘What works’ in some areas is likely to have a
different impact in a different context. Henderson and Hanley (2006) argue that
many correctional policies fail because authorities have tried to replicate programs
successful in another jurisdiction without attending to the structural
implementation issues. Accordingly, the first step in determining ‘what works’ in
prisoner reentry, is to determine what the most important variables are that are
deemed to impact on ‘successful reentry.’

2.5.1 Australia
Borzycki (2005, p.44) reviewed the findings of American studies in the area of mass
imprisonment and states ʹthe need for ongoing research is even greater in
Australia, as it has not yet been firmly established if Australian prisoners are
subject to the same agglomeration effects.ʹ Furthermore, Borzycki and Baldry
(2003, p. 2) state that there are:
large gaps in our knowledge concerning the specific post‐release challenges facing
Australian prisoners, as well as the best ways in which to approach prisoner return
so as to decrease reoffending and maximise the chance of successful integration
into the community.

The use of the ‘what works’ model by Australian governments has received
criticism. Cherney and Sutton (2007, p. 76) claim that ‘state and territory
governments across Australia have found it impossible to relinquish support for
punitiveness’ and suggest that crime prevention strategies have fallen well short of
expectations. Sarre (1999) claims that the ‘nothing works’ legacy has not been
confined to the USA and is evident in Australia. Furthermore, Tonry (2001) posits
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that several Australian states have increased both the rates of imprisonment and
sentence length, and established other correctional policies similar to those of the
USA. Jefferies (2005) notes the development of two seemingly opposite criminal
justice strategies in Australia. Authorities are developing more punitive legislation
and at the same time are implementing more ‘therapeutic’ initiatives such as drug
courts and restorative justice programs.
Within Australia, there are significant variations across states. According to
Walker (1990, p. 46) ‘it looks as if there is considerable disagreement between
Australian jurisdictions as to what forms of correctional treatment are most
appropriate.’ O’Malley (1999, pp. 175‐6) has described ‘a bewildering array of
developments occurring in penal policy and practice, many of which appear
mutually incoherent or contradictory.’ O’Malley (1999) suggests that this period of
‘volatile and contradictory’ policies may be with society for some time.
Studies of reentry issues in Australia have tended to focus on a specific area
such as accommodation (Baldry et al. 2003a), post‐release support and supervision
(Ross 2005) or on the re‐entry experiences of women (Carnaby 1998). Baldry (2005)
notes that prior to the 2001 Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute
study, no empirical study of ex‐prisoners’ post release experiences had been
conducted in Australia. Moreover, given that imprisonment is argued to further
compound the disadvantages experienced by many prisoners (Maruna 2001;
Borzycki 2005), the current research is particularly important as it is conducted in a
state that is home to some of the most imprisoned people in the world (Morgan &
Motteram 2004).
This research will take a wider approach to prisoner reentry and through
analysis of literature, policy documents and interview data, will seek to discover
the most important variables affecting successful prisoner reentry. With an
increasing number of people being imprisoned in Western Australia, determining
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the most important variables impacting on prisoner reentry is valuable and
important.

2.6 Conclusion
Clearly, gaps remain in studies of the relatively new area of prisoner reentry. In
particular, there are gaps in the literature specific to Australia. A study of reentry
in Western Australia contributes to the literature in this field and provides an
opportunity to examine the reentry program in Western Australia alongside
analysis of government policy and international literature. This thesis determines
the key variables deemed to impact on successful prisoner reentry in Western
Australia and makes a further important contribution to the field in terms of
defining ‘successful reentry.’
This chapter has provided a broad overview of the key terms and themes in
reentry literature and has situated the current research in an international context.
A review of literature specifically relevant to the variables deemed to have the
most significant impact on successful prisoner reentry is incorporated into the
associated thematic chapters in the second part of the thesis.
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3. Research Design

Introduction
The following chapter describes the design of the current research and the manner
in which the researcher has sought to discover what the most important variables
are for successful prisoner reentry. This research seeks to define ‘successful’
reentry and determine what variables are required for prisoner reentry to be
successful. Using a thematic methodology, interviews were conducted with
twenty‐five corrections stakeholders, for the purpose of developing an
understanding of the issues facing prisoners in Western Australia prior to release,
during the reentry process and after release. The research also sought to define the
term ‘successful reentry’, as a definition was required to assist in determining what
variables are required for reentry to be deemed successful. Stakeholder interview
data was analysed in conjunction with reviews of the Western Australian Re‐entry
Program documents, Department of Corrective Services (DCS) documents and
Australian and international literature, giving a triangulation of sources.
Section 3.1 describes the research design, theoretical perspective, methodology
and literature search. Section 3.2 describes the selection of participants, interview
design, interview process and data handling. Section 3.3 provides justification for
the chosen method of data analysis and a description of the thematic analysis
process undertaken in the current research.
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3.1 Research design
3.1.1 Theoretical perspective
As discussed in chapter two, reentry practices are developing in a theoretical void
(Maruna, Immarigeon & LeBel 2004; Tonry 2005; Crow 2006). According to
Maruna, Immarigeon and LeBel (2004, p. 9) this theoretical void is a result of the
‘nothing works’ legacy and a failure to expand on research asking ‘what works’
and ask ‘how’ or ‘why’ things work. As a result, locating the current research in a
suitable theoretical perspective is not without difficulty. As such, the current
research was loosely grounded in an inductive approach. According to May (1997,
p. 30), a researcher using an inductive approach ‘might examine a particular aspect
of social life and derive our theories from the resultant data.’ Such an approach
reflects the effort on the part of the researcher to ensure that the ‘facts can speak for
themselves’ (May 1997, p. 30) and reflects the absence of comprehensive theoretical
development in prisoner reentry. The interviews and data analysis were developed
and conducted using a thematic analysis approach. Braun and Clark (2006, p. 78)
argue that ‘through its theoretical freedom, thematic analysis provides a flexible
and useful research tool, which can potentially provide a rich and detailed, yet
complex, account of data.’

3.1.2 Methodology
This research seeks to determine the most important variables with regard to
successful prisoner reentry. To determine these, an extensive literature review was
undertaken, drawing together international information on reentry programs and
evaluation, best practice and systems and policy documents. This review provided
the framework for the interview questions.
To ensure a better understanding of ex‐offender re‐entry into the community,
interviews were conducted with stakeholders with a role in prisoner reentry in
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Western Australia. The method of research was qualitative and research data was
collected by way of semi‐structured interviews. Qualitative research has been
described as having an ‘interpretive, naturalistic approach to subject matter’
(Denzin & Lincoln 1998, p. 3).
Thematic analysis was deemed the most appropriate method of analysing the
research data. Holloway (1997, p. 152) describes thematic analysis as ‘an analysis
where the researcher identifies themes and patterns in interviews through listening
to tapes and reading transcripts… it involves searching the data for related
categories with similar meaning (emphasis in original).’ Further, Holloway (1997)
posits that ‘most qualitative approaches include some form of thematic analysis
because researchers are searching for themes.’ Qualitative research methods enable
researchers to tailor techniques and data collection methods to the respondent
group. By using a conversational, semi‐structured interview style, researchers can
ask open‐ended questions which can often lead to responses that were not
originally anticipated. Interviewers then have an opportunity to probe further if
appropriate (Patton 2001), while still ensuring that each respondent is asked the
same key questions at some point during the interview.
This method of data collection and analysis reflects the search for what
Domholdt (1993, p. 127) describes as ‘a deep understanding of the particular’ and
recognises that ‘rich descriptions of the world are valuable’ (Denzin & Lincoln
1998, p. 10). While the methods of collection tend not to result in rigidly
comparable data, the research design included a triangulation of data collection as
‘the most fertile search for validity comes from a combined set of different
measures’ (Webb et al. 1966, p. 174).

3.1.3 Literature Search
A number of literature searches were conducted on a regular basis throughout the
production of this thesis. This section briefly details the core searches undertaken.
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Specific to Western Australia, the Department of Corrective Services and Office
of the Inspector of Custodial Services websites were searched for relevant policy
documents, research reports and literature. This included the core document that
influenced the development of the Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners in
Western Australia was obtained; The McGinty (2002) Reducing Reoffending –
focusing on re‐entry to the community report.
Further influential documents; Reducing Reoffending by ex‐prisoners, published by
the United Kingdom Social Exclusion Unit (2002) and the Mahoney (2005) Inquiry
into the Management of Offenders in Custody and in the Community were also
reviewed. The Social Exclusion Unit document was released at the same time as
research for the McGinty (2002) report was being undertaken and its influence is
referred to repeatedly in the latter report.
Regular Australia‐wide internet searches included the websites of the
Australian Bureau of Statistics, the Australian Institute of Criminology, and the
Productivity Commission and government justice departments across the country.
Regular database searches were undertaken to access appropriate academic
literature. Search criteria included the terms; reentry, re‐entry, rehabilitation,
recidivism, resettlement, prison, prisoner, post‐release, employment,
accommodation, substance use, education, throughcare, training, social networks
and social capital, and various combinations of these terms and others. Key
databases searched on a regular basis included; APA‐FT, Blackwell Synergy,
JSTOR, Proquest 5000 International, Academic Search Premier, CINCH: Australian
Criminology Database, AGIS Plus Text, AGIS‐ATSIS, ScienceDirect and SocINDEX
with Full Text.
Library searches were also undertaken online and considerable time spent
perusing the bookshelves of both the Law and Humanities libraries of the
University of Western Australia and those of the Crime Research Centre.
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In addition, specific journal series were searched. The primary journal sources
included the Australian and New Zealand Journal of Criminology; British Journal
of Criminology; Crime and Justice; Criminology & Criminal Justice; Western
Criminology Review and Criminology and Public Policy.
The results of the literature search are not concentrated in a single chapter.
Some of the literature obtained is discussed in chapter two and contextualises the
current study. Documents specifically influencing, detailing or critiquing re‐entry
policy and services in Western Australia are presented in chapter five. Other
literature that relates to specific reentry themes is discussed throughout the thesis
and contributes to the chapters in the main body of the thesis. The documents
specific to Western Australia such as Department of Corrective Service and Office
of the Inspector of Custodial Services provide a means of confronting the issues
raised in the interviews. The international body of reentry literature and the
Western Australian specific literature provide a means of confronting the issues
and barriers raised during the interviews. The interview findings guided further
research and literature reviews so the DCS responses to reentry issues raised by
the stakeholders could be examined in relation to international best practice.

3.2 Interviews
The interviews were designed and undertaken in accordance with the principles of
ethical conduct as described in the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in
Research Involving Humans (1999). 1 The interviews focused on understanding the
issues facing prisoners prior to release, the reentry process and post‐release issues.
Participants were asked questions on the following topics in relation to prisoner
reentry:

1

The updated National Health and Medical Research Council National Statement on Ethical Conduct in
Human Research was tabled in Parliament on 28 March 2007. The version referred to in this thesis was
published in 1999 and was current at the time the interviews were conducted.
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•

Selection of participants for programs

•

Referral and assessment processes

•

Barriers to reentry

•

Definition / measurement of ʹʹsuccessfulʹʹ reentry

•

Factors contributing to successful reentry

•

Most important reentry variables

•

Least important reentry variables

•

Issues relating to gender

•

Issues relating to ethnicity/Aboriginality

•

Issues relating to community response

•

Issues relating to prison or post‐release location ‐ i.e. rural/urban
community

•

Inter‐departmental and inter‐agency collaboration

A full copy of the interview questions and interview information can be found
in the appendices.

3.2.1 Participants
For purposes of the research, the term ‘stakeholders’ describes those government
and non‐government organisations involved in programs, policy, and the
implementation of procedures designed to successfully return prisoners to
communities.
Previous studies in the field of reentry have predominantly involved the use of
questionnaires or interviews with prisoners (Maruna 2001; Visher, La Vigne &
Castro 2003; Giles, Tan & Le 2004; McLean, Robarge & Sherman 2006) or prisoner
data collected from correctional departments (Breese, Ra’el & Grant 2000; Batiuk et
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al. 2005). Also, studies and reviews have been conducted of reentry initiatives
through interviews with program providers (Henderson & Hanley 2006) or
analysis of existing literature or evaluations (Seiter & Kadela 2003; Wodahl 2006;
Crow 2006).
Such approaches failed to recognise that those currently working in the field
were likely to provide a range of in‐depth responses of immense benefit to this
research due to the interactions, observations, experiences and knowledge
gathered during the course of their employment. Consequently, a gap remains in
reentry research that not only triangulates the data sources, by conducting
interviews, analysing documents and reviewing the literature, but triangulates the
interview data sources by accessing participants employed in a variety of roles
connected to reentry initiatives. Therefore, interviews were conducted with
stakeholders employed in a variety of roles connected to reentry in Western
Australia, including Community Corrections staff employed in the community,
Corrections Officers and education officers employed in the prisons, Managers of
Correctional facilities, and the non‐government agencies funded to provide a
range of reentry services.
Of course, the area of prisoner reentry also has many other stakeholders,
including prisoners, family members of prisoners, victims, related government and
social service agencies, as well as the wider community. Given the time, financial
and access constraints, the stakeholder group selected for participation in the
current research was chosen on the basis of their continued, day to day
involvement with large numbers of prisoners and released prisoners. It was felt
that other potential stakeholders would not have the same breadth of sustained
experience with prisoners. Whilst input from other stakeholders may have added
another perspective to this research, it was felt that efforts were better spent with
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the chosen stakeholders, given their experience and that as a group, their views are
seldom sought and analysed in such research.
Participants were asked to take part in an interview lasting approximately forty
minutes. These interviews focused on understanding the issues facing prisoners
prior to release, the reentry process and post‐release issues. Interviews were semi‐
structured, as the development of the conversations tended to result in richer and
more rewarding information than structured, closed‐question interviews or
questionnaires could provide. Semi‐structured interviews allow participants to
speak freely, guided by the interviewer only in such a way that keeps the
conversation relatively topical (see Smith 1981).
Participants were asked to discuss the major advantages and disadvantages, as
well as strengths and weaknesses of the current reentry system and to comment on
the legislative provisions or other protocols governing prisoner reentry in Western
Australia. The research gave participants an opportunity to think about their role
in prisoner reentry and articulate any concerns they had, as well as suggestions for
improvement or successes. The interviews gave a voice to people who play an
important role in this field and have a wealth of knowledge to be shared.

3.2.2 Access to participants
Approval for the current research was sought from the Human Research Ethics
Committee of the University of Western Australia. The research needed to conform
to the requirements of the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Research
Involving Humans. For approval to be given, written assurances were made,
stipulating that the thesis would not identify the individuals or their specific role if
the role was unique. Furthermore, for smaller organisations and the agencies,
interviews were to be conducted with ‘representatives’ and reported in the thesis
as such.
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Access to participants was gained primarily through the Western Australian
Government Department of Corrective Services (DCS). To gain access, a written
application was made to the Research Applications and Review Committee of the
Department of Attorney General and DCS. Written evidence of approval from the
Human Research Ethics Committee of the University of Western Australia also
needed to be provided. The application requested access to a stakeholder group for
the purpose of interviews. The stakeholder group included DCS staff and
representatives of community agencies involved with prisoner reentry. The
researcher sought a mix of staff and agency representatives with experience in
rural, urban and metropolitan areas of Western Australia.
More specific details regarding the location of the staff, managers and agencies
interviewed are not being provided to ensure their privacy is protected. Given the
numbers interviewed and the locations the interviewer targeted, the identity of
participants is best protected if no further identifying information is provided,
such as the geographic location, agency type or employee role. For this reason all
participants were grouped into three key stakeholder types; managers, agencies
and staff. Data extracts and quotes from the interviews are attributed to a member
of one of the three groups; ensuring that the research and resulting publications
meet all ethical obligations.
Contact with Prison Superintendents was arranged at the discretion of DCS
staff. Provision of names and contact details of potential participants from this
group were provided to the researcher on a piecemeal basis by the DCS research
coordinator. Attempts were made to contact a number of Superintendents and
other staff with relevant managerial roles. A total of five people that were
categorized as ‘managers’, participated in the interviews.
Contact with DCS staff working in prisons and other DCS roles was also
arranged via the DCS research coordinator. Contact details were provided for
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several unit managers – one each in metro, suburban and rural areas. The
researcher and relevant unit manager then negotiated arrangements to interview
staff. These arrangements varied between offices. The manager of one office
invited the researcher to speak at a staff meeting and invite CCOs to participate in
the research. CCOs were able to volunteer to participate if they were interested.
Two further offices arranged for a number of potential interviewees to be made
available to the researcher. In total, fifteen staff members were interviewed.
Members of the ‘staff’ group were employed in a variety of roles, including
Community Corrections Officer, Corrections Officer, Juvenile Justice Officer, Re‐
entry Officer and roles in prison education.
Interviews with representatives from social service agencies funded by DCS to
provide reentry services were arranged in a different manner. The researcher was
invited to speak at a Reentry Link meeting where a number of agency
representatives meet quarterly. Representatives that attended the meeting were
primarily based in the Perth metropolitan area with one attendee from Bunbury.
Information sheets and interview questions were circulated at the meetings and
representatives were invited to supply their contact details if they were willing to
participate. At the meeting, almost all agency representatives expressed
willingness to participate in the research, however, several failed to respond to
emails and phone calls to arrange times. In total, four representatives from the
funded service provider agencies participated. The agencies involved were;
Agencies for South West Accommodation (ASWA), Goldfields Centrecare and
Centrecare Incorporated.
In total, interviews were conducted with twenty‐four people from four prisons,
four community corrections offices and three community agencies. Participants
included Prison Superintendents, staff and representatives from DCS funded Re‐
entry service providers, Community Corrections Officers, Juvenile Justice Officers,
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Re‐entry Officers, and Prison Officers. Participants were working in metropolitan
Perth, suburban Perth and at two regional centres; Bunbury and Kalgoorlie. Of the
twenty‐four participants, thirteen were female and eleven were male. Some
participants had been involved in the field for many years. Experience in their
current role ranged from 6 months to sixteen years.
The number of interviews that could be undertaken was limited by financial
and time constraints, access issues, and the willingness of potential participants to
participate. With further funding, the interviewer may have been able to access
interview participants working in more isolated parts of Western Australia.
It was expected that had interviews been conducted in more distant geographic
locations, interviewees might have been more likely to raise issues relating to
ethnicity, aboriginality, geography and the limitations in service provision in
regional areas. These issues were raised by some of the participants in the regional
areas that were visited, although perhaps not by as many as may have been
expected. However, the interviews had reached saturation point in the sense that
they were conducted over several months and by the time the last group were
interviewed, few new contributions were being made. Guest, Bunce and Johnson
(2006) analysed data from sixty interviews with women from two different,
countries and found that saturation occurred within twelve interviews. Guest,
Bunce and Johnson (2006, p.78) stated that ‘if we were more interested in high‐
level overarching themes, our experiment suggests that a sample of six interviews
may have been sufficient to enable development of meaningful themes and useful
interpretations.’ The interviews with the twenty‐four participants did quickly
establish and confirm the key themes, however, interviews with more agency
representatives and stakeholders in more rural locations might have resulted in
data more specific to Aboriginal issues in Western Australia.
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Of the three participant groups, the social service agencies were the most
difficult with which to arrange interviews. It is uncertain if this was due to
financial and time constraints or disinterest in the research. Of those that did
participate, the information and knowledge gained was invaluable. As a group,
they tended to be the most willing to share their stories and were generous with
their time. It had been hoped that this group would be willing to participate as
diverse responses were expected. Unfortunately, representatives from only three
agencies took part, with the others failing to return phone calls or respond to
emails. No interviews were able to be conducted with agency staff working
primarily with female offenders. This undoubtedly impacted on the interview
findings and the paucity of commentary on female specific reentry issues in this
thesis. While attempts to make contact with many potential participants could
have continued, the interviews had to cease at some point and researchers need to
be cautious of crossing boundaries. Reiner (2000, p. 218) notes that:
In general the very fact of having official approval for the research can be a
difficulty when it comes to being trusted by the research subjects themselves, who
may regard the researcher with suspicion as a tool of management.

It had been expected that Prison Superintendents would be the most difficult
research participants to access in terms of their available time, willingness to
participate and openness. While some Superintendents did not take part, those
that did were generous with their time, information and resources and were
generally forthcoming and open about reentry in Western Australia.

3.2.3 Data collection
Almost all interviews were able to be digitally voice recorded and later
transcribed. Some of the interviews with prison superintendents and some prison
staff were unable to be recorded as prison policies generally prohibit items such as
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voice recorders being brought into the prison. Approval was not forthcoming in
one prison. In another prison, approval was gained, however, early on in the
interview it became apparent that the interviewee was not comfortable with being
recorded. When asked, the interviewee confirmed that s/he preferred it not to be
recorded and as a result became much more open in response to the questions.
Two of the interviews with Community Corrections Officers were recorded in
writing due to a voice‐recorder malfunction. One further CCO interview was
conducted over the telephone and recorded in writing as the CCO was working in
another local office on the day the interview had been arranged for. As Taylor and
Bogdan (1998, p. 72) point out, ‘It is not necessary to have a flawless reproduction
of what was said. What is important is capturing the meaning and approximate
wording of remarks.’

3.3 Analysis of interview data
Phenomenologically oriented interpretative research attempts to ‘uncover or
capture the telos (essence) of an account. This approach provides a means for
discovering the practical understandings of meanings and actions’ (Berg 2004, p.
266, emphasis in original) and is achieved by transcribing interviews into written
text for analysis. The data recorded in the interviews was transcribed and analysed
to expose the key themes. The analysis of the interview data was undertaken with
a view to capturing the essence of what the participants were saying. According to
Berg (2004, p. 273) written messages contain seven major themes that can be
counted in content analysis: words, themes, characters, paragraphs, items,
concepts and semantics and of these, themes are the most valuable. Analysis of key
themes was deemed to be more important and valuable to this research than other
methods of data analysis, as condensing such rich data into numeric form would
have caused some of the meaning to have been lost (Berg 2004). Berg (2004, p. 268)
cites the work of Sellitz et al. (1967) and suggests that ‘heavy quantitative content
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analysis results in a somewhat arbitrary limitation in the field by excluding all
accounts of communications that are not in the form of numbers as well as those
that may lose meaning if reduced to numeric form.’
All recorded interviews were transcribed into a Microsoft Word document as
soon as possible after each interview was conducted. Transcribing data promptly
allows for more detailed recall of factors not otherwise captured during the
interview (Noaks & Wincup 2004) such as the context and tone and notes on
literature some participants made available during the interview.
The interview transcripts were coded manually and sorted into initial codes
according to the issues that emerged from the interviews. Once coded, the data
was sorted manually into thematic groupings. The reentry variables that were
most widely commented on were selected as the key themes requiring discussion
and analysis. It had been expected that the researcher would need to develop a
mechanism for choosing the ‘themes’ based on how many times they emerged
during the interviews. However, the key themes emerged clearly from the initial
coding process, and those codes chosen as ‘themes’ generally featured
substantially more often in the data than the other codes. By using an inductive
analysis framework to identify themes, the data were able to be coded in a ‘data‐
driven’ manner rather than be guided by the researchers’ preconceptions or
theoretical interests (Braun & Clarke 2006). As with most forms of qualitative
research, the researchers’ own values can impact on such events as the coding
process (Braun & Clark 2006). Consequently, the coding process was undertaken
again some weeks after the interviews were completed to ensure that the coding
was reflective of the interview data and without bias. Furthermore, as per one of
the core principles of thematic analysis (Holloway 1997; Braun & Clarke 2006), the
transcripts were constantly revisited during the analysis and writing processes to
ensure the discussion of themes was remaining as true as possible to the interview
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data. Thematic analysis involves ‘moving from the analysis back to the whole text
and vice versa in order to develop new understandings and questions [and] allows
comprehension of the participants’ meanings, including inconsistencies and
ambiguities’ (Holloway 1997, p. 152).
Many of the themes were linked closely. For example, prison based education
and treatment programs were linked closely by interview participants as well as in
relevant literature. Consequently, education and treatment are grouped together in
one chapter. However, education is also strongly linked to employment, and
employment to social networks. Several codes could be grouped under a number
of themes or separated into distinct themes. It was decided that the themes of
social networks, employment and accommodation each be the subject of
individual chapters. Education and treatment programs are discussed together in
one chapter.
As well as the key themes, data was also analysed and grouped by geographic
location and participant role. The geographic grouping was metropolitan, urban,
rural, reflecting the locations in which interviews were conducted. The participant
role groups were formed by grouping all agency representatives into a group
entitled ‘agency’, all Prison Superintendents and staff with a managerial role into a
group entitled ‘managers’ and all other staff including Community Corrections
Officers, Juvenile Justice Officers and other staff were assigned to the group named
‘staff’. The data was examined for patterns within and between these groups. By
structuring the research, interviews and analysis in such a way, themes were able
to emerge in a way that way not guided by previous literature on this field.
As is discussed in the following chapters, most of the themes emerging from the
interviews were to be expected, due to prior research and analysis of the available
literature. However, other variables impacting on successful reentry that have not
been so well documented were able to emerge due to the openness of the interview
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structure. Using a method of thematic analysis was important to this research, due
to the paucity of literature on successful reentry in Australia, and the
characteristics specific to reentry in Western Australia.
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4. Reentry in Western Australia: a background

Introduction
As became apparent in chapter two, gaps remain in our knowledge of prisoner
reentry, particularly in Australia. Situating the current research in the state of
Western Australia provides an opportunity to examine the positive impacts of a
relatively new reentry program as well as the barriers to successful reentry that are
common to other jurisdictions and those unique to the state.
This chapter contextualizes the current research by providing an overview of
the prisoner population and reentry policies in Western Australia. This provides a
background to the research problem and the following chapters. Section 4.1 of this
chapter describes the demographics of the Australian and Western Australian
mainstream and prisoner populations. Section 4.2 provides an overview of the
Western Australian reentry model and prison based initiatives. Section 4.3
presents an overview of the Community Re‐entry for Prisoners Program recently
implemented in Western Australia.

4.1.1 Australia
The continent of Australia is divided into six States and two Territories with a total
population of more than 20 million people (Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS)
2007a). Western Australia occupies the largest land area of any Australian state or
territory and occupies the western third of the continent ‐ some 2, 529 880 square
kilometres of land. In 2006, Western Australia’s population was 1,959 088,
approximately 10 per cent of Australia’s population (ABS 2007a). Approximately
1.4 million people, the vast majority of Western Australia’s population, live in the
capital city, Perth. The South‐East and Eastern regions of Australia are the most
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densely populated with the Australian Capital Territory having the highest
population density as at June 2005 with 138 people per square kilometre. In
contrast, Western Australia’s population density was 0.8 persons per square
kilometre as at June 2004 (ABS 2006a). Australia’s indigenous population was
estimated at 455,031 people in 2006 or 2.3% of the total Australian population (ABS
2007b). In Western Australia, the indigenous population is estimated at 58,711
people or 3% of the total Western Australian population (ABS 2007a), which is 30%
higher than the national average, making Western Australia a large state with low
population density, a particularly high rate of indigenous imprisonment and a
capital city geographically isolated from the rest of Australia.

4.1.2

Australian prisoner population

As at June 2007, Australia’s correctional facilities held 27,224 prisoners meaning
Australia’s imprisonment rate was 169 prisoners per 100,000 of the adult
population (ABS 2007c). Of this total figure, 22% (6,096) were unsentenced, a 9%
increase since 30 June 2006 (ABS 2007c). Of Australia’s total prisoner population,
93% of prisoners were male, 24% identified as Indigenous and the median age of
the total prisoner population was 33 years (ABS 2007c). Nationwide, using age
standardized rates; Indigenous people were 13 times more likely to be imprisoned
than non‐Indigenous people (ABS 2007c). ABS (2007c) data shows that as at 30
June 2007, 57% of Australian prisoners had previously served a sentence in an
adult prison. According to the SCRGSP (2007a) more than 38% of Australian
prisoners who were released in 2002‐03 returned to prison within two years.

4.1.3 Western Australian prisoner population
As at 30 June 2007, the Western Australian prison population was 3847, up from
3526 for the same period in 2006, and is expected to reach 4,100 by February 2008
(DCS 2007a). The prisoner population fluctuates throughout the year; however the
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daily average prisoner population increased by 5.5% from the year prior and
correctional facilities were operating at 13.7% beyond capacity (DCS 2007a). DCS
(2007a) attributes the growth to police success, an increase in average sentence
lengths and in numbers of unsentenced prisoners, and higher security ratings for a
number of prisoners. More prisoners are spending longer periods in prison,
including remand prisoners (DCS 2007a).
In Western Australia, indigenous persons were 21 times more likely to be
imprisoned than non‐indigenous persons (ABS 2007c) meaning Aboriginal
Western Australians are among the most imprisoned people in the world (Morgan
& Motteram 2004).
Figure 1, Indigenous and non‐Indigenous average daily imprisonment rates for
Western Australia and Australia, 2005‐06. 2
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For the year ending 30 June 2007, the Aboriginal prisoner population made up
41.3% of all prisoners, an increase of 1.6% from the previous year (DCS 2007a).
2

Graph data sourced from the SCRGSP Report on Government Services Indigenous
Compendium, Table 7A.3 (2007b).
SCRGSP (2007b) cautions that the imprisonment rates have not been age standardised, so care
should be taken when comparing populations. Regardless of issues with age standardisation, it is
clear that Western Australia’s indigenous imprisonment rates are significantly higher than the
national average.
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Aboriginal females represented 56.1% of the total female prisoner population in
Western Australia for the year ending 30 June 2007, an increase of 26.3% from the
previous year (DCS 2007a).
A significant number of males and females are remanded in custody and
released, unsentenced, from Western Australian correctional facilities. In 1998, the
median period spent in remand in Western Australia was 8.4 months, an increase
from 1.6 months in 1988 (Carcach & Grant 2000). For the year ending 30 June 2006,
6032 males and females were released from WA prisons. Of these, 2938 people
were unsentenced at the time of release, only slightly fewer than the 3048 who
were sentenced. Of the 6032 people released, 5304 were males. Of the group of
males, 2746 were sentenced at the release date, and 2557 were unsentenced as at
their release date. A total of 728 females were released from WA prisons during
the same period, with 426 females unsentenced at the time of release (DCS n.d.c).

4.1.4 Corrections in Western Australia
The Western Australian Department of Corrective Services (DCS) manages twelve
prisons in Western Australia. Of these twelve, six are metropolitan and six are
regional. A thirteenth prison is overseen by DCS but is operated privately (DCS
2006a, p. 43). There are also seven prisoner work camps operating across the state.
The Western Australian prison system is currently operating beyond capacity. It
was originally designed to accommodate 3225 people in prisons and a further 122
prisoners in work camps, significantly less than the 3526 prisoners accommodated
as at 30 June 2006 (DCS 2007a).
Acacia Prison is the largest in Western Australia with capacity for 800 medium
security male prisoners, followed by Hakea and Casuarina prisons. Hakea is a
minimum, medium and maximum security facility that accommodates remanded
prisoners. Newly‐sentenced prisoners are assessed at Hakea before being
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transferred to other prisons. Casuarina Prison also covers all security levels and all
three prisons are male‐only and are located within 50 kilometres of Perth.
Albany Prison, the only maximum security prison outside of greater Perth, is
located 408 kilometres south of Perth. A further five prisons are located around
regional Western Australia, some of which cater for a variety of security
classifications and several can accommodate male and female prisoners. A large
proportion of Western Australia’s indigenous population live in remote parts of
the State and due to their regional locations and local populations, some of the
more remote prisons manage a higher percentage of Aboriginal prisoners than the
States’ other prisons.
There are two prisons specifically for women in Western Australia. Bandyup
Women’s Prison is located 22 kilometres north‐east of Perth and has capacity for
147 women of any security classification. Boronia Pre‐release Centre for Women
can accommodate 70 minimum security prisoners and is located in greater Perth.
Boronia Women’s Pre‐Release Centre has been operating since May 2004 and is
focused on preparing women for reentry back into the community (DCS n.d.e).
The remaining two prisons, Karnet and Wooroloo, are prison farms.

4.1.5 Means of release from Western Australian correctional facilities
There are a number of means by which prisoners are released from prison. These
include; released to freedom, balance of fine paid, released on parole, released on
bail, released ex‐Court, work and development release, work release, died in
custody, and ‘other’. Of the 6032 prisoners released during the year ending 30 June
2006, the most common means of release were; released on parole with 2079 males
and females in that category, followed by release on bail with 1972, released ex‐
court with 988 people, and released to freedom, with 685 in that category (DCS
n.d.c). Released ‘ex‐Court’ means that a prisoner was taken to Court and released
from the Court for reasons including; released on bail, charges were dismissed, the
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prisoner was fined or given a community based order. ‘Released to freedom’
means that a prisoner was released into the community without any further
correctional sanctions such as bail, parole or work release conditions. A total of 64
people were released via the work release category. No person was released via
the work and development category during the year ending 30 June 2006 (DCS
n.d.c).

4.2

Western Australian reentry model

The current reentry model in Western Australia has evolved in a piecemeal fashion
since 2002 and was shaped by several significant and influential studies and
reports. One of the most influential documents was the Reducing Reoffending by
Ex‐prisoners report that resulted from a study conducted by the Social Exclusion
Unit in the United Kingdom. The Social Exclusion Unit (2002, p. 6) identified the
following factors that significantly contributed to reoffending; ‘education,
employment, drug and alcohol misuse, mental and physical health, attitudes and
self‐control, institutionalization and life skills, housing, financial support and debt,
and family networks.’
Also in 2002, the Western Australian Attorney General Jim McGinty MLA and
staff visited England, Norway, Denmark, Belgium and France. As a result of the
trip, the Reducing Reoffending – focusing on re‐entry to the community report was
produced. According to the McGinty Report (2002, p. 2) there had been little
‘systematic, comprehensive attention to ensuring that the full range of re‐entry and
re‐integration needs are in place for offenders on their release from prison’ in
Western Australia. Resources were generally limited to the metropolitan area and
the areas of Bunbury and Albany according to the report, and while some prisons
were more proactive than others at ‘best the services are inconsistent, inadequate
and adhoc (sic)’ (McGinty 2002, p. 9).
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The McGinty Report (2002, pp. 2‐3) listed a number of recommendations for key
actions and services to reduce reoffending within the community, which
included: 3
•

An effective re‐entry program for prisoners following release…

•

Improve the quality and purpose of education and training in prisons in
order to facilitate greater employment opportunities for prisoners upon
release from prison…

•

Establish effective partnerships with both Government departments and
community organisations in relation to health, training, employment and
housing to provide community‐focused services which support re‐entry
and the reduction of reoffending in the community…

•

Review the provision of services to ensure an emphasis on family
relationships while prisoners are in custody and upon release into the
community…

•

Ensure existing Department of Justice services are reviewed and realigned
to have a common purpose to reduce reoffending by prisoners on release
from prison.

Following this report and its recommendations, an independent inquiry was
conducted in Western Australia in 2005. His Honour Dennis Mahoney AO QC
undertook the Inquiry into the Management of Offenders in Custody and in the
Community. The inquiry involved extensive consultation and resulted in a report
to Parliament that detailed 148 recommendations. 4 During the same period, the
Inspector of Custodial Services 5 conducted a review, resulting in 162
3

A full list of Report Recommendations can be found in the appendices.
Mahoney, D., (2005) Inquiry into the Management of Offenders in Custody and the Community, State Law
Publisher, Perth.
5
The Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services was established by the Prisons Amendment Act 1999 and
has operated since June 2000. The Office is directly answerable to Parliament. The Office makes announced
and unannounced inspections of public and private adult prisons and juvenile detention centres in WA for the
purpose of bringing ‘independent external scrutiny to the standards and operational practices relating to
custodial services within the state (Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services, 2007).’ Prisons and
4
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recommendations. A number of initiatives have been implemented in Western
Australia as a result of these inquiries and recommendations and an action plan
was developed and labelled the Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners. The
Program is focused on reducing reoffending and protecting the community
through supporting clients to turn their lives around. DCS (n.d.b) describes the key
components of the Community Re‐entry for Prisoners Program as:
•

Community Re‐entry Coordination Service;

•

Transitional Accommodation and Support Service;

•

Justice mediation service;

•

Comprehensive drug management;

•

Building stronger family relationships;

•

Managing people with mental health issues;

•

Legislative reform; and

•

Education, training and employment support.

According to DCS (n.d.a, p. 2) ‘Community re‐entry is not intended as a stand‐
alone program. Rather it is embedded in, and will extend the services that
currently exist throughout the prison, court and community justice systems.’
Examples of existing services include programs and training opportunities
facilitated by DCS staff and contractors. These services are provided within the
prisons and detention centres and also by Community Corrections staff via
supervision of clients on parole orders and include education and vocational
training, work camps and rehabilitation programs. Given that the program is an
extension of the rehabilitative and reentry focused measures already available in
correctional facilities in Western Australia, it is pertinent to begin the following
section with an overview of those prison based reentry initiatives.

detention centres are to be inspected at least every three years. All reports are tabled in Parliament and a
Community Reference Group is consulted in relation to the Office’s findings.
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4.2.1 Prison based reentry initiatives
DCS (2007a) provides prisoners with a range of educational, vocational training,
rehabilitation and employment opportunities. These opportunities are aimed at
reducing recidivism by addressing educational needs, treatment for substance use
and problematic behaviour patterns, employment experience and skill
development. This section describes the key opportunities available to prisoners in
Western Australian correctional facilities.

4.2.2 Case management and Individual Management Plans
Case management is aimed at improving security and control, staff and prisoner
interactions, throughcare between units, prisons and the community, and reducing
recidivism through more effective program delivery (Ministry of Justice 2001).
Within 28 days of arrival in prison, offenders serving a sentence of more than six
months are assessed and an Individual Management Plan (IMP) is developed. The
IMP details the offenders security rating, prison placement, program and health
needs, education, vocational training, industry and employment requirements as
well as dates relating to the next IMP review, eligibility for work release, home
leave and parole. Factors that determine qualification for programs include;
offence type, the offenders’ needs, ethnicity, motivation and capacity to
participate, and risk of reoffending.
The prisoner is transferred to the appropriate prison and a case officer is
assigned. The assigned officer case manages the offender, coordinates access to
services and maintains regular contact to ensure that the goals of the offenders
IMP are achieved (Ministry of Justice 2001). If required, prisoners are relocated to
different facilities to participate in programs in accordance with their IMP.
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4.2.3 Intervention and treatment programs
DCS provides a range of intervention and treatment programs to prisoners
through the Offender Program Branch. Intervention programs cover issues such as
substance use, violent and sexual offending and cognitive skills.
The Offender Program Branch offers three levels of program intensity. Low
intensity programs run for 10‐20 hours and are focused only on those with
addictions. The programs ‘mainly involve giving information, discussing and
clarifying problems, and considering possible solutions, including community
agency referrals’ (DCS 2006c, p. 5). Medium intensity programs run for
approximately 50‐70 hours and are aimed at medium risk offenders. The programs
tend to be cognitive behaviourally focused and ‘focus on the relationship between
problems in thinking and problem behaviours (including offending)…’ (DCS
2006c, p. 5). High intensity programs run for at least 100 hours and target high risk
offenders and consist of therapeutic interventions, cognitive behavioural work and
therapeutic group processes. Individual counselling is also available to both male
and female offenders, and was accessed by 3146 prisoners during the year
2005/2006 (DCS 2006a).
Intervention and treatment programs are not available in all prisons. For
example, the Drug Awareness Workshop is only available at metropolitan prisons,
the Indigenous Men Managing Anger and Substance Use (IMMASU) program was
available in four prisons and the high intensity Moving on From Dependencies
program was available in six prisons (DCS 2006c). Accordingly, many offenders
need to be moved to different prisons to complete programs, and due to the vast
size of Western Australia, many offenders are relocated to prisons hundreds of
kilometres from their families and communities.
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4.2.4 Education and Vocational Training
A number of nationally accredited training and educational courses are available
to prisoners in Western Australia to increase skills and improve post
imprisonment employability. To assess suitability for course participation, all
prisoners serving an effective sentence of six months or more are screened to
determine their literacy level. Course availability and future employment options
are discussed and decisions about training options are made and form part of the
IMP.
Courses can be studied part‐time or full‐time and include secondary and higher
education, adult basic education, vocational education and training, integrated
personal development and driver education and training (DCS 2006a).
Qualifications range from attendance certificates through to University degrees
and are difficult to classify according to Giles et al. (2004). Courses are provided by
a range of internal and external providers. During the year ending 30 June 2006,
4,629 prisoners participated in some form of accredited education or vocational
training (DCS 2006a).

4.2.5 Prison based employment strategies
A significant number of prisoners are employed in prison industries, work camps,
apprenticeships and traineeships in Western Australia. These are aimed at
increasing skill and work experience levels and improving prisoners’ post‐release
opportunities for employment.

4.2.5.1 Work camps
Low risk, minimum security prisoners have the opportunity to live and work in a
community and undertake labour projects. A prisoner work camp is made up of 24
prisoners and a supervising prison officer. Work camps are located in regional
communities such as Walpole, Millstream‐Chichester National Park, Kellerberrin,
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Derby, Wyndham, Pardelup and Mt Morgans (DCS n.d.f). The groups are
relocated to a community area where they provide a labour force for local projects.
Prisoners are responsible for their own cooking and cleaning as well as developing
job skills and experience. Some training is available to prisoners in areas such as
First Aid, chainsaw and machinery operation. During the year ending 30 June
2006, seven work camps operated with capacity for 122 prisoners (DCS 2006a).

4.2.5.2 Prison industries
Many prisoners are employed in prison industries, undertaking such tasks as
producing, processing, cooking and distributing food items, manufacturing linen,
apparel, footwear, furniture and metal products and roles in laundry and cleaning.
For the year ending 30 June 2007, DCS estimates that the wholesale value of goods
and services emerging from prison industries was $10 million. Profits from the sale
of manufactured goods are offset against the prisons operating costs and exceeded
$2 million in the year ending 30 June 2007 (DCS 2007a). For the year ending 30
June 2006, a total of 85.7% of eligible prisoners were in employment in Western
Australian prisons (SCRGSP 2007b). The percentage of the prison population able
to participate in prison industries on a full time basis has reduced because of the
rise in prison populations (DCS 2006a).

4.2.5.3 Prison farms
DCS runs two prison farms in Western Australia. Prisoners at Karnet Prison Farm
work the 375 hectare property and produce milk, meat, eggs and some other food
products for the State’s prisons. At Wooroloo Prison Farm, prisoners are mostly
involved in environment and conservation related community projects such as
reforestation work (DCS 2007a).
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4.3 Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners
Whilst the Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners can be considered an
extension of services already available within correctional facilities, the reentry
initiatives discussed in this section are predominantly provided by external, non‐
government agencies.
The Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners was developed to address
recidivism and aims to ‘improve the management of prisoners within the system
and improve the rehabilitation of offenders’ (DCS n.d.a, p. 1). According to DCS
(n.d.a, p. 1) ‘If even just one person – and their family – is saved from becoming a
victim of crime, then the program will be a success.’ DCS allocated $5.28 million
for the establishment of the Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners, in
comparison to a total activity cost of $498 million for the year ending 30 June 2007
(DCS 2007a). Of that, $2.24 million was allocated to the Re‐entry Coordination
Service, with the remainder allocated to intervention programs, Community
Justice Service staff, mediation services and $107,000 allocated to ‘initiatives to help
prisoners sustain family links’ (DCS n.d.a, p. 2). Part of the Program funding is
allocated to a number of non‐government agencies who are contracted to provide
re‐entry services, predominantly under the Community Re‐entry Coordination
Service (Re‐entry Link); and Community Transitional Accommodation and
Support Services (TASS) components of the Re‐entry Program.

4.3.1 Community Re‐entry Coordination Service (Re‐entry Link)
The Community Re‐entry Coordination Service (Re‐entry Link) targets offenders
being released from prison via ‘CEO Parole’ or ‘Release to Freedom’ (DCS 2006f, p.
5). CEO Parole is now more commonly known as short term parole and applies to
prisoners who are serving a term (or cumulative terms) of less than 12 months
(DCS 2006g). Prisoners released to freedom do not have parole obligations.

51

Participation is voluntary and is focused on the issues the prisoners request
assistance with.
Non‐government agencies receive funding through the Department of Justice to
provide these re‐entry services. A number of different agencies are contracted to
provide these services, and service provision may vary according to the
geographic location, population base and services available in that area.
The Re‐entry Link service providers are expected to support prisoners
(including remand prisoners) with entry to prison in the first instance; for
approximately a two week period. Prisoners are assisted with tasks such as sorting
out housing, cars and other issues that often arise when people are not prepared
for a term of imprisonment.
Further assistance is provided to prisoners preparing for release and the
prisoners families for a period of three months before leaving prison and up to six
months after leaving prison. Pre‐release assistance involves participation in life
skills information sessions, focused on issues such as budgeting and information to
prepare prisoners for day‐to‐day living once released. Prisoners are assisted to
develop a plan for their release, incorporating issues such as organising a Doctor in
the area they will be living in, seeing family and finding employment (DCS n.d.b).
The service can be accessed for a period of six months post‐release and may
involve agency staff transporting the client to appointments, taking them shopping
and linking them in with other service providers in the area.
According to DCS (n.d.b) the Community Re‐entry Coordination Service:
•

Improves links to education, training and employment;

•

Provides links to accommodation options;

•

Has valuable partnerships with services in the community to support
prisoners and their families by linking them with community organisations;
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•

Uses baseline data to inform the planning, service design and delivery to
reduce re‐offending; and

•

Incorporates a monitoring and evaluation plan, which assesses the
effectiveness of the re‐entry strategies.

During the year ending 31 March 2007, support was provided to 1,937 clients in
the Re‐entry Link program (DCS 2007a), an increase from 1,692 clients the year
prior (DCS 2006d). While a similar breakdown is not yet available for 2006/07,
during the period 1 April 2005 to 31 March 2006 the Re‐entry Link program
provided casual support services to 779 people and provided structured support
plans to 913 clients. Of the 779 casual clients, 500 were Aboriginal clients and of
those 160 were female and 340 were male. Of the 279 Non‐Aboriginal clients, 99
were female and 180 were male (DCS 2006d). Of the 913 ‘formal’ clients assisted,
479 were Aboriginal with 75 females and 404 males assisted. Males were also a
large proportion of the Non‐Aboriginal clients assisted, with 410 males and 24
females taking part in the program on a case management basis (DCS 2006d).

4.3.2 Community Transitional Accommodation and Support Services
(TASS)
The TASS program provides for support to prisoners prior to release and for up to
six months after release. The service uses housing owned by the Department of
Housing and Works (DHW). To participate in the TASS program, clients must be
nearing the first possible date of their finite release. The TASS program does not
include people on remand, with an outstanding court case or sex offenders.
Decisions made regarding the suitability of potential participants are based on the
availability and location of accommodation, their need for support, client’s prior
engagement and prison history, while bearing in mind that service providers have
different capacities.
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Suitable prisoners are nominated for accommodation and when a house
becomes available, all prisoners that are due to be released that have applied are
considered. The TASS service program coordinates this only; all applications go to
DHW, where the final decisions are made. The service arm of DHW, Homeswest,
is the landlord and clients pay standard rent and are subject to a standard
Homeswest tenancy agreement. Tenancy of a property is secured by way of a six‐
month fixed term agreement or in some cases, two fixed term three‐month
tenancies.
According to DCS (n.d.b), while in TASS accommodation, ex‐prisoners are
supported in a number of areas, including to maintain their tenancy, comply with
community release orders, increase social and support networks, participate in
educational, training and employment opportunities, ‘acquire permanent
accommodation by the end of the transitional period and successfully integrate
into the community.’
Emergency and short‐term accommodation is also available for a transitional
period of up to three months. Outcare, one of the key service providers in Western
Australia, provides a range of single and shared (maximum of two people) units
that clients rent from Outcare. Another such provider is the Uniting Church where
accommodation services are primarily targeted at released sex offenders and those
who don’t tend to fall within the criteria for other accommodation services.
Among the other services provided via the Prisoner Re‐entry Program for
Prisoners are Family Centres, which are visiting centres in prisons run by Outcare;
a non‐government organisation. Outcare staff supervise visits if either the mother
or father don’t want to see each other but still want the children to see the other
parent.
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4.4 Discussion and key issues
The impact the Community Re‐entry Co‐ordination Program and reentry
initiatives in correctional facilities are having on successful prisoner reentry is
difficult to measure. Whilst the Community Re‐entry Coordination Program is
based on the ‘what works’ literature (DCS 2006c), Cherney and Sutton (2007)
suggest that it is time for Australian Governments to move beyond the simplistic
‘what works’ model. Cherney and Sutton (2007, p. 66) claim that ‘governments
have found it easier to pay lip service to the idea that policies will be based strictly
on evidence than to pursue it in reality.’ Consequently, evaluation of the Program
and reentry services is required.
The researcher could not find any publicly available documents relating to
Community Re‐entry Co‐ordination Program outcomes. Information on program
evaluation was requested, but was not provided to the researcher. Evaluation of
the program would indicate whether the variables that were deemed most
important when the Program was implemented still hold that status. An effective,
useful evaluation would detail the services provided to clients and whether their
reentry was in fact successful, so inferences can be made as to ‘what works’ in
prisoner reentry in Western Australia and what may work in other jurisdictions.
Evaluation would provide valuable information on the barriers prisoners are
continuing to experience and may lead to suggestions and policy development to
reduce barriers even further.
Prior to undertaking the fieldwork component of the current research, a
meeting was held with DCS staff heavily involved in the Community Re‐entry
Coordination Service program. During an interview with two staff members, the
staff were asked how the Program was evaluated. According to the staff
interviewed, DCS has two means of evaluating their services. The first means is by
way of an internet portal, into which service providers are contractually obliged to
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input particular information. The second means of evaluation is through DCS
monitoring. A staff member is responsible for speaking to all service providers on
a regular basis, as well as staff from Community Justice Service offices, the prisons
and DHW. Meetings with all service providers are held quarterly. Prior to the
meetings, the staff member meets with everyone separately and takes notes which
are circulated overnight. The following day, the stakeholders gather together and
develop an action plan for the next six months. A Board also meets quarterly and
oversees the program.
According to the staff members interviewed, the agreements between the
service providers and DCS are not prescriptive, but allow for growth. DCS listens
to how providers feel and their suggestions for improvements as the providers
have the experience and ‘on the ground’ knowledge and are considered the best to
talk to. The operation style and perception of their roles in reentry differs between
agencies. A significant amount of funding has been made available for this
program and for prison based initiatives, and coherent measures of agency
accountability and reentry success are important to the development of future
reentry policy.
One of the most useful and independent means of evaluating the DCS reentry
service provision is through analysis of inspection reports published by the Office
of the Inspector of Custodial Services. The Office of the Inspector of Custodial
Services has operated in Western Australia since June 2002. Inspections of
correctional facilities throughout Western Australia are conducted at least once
every three years. The resulting Inspection Reports include commentary on prison
performance, operating standards and infrastructure. All reports are tabled in
Parliament, and on occasion, Parliament instructs the Office of the Inspector to
conduct a review of areas of concern. Most recently, these reviews have been in the
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area of custodial transport services in Western Australia, Offender Health and
Cognitive Skills Training in the Western Australian Prison System.
The reports resulting from the Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services’
thematic reviews and inspections provide an insight into the performance of the
DCS and Western Australian prisons, otherwise rarely seen. The reports critique
performance and infrastructure, make recommendations for improvement and cite
examples of good practice. After an inspection of Broome Regional Prison, the
northern most prison in Western Australia, the Inspector of Custodial Services,
Professor Richard Harding (2007a) stated:
The prison is continuously operating at twice its capacity. Conditions in the Secure
Section and the Women’s Section are Third World; they would not be tolerated in a
southern prison where the population is predominantly non‐Aboriginal, so the
very existence of these conditions is shameful.

The Parole Board of Western Australia cited a number of concerns with the
criminal justice system in Western Australia in its most recent Annual Report. In
the Parole Boards’ Annual Report for the year 1 July 2005 to 30 June 2006, the
Board (Parole Board of Western Australia 2006, p. 7) stated that:
It is apparent that there has been a marked decrease in the availability of custodial
rehabilitation treatment programs in the past year… The Parole Board reiterates its
concern which was expressed in its Annual Reports of 2004 and 2005 that many of
the prison‐based treatment programs have not been subject to systematic
evaluation in terms of their impact on recidivism or other measures of
effectiveness.

The Parole Board (ibid 2006) also noted concerns with the number of and
treatment of Aboriginal prisoners and the paucity of Aboriginal specific services
and the lack of appropriate accommodation for released prisoners and particularly
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those with mental health issues. The Departments’ failure to provide treatment
programs, and a lack of suitable accommodation in the community, is causing the
Parole Board to delay or deny parole applications from a number of prisoners (ibid
2006). According to the Kimberley Custodial Plan Aboriginal Reference Group
(2006), prisoner program provision in Western Australia appears disjointed with
relevant agencies working in isolation. Similarly, Morgan and Motteram (2004, p.
7) describe a ‘grim dissonance between the aspirations of legislation and policy
documents on the one hand and ‘bottom line’ statistical measures on the other.’
Clearly, there are a number of problems within Western Australian correctional
facilities, many of which impact significantly on successful prisoner reentry.
However, the situation has been improving in many prisons. The Office of the
Inspector of Custodial Services’ inspection report on Eastern Goldfields Regional
Prison noted that ‘offender programs have started to be provided at the Prison,’ a
psychologist and full‐time recreation officer had been employed, and conditions
had been improved for women prisoners (Harding 2006a). Boronia Women’s Pre‐
Release Centre was praised by the Inspector following the Centre’s first inspection
and was cited as a ‘model for good practice and women‐centred approaches to
managing female offenders in custody’ (Harding 2007b). According to the
Inspector, ‘anecdotal evidence at this early stage of Boronia’s history suggested
that the positive regime was resulting in reduced re‐offending rates’, however, the
Centre was continuing to operate under capacity, and mechanisms to transfer
women from ‘the acutely overcrowded’ Bandyup prison to Boronia were lacking
(Harding 2007b).
The inspection reports are specific to correctional facilities in Western Australia,
with only the thematic reports, which are produced on an irregular basis,
containing a detailed analysis of other criminal justice system issues in Western
Australia. Given the paucity of publicly available DCS evaluation material and
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independent evaluation, a gap remains in the analysis and evaluation of the
Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners. Given that more than 6,000 people
are released from Western Australian correctional facilities each year, it is
imperative that such programs are evaluated in a manner that will see reentry
initiatives constantly improved and an increased likelihood of prisoners
successfully reentering the community. Programs need to be evaluated, to
effectively gauge their success and to determine what the most important variables
are for prisoner reentry to be successful.

4.5 Conclusion
Prisoner reentry has received significant attention and government funding in
Western Australia over the past five years. The Community Re‐entry for Prisoners
Program has evolved since 2002 and serves as an extension of the prison based
rehabilitative strategies already in place. Evaluations of reentry strategies need to
take place to ensure that suitable services are being delivered to the appropriate
clients in a manner that positively impacts on prisoner reentry. The following
chapters examine the views held by stakeholders involved in the re‐entry process
in Western Australia.
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5. Issues identified by stakeholders

Introduction
This chapter discusses the key findings to have emerged from the interviews. The
first section discusses the views of stakeholders regarding the definition of
‘successful’ reentry. Section 5.2 discusses the stakeholders’ views of the most
important variables that impact on successful reentry. Section 5.3 summarises the
key barriers to reentry from the stakeholders’ perspective and discusses the
interview findings specifically related to the Community Re‐entry Program for
Prisoners.

5.1 Stakeholder definitions of ‘successful’ reentry
As has been discussed in chapter two, ‘successful’ reentry is difficult to define and
most research in the area of prisoner reentry has focused on recidivism (see Bossler
2004; Maxfield & Babbie 2006). Interview participants were asked to define
‘successful reentry’ and provide an example of success in their work with clients.
During the interviews, the vast majority of participants commented on the way
the criminal justice system and the reentry program was working and most
reported that they were unclear about the exact meaning of ‘reentry.’ For example,
during the interviews, one manager claimed that ‘staff are not clear on what
reentry is or what the agencies role is or what they can do. There is no policy about
reentry. People have a broad idea, but if I asked ten people I would get ten
different answers.’ Another manager stated that ‘there is no coordination; and no
definition of reentry. We know it’s focused on releasing prisoners…..’ A third
manager stated that ‘we don’t even have a proper re‐entry model to aspire to.
There are lots of gaps.’
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A number of participants were aware of the Government measure of success,
and did not feel that two years without reoffending or being reimprisoned was an
appropriate measure. Most participants felt that society should be aiming for more
than just to keep people out of prison for two years. Others felt that a goal of two
years without offending or being reimprisoned was unachievable and suggested
that if staff felt that two years was the target, many would be on stress leave or
would resign as it would be an impossible target to meet. One staff member stated
that ‘I have experienced many successes while I have been working but I can’t say
that those people haven’t reoffended.’ A manager claimed that ‘there are a lot of
immeasurables. Its hard to diagnose what works’ It was claimed by one participant
that the prison service is an extremely difficult service to measure, and was ‘borne
out of a type of informality – those intrinsic, discretionary things that happen
between prisoners and officers and formalizing that may inadvertently affect what
makes the service tick.’
Success tended to be described by participants as when a client had set some
goals and was achieving them or was at least on the path to achieving them.
Success was described as ‘tangible evidence that someone has changed in
behaviour at least’ and also as ‘more to do with being out a fortnight longer this
time.’
According to an agency representative, success occurs ‘if he understands that
his behaviour is not okay and stays out longer, and his networks such as agencies
and family become supportive.’ A Manager defined ‘success’ as when a ‘person
leads a law abiding lifestyle. It might also be a reduction in offending or matter
type.’
A staff member described success as when ‘the client is emotionally healthy,
and has let go of negative peers; recognizes what has been going on in their lives
and can look at strategies to avoid relapse and can function without being an
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emotional mess. They have stability – and that’s emotional, physical and financial
stability.’ Another staff member claimed that ‘the great success stories are not
necessarily the ones who don’t reoffend or don’t go back to jail. They have success
on their own terms.’
Staff and agencies were asked to provide an example of a success story. Many
participants went into great detail about the work involved in preparing the
prisoner for release, the extensive barriers they faced such as substance use and
lack of family support, and the support they and others provided to the prisoner
upon release. Almost all of the examples given involved the released prisoner
reoffending or returning to prison. Many staff members and agency
representatives regarded success as returning to prison after a longer period out in
the community than had been previously experienced, or being reimprisoned for a
less serious offence. For example, a client that had originally been imprisoned
because of committing aggravated burglaries and returned to prison because of a
minor shoplifting offence was still regarded as a success. According to a number
of participants, success often occurs as a result of a life changing event in the ex‐
prisoner’s life or because of influences external to the criminal justice system. For
example, a birth or death in the family often impacts on the way the ex‐prisoner
views his or her role in the family or community. There may be new
responsibilities and increased motivation to ‘go straight.’ Several participants
suggested that a ‘good’ or ‘strong’ woman made a significant difference,
particularly to indigenous male offenders.

5.2 Stakeholder views of the most important variables impacting on
successful prisoner reentry
Interview participants were asked ‘What are the most important issues for
prisoners preparing to successfully reenter the community?’ The most commonly
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responses included; education and/or treatment programs (21 people), social
networks, family and support (19), accommodation (15) and employment (14).
This list reflects the number of participants who cited each variable as
important and does not reflect the value each variable was given in relation to the
others. Whilst education and/or treatment programmes were consistently cited by
almost all participants, few interviewees felt it was the most important variable.
Analysis of the weight interviewees gave to each variable resulted in a slightly
differently ordered list with accommodation and employment deemed to be the
most important factors impacting on successful reentry, however social networks
and support and education and treatment were deemed necessary to secure
accommodation and employment, resulting in the following list:
•

accommodation,

•

employment,

•

social networks, family and support, and;

•

education and treatment programs

The role of accommodation, education and employment in prisoner reentry, has
been well documented in criminological literature. However, the value and
necessity of social support has largely been ignored and has only recently begun to
be addressed in literature on prisoners and reentry. These issues are discussed in
detail in the following chapters, in conjunction with the barriers to successful
reentry listed below.

5.3 Stakeholder views of barriers to successful reentry
Interview participants were also asked to identify barriers to successful reentry. As
expected, barriers to successful reentry tended to be related to the requirements for
success listed above. These barriers were; a shortage of accommodation options;
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lack of support and lack of suitable programs. In addition, further barriers were
raised including; problems with the criminal justice system as discussed below and
throughout the thesis, data exchange and/or discrimination issues, and lack of
motor vehicle drivers licences. A number of participants suggested that for many
offenders, little could be done with them until they were ready to ‘grow up’ and
mature out of crime at their own pace. According to one manager, ‘the biggest cure
of crime is age.’

5.3.1 Findings relating to the Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners
During the interviews, participants shared their views on the Community Re‐entry
Program for Prisoners. Three interview participants shared strong views on the
perceived lack of evaluation and resourcing of reentry programs within the
criminal justice system. According to one person, programs implemented up to
seven years ago had still not been evaluated. Furthermore, programs that had been
evaluated as having limited or no value were being implemented in other prisons
due to a lack of suitable program alternatives. A staff member stated that ‘in
theory it [the Re‐entry Program] is better but we need to resource it to enable it to
work. If we don’t enable it to work then the theory doesn’t really count for much.’
A manager stated that the while the Re‐entry program needed to be flexible to
allow for differences in individuals’ circumstances and service provider capacity,
the program still needed to be outcome focused and evaluated as such.
Another area of concern was the link between prison based and post‐release
opportunities. A manager claimed that the transitional program had suffered,
since it had been absorbed by the Re‐entry program, because of a lack of formal
structure. The links needed better structure, focus and evaluation to identify gaps
and develop a best practice model. ‘There is no throughcare’ according to one staff
member and another said that ‘there needs to be continuity.’ Another manager
stated that ‘hand holding is required’ to help people with the transition.
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Approximately one third of interviewees expressed concern that while reentry
does not just occur at minimum security level, much of the reentry work is focused
in this area and the associated prisons and units. One interview participant noted
that each year, more people are released from Hakea than any other prison,
however because Hakea is primarily a remand facility, prisoners do not have
access to the same programs and opportunities as many other prisoners. A
manager stated that a significant number of prisoners never get to minimum
security before they are released, resulting in limited opportunities for contact with
the community. Another manager was concerned that only minimum security
prisoners are eligible for work camps and pre‐release absences from correctional
facilities to secure employment.
Participants from the staff group commonly began the interview by stating that
they had not been in the position long enough to know of all the services available
from Re‐entry provider agencies and other external service providers, however,
these participants had been in their role for up to nine months. Most staff members
noted that it was also difficult for their clients to know which services to contact.
Almost all staff members interviewed said that accommodation and financial
issues were the most difficult for clients to deal with. Health issues could be dealt
with fairly easily, as the link between being sick and seeing a doctor is easily made.
Almost all participants held a strong opinion on the relationships between the
Community Re‐entry Coordination Service Providers, the prisons and Community
Corrections offices. Most participants from the manager and staff groups reported
positively on the work the agencies do and the services and contacts they could
provide to clients and almost all participants from the staff and manager groups
reported a lack of knowledge of agency services and capabilities.
Some acknowledged that it had taken some time to negotiate the new
relationships between DCS staff and the agencies, particularly as staff were not
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clear about the agencies respective roles or capacities. A couple of interviewees
reported that the disconnection between DCS staff and agencies still existed, in
part because agency representatives were viewed as unwilling to share
information. A manager claimed that ‘there’s not a whole lot of connection
between agencies and prisons. It is not a two way street.’ Another manager
reported that there were barriers in information sharing, which hindered provision
of services as ‘we don’t know what the prisoner’s barriers or needs are. It needs to
be a more informal process based on trust – it needs trust.’ Several CCOs claimed
that they had prepared release plans for a client, unaware that an agency was
independently working on a plan for the same client. On the contrary, some staff
and manager participants were less concerned about the agencies providing Re‐
entry Program services and reported positive experiences. Agency representatives
were less likely to be critical of the Re‐entry program, with one claiming that the
freedom offered by DCS was critical to their success.
Several interviewees, particularly agency representatives, called for Magistrates
and Parole Boards to take more heed of what the agencies and staff are saying as
they were in the best position to know whether their client actually had made
changes in his or her life.
Prisoner release dates were also a problem, as agencies and staff found it
difficult to prepare a client for release and, particularly, to organise post‐release
accommodation, when the release date was uncertain.
A significant number of the staff group felt that large case loads impacted on
their ability to provide a more holistic service to clients. The majority of staff
interviewed felt that more could be done to assist clients with basic issues once
they were released, but they no longer had the capacity to provide the type of
service that they used to provide, or would like to provide, in the future.
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Several members of the staff group and one of the managers were concerned
about what happens to prisoners at the end of the program support period. A staff
member stated that ‘there are heaps of guys breaking down at the end of six
months if they’ve been getting assisted by an agency. They often go back to jail
then and we see suspensions of parole. At the end of the [six month] period it is
just like getting out of jail with all those stresses.’
While some of the Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners strategies are
being credited with reducing recidivism among clients, clearly, there is a
disconnection that needs to be remedied so that service provision can be
improved. To summarise, the three stakeholder groups held quite different views
of the Community Re‐entry for Prisoners Program and related strategies. Further
investigation is required to establish the basis of this difference and to remedy it.

5.4 Conclusion
As a result of the thematic data analysis, particular weight is given to the four key
issues of accommodation, employment, social support, and programs and
education. Discussion of social support issues are also incorporated into the other
four chapters as support, or lack of support, intersects the other core themes.
Discussion of issues relating to education and treatment programs are grouped in
one chapter as almost all interview participants grouped these programs together
during the interviews. A review of literature in the area of the main themes is
included in each chapter, in conjunction with a discussion of existing policy and
services in these areas and the related barriers. Suggestions for future research and
improvements in core thematic areas are discussed in chapter ten.
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6. Accommodation

Introduction
A number of studies have found that people are more likely to reoffend if they do
not have stable accommodation, and have also identified links between the
criminal justice system and homelessness, substance misuse, poor health, poverty,
family breakdowns and unemployment. Crow (2001) notes the cyclical
relationship between offending and unstable accommodation with people
involved in the criminal justice system being more likely to be homeless or have
unsatisfactory accommodation, and people with unsatisfactory accommodation
being more likely to reoffend. Of the interview participants who felt
accommodation was one of the most important factors in successful reentry, the
majority felt that securing accommodation was the most important factor.
Homelessness is defined in section 6.1 and is followed by an overview of
reentry services relating to accommodation in Western Australia in section 6.2.
Section 6.3 details the key findings from the stakeholder interviews. In section 6.4
the key findings are discussed and analysed in relation to the literature on
accommodation and reentry.

6.1 Defining terms
There are a number of means of defining ‘homelessness’, however, the Australian
Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (2006c) has divided homeless people into two core
groups described as absolute homeless and relative homeless. Absolute homeless
or primary homeless describes those who sleep on streets, in parks, derelict
buildings for example, and is often associated with ‘rooflessness’ (Chamberlain &
McKenzie 2003). People who fit into the ‘relative homeless’ category are those who
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are using emergency accommodation services, supported accommodation
assistance programs, boarding houses or similar accommodation that would not be
considered secure such as staying with friends. A third group, described as
‘marginally housed’ might include people who live in caravan parks (ABS 2006c).
It has also been suggested that homelessness refers to something more than
being ‘houseless.’ Being homeless is often connected with limited financial
resources, being isolated from family, friends and other social networks (see
Pinkney & Ewing 2006). These connections are discussed further in chapter eight.
In Australia, the Council to Homeless Persons (n.d.) defines a homeless person as
someone who:
is without a conventional home and lacks the economic and social supports that a
home normally affords. She/he is often cut off from the support of relatives and
friends, she/he has few independent resources and often has no immediate means,
and, in some cases, little prospect of social support.

Stable accommodation refers to something more than having a roof over one’s
head, and is more than being in supported accommodation or community
housing.

6.2 Accommodation in Western Australia
6.2.1 Community Re‐entry Coordination Program and Transitional
Accommodation and Support Service (TASS)
As discussed in chapter four, the TASS program provides support through
contracted service providers to prisoners for one month prior to release and for up
to six months after release. The TASS program service providers assist prisoners in
accessing accommodation provided by the Department of Housing and Works
(DHW) and to secure more stable accommodation to move into once the support
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period has ended. The service is aimed at providing ‘transitional accommodation
and support services to a limited number of clients (offenders) with identified high
needs and a high risk of returning to custody due to a lack of suitable
accommodation’ (DHW 2006, p. 3). Potential clients of the TASS scheme must be
willing to have someone from the relevant contracted support agency work with
them during the period of their tenancy. Thirty‐three homes are available to
released prisoners under the TASS scheme, with 22 in metropolitan Perth and 11 in
regional areas (DCS n.d.d). Support and housing was provided to 79 clients by
TASS during the year ending 30 June 2006. Approximately one quarter of TASS
clients returned to prison, as compared to the recorded rate of return to prison in
WA of 40.6% (DCS 2006a).
During this support period, TASS clients are assisted to secure more stable
accommodation. DHW is not obliged to offer TASS clients a mainstream tenancy at
the end of their six‐month period. TASS clients must follow the mainstream
application process and have ‘naturally reached the top of the list’ for mainstream
tenancy to be considered (DHW 2006, p. 5). To be eligible for rental
accommodation through DHW, applicants need to be low income and have
limited assets, be aged at least 18 years old, be an Australian citizen or permanent
resident and provide proof of residence in Western Australia and documentation
proving the applicants identity (DHW n.d.a). Waiting times for mainstream
tenancy vary depending on the location of the property and the type of property
requested. As at October 2007, some individuals who had applied for a 1 bedroom
property in the northern metropolitan area of Perth had been waiting since April
2002 for a property to become available and since November 2000 for a 2 or 3
bedroom property (DHW 2007).
Priority assistance is available if the housing need is urgent, however DHW lists
examples that ‘may contribute to an urgent housing need’ which include; ‘medical
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conditions that are caused or aggravated by an applicant’s existing housing,
domestic violence, racial harassment, matters associated with child abuse and
accommodation to take a child out of care’ (DHW n.d.a).

6.2.2 Emergency and short term accommodation
Participants in the Community Re‐entry Coordination Program are assisted by
contracted agencies to find accommodation. The Community Re‐entry
Coordination Program also provides some funding for emergency and short‐term
accommodation. This accommodation is available for a period of up to three
months. The accommodation is predominantly single or shared units, housing a
maximum of two people and is provided by some of the non‐Government agencies
providing reentry support.
A range of government and non‐government agencies in Western Australia
provide a selection of short term, supported and emergency accommodation
options. Whilst provision of such accommodation satisfies an obvious need for a
number of clients, most would not be considered a stable or long‐term option.

6.3 Interview findings
Interview participants were asked what variables were required for prisoner
reentry to be successful. Most interview participants generally viewed
accommodation as an integral component of successful reentry, for example,
‘obviously if a person comes out into nice, comfortable, affordable accommodation
it makes a huge contribution.’
Many participants cited problems with clients being able to access suitable
accommodation and claimed that this had a significant and negative impact on
peoples’ ability to successfully reenter a community. Failure to have suitable
accommodation arranged also prevented some prisoners from being able to leave
prison at the time of their expected release date. Adults were generally regarded
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by interviewees to be resourceful and often managed to find somewhere to stay.
However, securing accommodation was described as particularly difficult for
young people, those with an illness or disability and those who want to start fresh
and sever or limit contact with family and criminal peers.
Almost all interviewees who cited accommodation as an important variable also
cited problems with availability of accommodation. Interviewees reported clients
waiting several years to secure accommodation through DHW and one participant
claimed that some social service agencies were providing tents as caravans were
no longer affordable. One staff member claimed that one agency had a waiting list
of six years for accommodation.
A significant number of participants felt that the TASS scheme did not provide
enough accommodation to meet the needs of the state’s prisoners; however one
participant commented that any increase in TASS housing was always going to be
filled and other options needed to be investigated.
Several interview participants felt that once the period of TASS or supported
accommodation ended or was nearing the end, many clients struggled with taking
the next step and moving on again. According to some participants, for many
clients, the period in TASS accommodation is marred with feelings of instability as
they know they are only accommodated for a limited period of time. Anecdotally,
several participants claimed that the end of the six‐month period of TASS
assistance resulted in many clients struggling enormously with being in the
community and many were reimprisoned around this period.
Several participants were critical of transitional housing with one agency
representative claiming that ‘the idea of transitional housing is ridiculous. People
are in crisis. They are not rehabilitated as the government and prisons seem to
think. They think that the clients have been stable for two years – so transitional
accommodation is appropriate. Actually, they have been institutionalized.’ A staff
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member stated that the transitional period is hard; the accommodation is not
permanent and is just delaying the inevitable need for clients to source alternative
accommodation.
One staff member claimed that it was difficult for staff as well as clients to find
out about good agencies and know who to contact, particularly for issues like
accommodation. ‘It is really difficult for them not knowing who to call and phone
calls can be expensive.’
Several interviewees cited supported accommodation as being a problem in
itself. Some claimed that it was a vicious cycle of released offenders meeting up
again in supported accommodation once they are released, often negatively
impacting on their ability to ‘stay straight.’ Several participants suggested that the
worst thing to do would be to put released offenders ‘in a clump together’ or
group young people with adult ex‐offenders.
Securing accommodation can be particularly difficult for women and
indigenous clients. A Manager acknowledged that negotiating post release
arrangements for indigenous clients can be difficult, due to different processes
being in place. For example, ‘waiting for confirmation of accommodation for a
Parole Plan can be an issue and is especially tough for Aboriginal clients that need
to get permission from the community elders to go back to the community and
there is not necessarily a formal structure around when elders meet to discuss
things.’
Geographically, there were some variations between the groups of interview
participants. Participants working in Kalgoorlie raised few concerns with regard to
accommodation provision in the area. This may be because the vast majority of
clients in the area are Aboriginal and tend to return to their families in remote
communities, hundreds of kilometres from where the interview participants were
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based. An affordable accommodation option had also recently reopened in the
town, and several clients had been placed there.
In the Bunbury area, almost all participants cited the affordability and
availability of accommodation as a major problem, as did many of the Perth based
participants. However, participants recognised that while generally
accommodation was expensive in Perth city and outlying suburbs, the Perth area
had more accommodation options than a regional area such as Bunbury.

6.4 Review of literature
Being homeless or being without stable, secure accommodation is associated with
an increased risk of imprisonment (Baldry et al. 2003a & 2003b; Scottish Executive
Social Research 2004; Metraux & Culhane 2004; Crow 2006). A Joseph Rowntree
Foundation (1996) study found that one quarter of prison releasees who had stable
accommodation arranged reoffended within 12 months of release, compared to
two‐thirds of releasees who had no accommodation to go to at the time of release.
Visher and Courtney (2007) found that men who found stable accommodation
within one month of release were less likely to return to prison. Baldry et al.
(2003b, p. i) claim that ‘there is evidence from international studies indicating that
suitable housing is a crucial factor in prison releasees making a successful
transition from prison to the broader society.’
The Urban Institute (2006) cites a number of studies relating to accommodation
and prisoner reentry. In one such study, the majority of prisoners questioned,
believed that stable accommodation was important for reentry to be successful.
Those who did not already have accommodation organised, felt that some help
would be required for them to secure post release housing (Urban Institute 2006).
Nacro (2007) suggest that stable housing allows offenders to access help for other
problems such as substance use, makes it easier to find employment and reduces
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the likelihood of reoffending. According to Visher and Courtney (2007, p. 11)
assistance with securing ‘positive and stable housing immediately after release
could yield positive results for those released, as well as for the general public.’
Conversely, Crow (2006, p. 19) claims that it is difficult ‘to find studies showing
that providing satisfactory housing reduces recidivism’.
Baldry et al. (2003a) note that while little research has been undertaken on post
release housing in Australia, studies do indicate that the absence of suitable
accommodation is one of the core problems in prisoner reentry. Accordingly,
Baldry et al. (2003a) posit that more research that addresses the relationship
between poor housing and recidivism needs to be undertaken if government goals
of reduced recidivism are to be met.
Internationally, studies relating to accommodation and prisoner reentry have
established that many people leaving prison do not have accommodation to go to
(Nacro 2007; Citizens Advice 2007). According to the Joseph Rowntree Foundation
(1996) less than half of the prisoners participating in their study were able to return
to the accommodation they had been living in prior to imprisonment. Of the group
who had lost their accommodation, most had been owner‐occupiers whose homes
had been repossessed when they were imprisoned. In addition, all of the owner
occupiers had been in full‐time employment before being imprisoned and none
had been able to secure employment since their release from prison at the time of
the study (Joseph Rowntree Foundation 1996). A national survey conducted in the
United Kingdom found that of the participants who were soon to be released from
prison, half of the group did not expect to return to the accommodation they had
been living in prior to imprisonment (Walmsley, Howard & White 1992). Visher
and Courtney (2007) found that family tend to be relied on more heavily by
prisoners post release than prior to imprisonment. Visher, La Vigne and Travis
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(2004) found that the majority of participants in a Baltimore study lived with
family members and/or intimate partners post release.
The major reasons for homelessness, according to Wright‐Howie (2007) are
structural inequities, breakdown of family and social networks and social
exclusion and discrimination. Structural inequities include poverty, lack of
employment, adequate income and affordable housing (Wright‐Howie 2007).
Baldry et al. (2003a) claim that indigenous people are disproportionately
represented in homelessness figures and Keys Young (1998) suggests that this is
affected by a shortage of effective pre‐release and post‐release programs and
services for indigenous people.
There are a number of reasons why accommodation can be difficult to secure. In
an American study, one in ten released prisoners reported difficulties in obtaining
housing because of their criminal record (Visher & Courtney 2007). Many released
prisoners have other barriers such as problems with substance use, and have
physical and mental health issues (Gouvis Roman & Travis 2004). In Australia,
Chamberlain and MacKenzie (2003) reported that accessing suitable
accommodation can be difficult as people often have debt, are lacking suitable
financial resources and may not have appropriate references due to being evicted
in the past.
Housing appears to be a bigger problem for released women in Australia than
for men according to Baldry et al. (2003a). Women are more likely to have been the
primary caregiver of children prior to imprisonment and experience greater
difficulties finding suitable accommodation to house themselves and their families.
Female prisoners face difficulties in getting their children back from foster or
substitute care if they do not have suitable accommodation arranged (Standing
Committee on Social Issues 1997).
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Niven and Olagundaye (2002) surveyed prisoners in the United Kingdom and
found that two‐thirds of prisoners claimed to have organised post‐release
accommodation. Of that group, two‐thirds were returning to the accommodation
they had prior to imprisonment. A second survey was conducted in 2003 and
Niven and Stewart (2005) found that 71% of the survey sample claimed that they
had arranged post‐release accommodation. The survey also found that of the
group that had no accommodation arranged, 33% of that group received assistance
with looking for accommodation, predominantly from probation and prison
officers and voluntary organisations (Niven & Stewart 2005). According to Niven
and Stewart 2005, p. 4) the most significant predictors associated with ‘having
accommodation arranged on release’ were; having been in owned or rented
accommodation prior to imprisonment, receiving visits from family/partner while
in custody, having no drug problem before custody and being in education,
training or employment prior to imprisonment.
Of those that do have accommodation arranged, the arrangements are often
temporary. For example, Visher and Farrell (2005) found that approximately one
third of released prisoners were going to live in temporary accommodation and 31
per cent of participants had lived at more than one address within 6 to 8 months of
release from prison. A study of nearly 300 prisoners returning to Cleveland
established that 63% of the men interviewed had lived in more than one place in
the year since their release from prison (Visher & Courtney 2007). According to
Baer et al. (2006), one‐third of participants in an Illinois based study entered
temporary accommodation upon release from prison and more than half expected
to be moving from their current neighbourhood in the near future.
Studies have found that post‐imprisonment accommodation is likely to be of a
lower standard than where many people were living prior to imprisonment
(Paylor 1995) and many released prisoners are considered homeless. Metraux and
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Culhane (2004) suggest that the transitional period immediately following release
from prison should be the primary area of focus for homelessness prevention and
should target prisoners who have a history of unstable housing. Supportive
housing that ‘consists of permanent, subsidized housing coupled with support
services’ has been found to be effective according to Metraux and Culhane (2004,
p. 154).
Research suggests that the use of homeless shelters and halfway houses may be
negatively associated with recidivism. A study of released prisoners in New York
City found that use of homeless shelters increased the risk of reimprisonment
(Metraux & Culhane 2004). Metraux and Culhane (2004, p. 154) suggest that their
finding ‘underscores the importance of considering whether the criminal justice
system should get more involved in providing housing and related services for
released prisoners’ in a manner similar to that used in mental health services in
response to the homelessness crisis. In addition, unstable accommodation options
such as boarding houses may limit a released prisoner’s social network to people
with a similar background and situation. Graffam et al. (2004) suggest that such
options may increase the likelihood of substance use and negatively affect the
released prisoner’s employment prospects and motivation to secure employment.
However, Roman (2004, p. 162) notes that there is a paucity of research on the
effectiveness of halfway houses and claims that ‘the problem rests with the simple
lack of research, not the lack of research showing effectiveness.’

6.5 Discussion and analysis
If the experiences of Western Australian prisoners are similar to the findings of the
international studies discussed above, then a significant proportion of the 6032
prisoners released from Western Australian prisons during the year ending 30
June 2006 (DCS 2006a) would have required assistance with securing
accommodation. While Baldry et al. (2003a, p. 161) note that ‘reliable information
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and data on the general ex‐prisoners population is not available’ due to the few
Australian studies focused on post‐release housing outcomes, it is clear from the
interview data that Western Australian prisoners face a number of accommodation
related barriers.

6.5.1 Availability of accommodation
Accommodation is becoming increasingly difficult to secure in Western Australia.
Waiting lists for supported or community agency provided accommodation are
long and some require potential clients to make phone contact weekly to ensure
that their name remains on the list. Some potential tenants of public housing
provided by DHW wait years for a property to become available and private rental
accommodation is becoming increasingly expensive and limited in terms of
availability.
According to Chamberlain and MacKenzie (2003) the rate of homelessness in
Western Australia in 2001 was 64 people per 10,000, meaning there were
approximately 11,700 homeless people in Western Australia at that time. The
national rate for Australia on Census night 2001 was 99,000 homeless people,
meaning Western Australia was overrepresented with 12 per cent of the nation’s
homeless people and 10 per cent of nation’s total population.
The Supported Accommodation Assistance Program (SAAP) is a joint
Commonwealth‐State program run throughout Australia in response to the
problem of homelessness. SAAP accommodation includes refuges, hostels and
night shelters. In Western Australia, 8 per cent of the state’s homeless population
was in SAAP accommodation, compared to a national rate of 14 per cent of
Australia’s homeless population (Chamberlain and MacKenzie 2003).
Due to a buoyant economy in Western Australia, the real estate and rental
accommodation markets have become increasingly competitive as the demand for
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accommodation exceeds what is available. Rental costs have risen, posing added
problems for people with limited financial resources and the Real Estate Institute
of Western Australia estimates that the vacancy rate for rental properties is 0.8 per
cent (Gibson 2007).
A significant number of interviewees cited problems with lengthy waiting lists
for community accommodation. Homeless shelters will only take people who fit
the shelters’ definition of homeless. Most services view people as homeless if they
had nowhere to sleep the night before (Baldry et al. 2003b) and people who have
just been released from prison that day are not considered to qualify in that
category. However, the next day, they are generally considered homeless.
Furthermore, interviewees advised that advance bookings for such
accommodation cannot be made. As such, many prisoners faced difficulties in
developing parole plans as they could not detail a suitable post‐release
accommodation plan. Several interviews claimed that some prisoners remain in
custody longer than required because they do not have a viable release plan.
One suggestion that emerged from the interviews in the current research
included developing relationships with Catholic convents, of which there are a
number in Perth. These convents have accommodation available and it has been
suggested that prisoners could start spending time at the convent prior to release,
working on tasks such as gardening or meal preparation so as to start developing
relationships with people that they could live with upon release.
In addition, many of Western Australia’s correctional facilities are
geographically isolated and prisoners are often imprisoned many kilometres from
their home towns. Roman (2004) notes that the distance between correctional
facilities and where prisoners intend to live post‐release, makes direct connection
to the housing market difficult. Accommodation can be even more difficult to find
in regional parts of Western Australia. As noted earlier, one interview participant
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from a regional area claimed that local organisations were providing tents as
accommodation. This claim was confirmed by a recent media report stating that
tents are being provided to families in other regions of Western Australia as well
(Campbell, 2007). The lack of stable accommodation in Western Australia is not a
problem unique to prisoners. The problem is that homelessness is associated with
increased levels of recidivism, a concern that was shared by the interview
participants in the current research.

6.5.2 Transitional Accommodation and Support Service (TASS)
The Transitional Accommodation and Support Service program, which provides
the longest period of accommodation of up to six months, assisted 79 people with
Homeswest accommodation for the year 2005/06. Of the 79 clients assisted, 47%
were Aboriginal (DCS 2006a). Of the clients who disengaged from the TASS
program, 32.7% disengaged of their own accord and 30.9% disengaged because the
period of support ended. Of all clients who exited the TASS program during the
year, 36.4% moved from the program to more permanent accommodation, 27.2%
of clients were returned to prison and 14.5% had gained employment (DCS 2006e).
As noted earlier in the chapter, a range of government and non‐government
services provide or facilitate access to emergency, short term and supported
accommodation. There is a lack of evidence to support the provision of such
accommodation increasing the likelihood of successful reentry as noted earlier.
However, if the agencies providing such accommodation services are assisting
released prisoners to find more secure accommodation then clients are likely to
benefit from their involvement with the agency; an involvement that they may not
have had if they had sourced alternative accommodation.
Regardless of which definition of ‘successful reentry’ is used, a significant
proportion of prisoners released from Western Australian prisons are likely to be
unsuccessful in their reentry to the community. Based on international studies, it
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can be estimated that a significant proportion of those released from Western
Australian prisons do not have stable accommodation secured prior to their release
and it follows that members of this group will be at high risk of being
reimprisoned. According to DCS (2006a, p. 58), participation in the TASS program
reduces reimprisonment rates and ‘about a quarter of clients who were supported
under the TASS program returned to prison. This is significantly less than the
recorded rate of return to prison in WA of 40.6%.’
Elliot‐Marshall, Ramsay and Stewart (2004) suggest that the provision of time‐
limited accommodation needs to be addressed as there is insufficient
accommodation for people to move on to and ongoing support may be required.
Similar views were voiced by several interview participants in the current research
as can be found in section 6.3. Snow and Anderson (1993, p. 288) refer to the use of
rehabilitation services for homeless people in the USA as ‘rest stops’. Many people
are not supported at the level they require, and are often unable to overcome
barriers, contributing to the cyclical use of homelessness services.
Expansion of the TASS program would allow more prisoners to be assisted into
post release accommodation, and ideally, even further reduce rates of recidivism
in Western Australia. However, any program expansion must take into account the
difficulties relating to the time‐period of assistance, as raised by several interview
participants. Initiatives that do little to assist prisoners in securing stable, long‐
term accommodation may simply delay the inevitable or cause disruption to the
client in terms of settling into a particular neighbourhood and access to local
services, or may even increase the risk of reimprisonment, as found by Metraux
and Culhane (2004).

6.5.3 Loss of accommodation and possessions upon imprisonment
Many prisoners are unable to financially afford their housing upon imprisonment
and run into rent or mortgage arrears (Citizens Advice 2007). Prisoners are not
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assisted to keep that property or to end agreements in a way that would make it
easier for prisoners to successfully apply for post‐release accommodation (Nacro
2007). Many prisoners also lose their possessions, particularly those who were
unprepared for a sentence of imprisonment and those without family and social
support.
Many prisoners have limited financial means to secure accommodation as well
as furnish it. In Australia, released prisoners can apply for welfare payments
through the government agency Centrelink. Released prisoners can receive a one‐
off crisis payment almost immediately, however the first payment is equivalent to
one week of the standard welfare payment (Centrelink 2007) and is to last the
released prisoner for two weeks (Krieg 2006) until normal payments are activated.
Given the expense of establishing oneself in a new home, buying food, clothing
and personal effects, this does not seem sufficient.
At Boronia Pre‐release Centre for Women, these difficulties have been
recognised and addressed in a scheme involving local food banks whereby
prisoners with children are provided grocery items upon their release to assist in
establishing a home for their families. An interview participant reported that the
same correctional facility was also negotiating storage facilities for prisoners to
safely store property during their imprisonment. Furthermore, staff at Boronia had
developed a scheme whereby furniture and house wares are purchased at low cost
from international students who had completed their studies at the local university
and were returning home. Prisoners ‘earn’ these items and access to these services.
Expanding the schemes run at Boronia Pre‐release Centre for Women would be an
excellent way to assist other prisoners to prepare for their release.
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6.6 Conclusion
Being without stable accommodation has been linked to offending behaviour and
may increase the likelihood of re‐imprisonment. A number of strategies have been
implemented in Western Australia to remedy this problem. The TASS program has
successfully assisted a number of prisoners into accommodation; however, the
period of accommodation provision is limited, as are the numbers of clients who
can be assisted. Expanding the TASS service is one means by which more
prisoners’ can be assisted to successfully reenter the community.
However, the problem of accommodating released prisoners is more complex
than that. Many of the barriers to successfully securing post release
accommodation are intertwined with other reentry issues such as discrimination,
financial resources and lack of social networks as well as the significant problem of
availability. As with many of the barriers to successful prisoner reentry, the
provision of stable accommodation is not the sole responsibility of DCS. As noted
earlier, the rate of homelessness in Western Australia is higher than the national
average. At the same time, the ratio of people in SAAP accommodation in Western
Australia is lower than the national average. Clearly, accommodation is currently a
problem in Western Australia and a suitable response is difficult to formulate.
Family and social networks have emerged as important to successful reentry, as
many prisoners live with their families or friends upon release. Prisoners need to
be assisted to maintain their existing networks (if appropriate), to improve access
to stable accommodation. Those who were homeless prior to being imprisoned or
will be homeless upon release will need assistance to develop their social capital to
enable them to secure accommodation. Further suggestions to improve access to
post‐release accommodation are discussed in relation to these and other issues in
chapter ten.
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7. Employment
Introduction
Employment is one of the most important variables impacting on reentry. It is
important to understand the relationship between employment and crime and the
impact employment has on prisoner reentry. This chapter focuses on the impact of
post release employment on successful reentry and the related employment
strategies. While education and training form part of this strategy, this chapter
focuses more on prison based employment such as prison farms, work camps,
prison industries, traineeships and apprenticeships and other means of assisting
prisoners into post‐release employment.
Section 7.1 provides a synopsis of employment related reentry strategies in
Western Australia. In section 7.2 the findings of the interviews with agencies, staff
and managers involved in prisoner reentry in Western Australia are discussed in
more detail. Section 7.3 contains a review of relevant literature. Section 7.4 expands
the interview findings and examines them in relation to the Western Australian
Re‐entry program and Australian and international literature in this field.

7.1 Employment in Western Australia
DCS established the Education and Vocational Training Unit (EVTU) to focus on
the educational requirements of prisoners whilst ensuring that programs are
relevant and are linked to potential post‐release employment opportunities.
Analysis of labour market trends enables the EVTU to plan and implement courses
that will assist prisoners into employment in growth sectors (Giles, Tan & Le 2004).
According to Laird, Chavez and Zan (2007, p. 127) the EVTUs ‘acceptance of the
importance of employment placement in targeted areas as a vehicle for successful
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re‐integration has led to an expanded effort into the post‐release assessment and
support areas.’
A range of activities and programs are available for the purpose of the
‘wellbeing and rehabilitation of prisoners’ (s95 (1) Prisons Act 1981). Section 95 of
the Prisons Act 1981 relates to the ‘preparation and implementation’ of activity
programs for a number of purposes, including the development of programs
focused on:
(b) enabling prisoners to acquire knowledge and skills that will assist them to
adopt law‐abiding lifestyles on release; and
(c) assisting prisoners to integrate within the community on release; and
(f) providing opportunities for prisoners to utilise their time in prison in a
constructive and beneficial manner by means of educational and occupational
training programs and other means of self improvement; and
(g) providing opportunities for work, leisure activities, and recreation.

The activity programs may be located within or outside a correctional facility.
Some of the relevant programs are discussed later in this section. Eligibility for
such programs is determined via an assessment process that is part of the
development of each prisoner’s Individual Management Plan (IMP). Prisoners
who are serving an effective sentence of more than six months are assessed to
determine their literacy level. Course availability and future employment options
are discussed and decisions about training options are made and form part of the
IMP. A prisoner’s location, sentence length and gender will have an impact on the
options available. As well as the education and vocational training options,
prisoners’ also have the opportunity to participate in apprenticeships, traineeships,
work camps and prison industries. According to DCS (2007a) 79 per cent of the
prisoner population was engaged in constructive work programs as at June 2007.
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A discussion document published in 2004 provides an insight into prisoner
employment in Western Australia. A sample of 453 adult male and female
prisoners from metropolitan prisons were interviewed for the purpose of
examining ‘factors affecting prisoner expectations of their future labour market
outcomes’ (Giles, Tan & Le 2004, p. 1). Giles, Tan & Le (2004) noted that female
prisoners were over‐represented, indigenous prisoners were under represented
and no regional prison data was included.
Giles, Tan and Le (2004, p. 10) found that ‘almost four fifths of interviewed
prisoners were in employment in the five years prior to their incarceration’ and
were primarily employed as labourers or in service industries. Giles, Tan and Le
(2004, p. 13) found that 50.3 per cent of the 453 prisoners interviewed ‘are currently
doing some courses and/or previously undertaken some courses during their
prison sentence’ and 40.2 per cent of that total prisoner sample are currently or had
previously undertaken a VET course. Of the prisoners who were participating in
training courses such as traineeships, 46.4 per cent thought that they had ‘good
work prospects’ (Giles, Tan & Le 2004, p. 17).

7.1.1 Prison industries
Many prisoners are employed in prison industries, as discussed in chapter four.
Accredited training is available in most areas of prison industry, as well as
traineeships and apprenticeships (DCS 2007a). For example, prisoners working
with food and in catering participate in a training program to ensure that they
meet the relevant national food regulations (DCS 2007a). During the year ending
30 June 2006, 85.7 per cent of the eligible prisoner population in Western Australia
participated in some form of prison employment, slightly down from 87.4 per cent
in 2004‐05 and 92.5 per cent in 2002‐03 (SCRGSP, 2007b: Table 7a.19). Ineligible
prisoners include those who are studying full time, or are unable to participate
because of ill health, short sentence, age or other reasons (SCRGSP 2007b). Of the
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85.7%, the majority (69.9%) participated in service industries and did not receive a
fee for service. The remaining 15.8% participated in commercial industries and
received a fee for service (SCRGSP 2007b).
Prisoner employment participation rates indicate better performance towards
achieving the objective of reducing reoffending (SCRGSP 2007a) and Western
Australia has been performing well. The national corrective services employment
participation rate was 77.2 per cent in 2005‐06 compared to 85.7 per cent in
Western Australia, the highest rate in the country (SCRGSP 2007a). However, the
percentage of the prisoner population able to participate in prison industries on a
full time basis has reduced slightly in recent years, which DCS (2006a) explains is a
result of the rise in the prison population. Factors outside the control of corrective
services can impact on employment participation rates, for example, local
economic conditions ‘which affect the capacity to attract commercially viable
prison industries, particularly where prisons are remote from large population
centres’ (SCRGSP 2007a, 7.16).

7.1.2 Apprenticeships and traineeships
Apprenticeships and traineeships are available to a number of prisoners and are
available for most areas of prison industry whereby individuals receive on‐the‐job
experience, training and supervision. Funding for 400 DCS traineeships is
provided by the Western Australian Department of Education and Training
(Wynes 2007). Many of the courses provided are accredited by TAFE and can be
continued by the offender after release from prison. In some parts of Western
Australia, Community Corrections staff work with private industries and facilitate
prisoner access to external training and employment opportunities. According to
Wynes (2007) traineeships are provided only in the states of New South Wales,
Tasmania and Western Australia. For the year ending 30 June 2006, there were 65
apprentices or trainees in New South Wales and 52 in Tasmania. During the year
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2005/06, there was a total of 246 prison based apprentices or trainees in Western
Australia (Wynes 2007).

7.1.3 Work camps
Low risk, minimum security prisoners have the opportunity to live and work in a
community and undertake labour projects. A prisoner work camp is made up of
up to 24 prisoners and a supervising prison officer. The group is relocated to a
community area where they provide a labour force for local projects. Prisoners are
responsible for their own cooking and cleaning and develop new skills and gain
work experience. Some certificated training is available to prisoners in areas such
as First Aid, chainsaw and machinery operation. During the year ending 30 June
2006, seven work camps operated in Western Australia with capacity for 122
prisoners (DCS 2006a).

7.1.4 Prison farms
Prison farms provide an opportunity for work experience and traineeships for
minimum security prisoners as well as producing food products for the prisons.
DCS runs two prison farms in Karnet and Wooroloo and also produces beef and
lamb at the Pardelup Work Camp (DCS 2007a). Karnet Prison Farm has capacity
for 174 prisoners and produces fruit, dairy and meat products. Wooroloo Prison
Farm was designed for 200 prisoners and produces beef and lamb. A number of
traineeships are available at the prison farms, including; meat processing,
horticulture, rural operations, conservation and land management, automotive,
aquaculture and furniture making (DCS 2007a).
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7.1.5 Leave from prison to support post‐release employment
Section 83 6 of the Prisons Act 1981 provides for prisoners to receive approved
leave from prison for a number of reasons which include the ‘rehabilitation of
prisoners and the successful reintegration of prisoners into the community’ (s 83
(1) (a) Prisons Act 1981). Under the section 83 rules, absences from prison for the
purpose of securing post release employment may be approved if the chief
executive officer is satisfied that employment is available. No information relating
to the number of absence permits that have been applied for and approved since
the new legislation passed was publicly available.

7.2 Interview findings
Participants in the current research were asked what variables were required for
prisoner reentry to be successful. Many of the interview participants listed
employment as an important variable as it could positively affect reentry whereas
lack of employment or unsuitable employment acts as a barrier.
A staff member described employment as ‘instrumental’ to successful prisoner
reentry as it ‘reinstates the feeling of being part of a community, and excitement –
especially for men.’ An agency representative described employment, in
conjunction with accommodation, as being an important means of moving the
client away from the circle they were in, and was particularly important for
indigenous families.
On the other hand, several other interviewees commented that most educational
and treatment programs and employment strategies were not relevant to
indigenous offenders. For example, the definition of ‘employment’ is different for
an indigenous person in a remote community, according to one participant. A
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Several of the interview participants referred to section 94 in relation to leave from prison. Section 94 of the
Prisons Act was repealed in 2006. In the context of this chapter, sections 83 and 95 are now the most relevant
sections of the Act.
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person’s ‘job’ might be to provide food for his family, by collecting or catching
items from the land or waters, which is vastly different to the more mainstream
idea of working in paid employment to earn money to purchase food. As such,
mainstream employment training can be irrelevant to Aboriginal prisoners.
One manager believed employment had a significant impact and suggested that
interviews be arranged before people leave prison so releasees actually have a job
to go to. The manager stated that reentry doesn’t just happen at minimum security
level; however, staff members are unable to get approval to take prisoners out for
job interviews unless they are minimum security.
Several people cited the success of releasees from Boronia Pre‐Release Centre
for Women in gaining post‐release employment after working in areas such as
catering and hospitality during their prison term and claimed that prisoners gain
work experience and are able to take part in job interviews prior to their release.
One staff member claimed that work experience is good as many clients need to
develop a work ethic and they also earn money, but asked ‘does it heal
emotionally? And when they come out, are they still going to be discriminated
against?’ A manager claimed that job network providers were starting to agitate to
get federal government funding to work with prisoners, which was viewed
positively as the prisoners gained experience, an income and felt useful. Some
participants suggested that more clients be supported into employment by
agencies and DCS staff. By facilitating work experience with different employers
and supporting their clients to maintain those roles, staff felt that the barriers to
employment were being reduced.
Most interview participants felt that work programs conducted outside of the
prisons were positive and had good results. For example, a manager stated that
‘there are programs. Some have been inappropriate like rifle shooting and playing
golf at the casino, but they generally do some really good stuff with getting them
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out in the community. It’s more about reparation. They go to the RSPCA [Royal
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals], work in soup kitchens or work
at the food bank where they can do a certificate in warehousing.’
Several interviewees felt that traineeships and pre‐apprenticeships result in
some good outcomes, with a number of clients gaining employment upon release.
Two interviewees described the successful placement of released prisoners into
roles in the mining industry after facilitating work experience opportunities while
the individuals were still in prison. Two other interviewees described the
arrangements with the Silver Trowel Trade Training Company as successful, as a
number of prisoners who participated in the bricklaying and roof tiling training
gained employment in those fields upon release. A manager claimed that ‘they
have really good outcomes. They have something to show potential employers and
gain more confidence.’ A further benefit was that some prisoners doing paid work
outside of the prison were able to keep a portion of their earnings for their release.
Employment was listed by a manager as the second highest priority after
accommodation, with being job ready and having developed relationships with
employers an important factor in successful reentry. One staff member stated that
‘the attitude of the public is very important’. Another claimed that we need more
people in the community who are understanding and willing to offer released
prisoners a chance. A manager felt that increased data exchange was the biggest
barrier to reentry as ‘there is no hiding from the fact that they have been in prison
and there are lots of flow on effects’ including social stigma and difficulty gaining
employment.
Several participants raised prison based employment during the interviews.
One participant felt that prisoners who undertook accredited training should be
paid the same rate as participants in the equivalent Technical and Further
Education (TAFE ) programs and be rewarded for hard work. It was also
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suggested that more community work should be undertaken outside of the prisons
to assist in building prisoners self esteem and get them job ready, rather than
focusing on means of keeping prisoners occupied.
Interview participants who were based in, or worked in rural areas or urban
areas outside of Perth, were more likely to cite transport as a barrier to post release
employment. Many released prisoners do not have a motor vehicle driver’s licence
or access to a vehicle and public transport options were unavailable in rural areas
and limited in others. Participants from the same groups were also more likely to
believe there was a need to tailor employment related programs to the local labour
market.
Claims that apprenticeships and traineeships were providing good outcomes for
prisoners were more likely to come from interviewees who had a direct role in the
provision of these programs. It is unclear whether this is because of the knowledge
they have that is inherent to their role, or, as with all interview responses, may
reflect bias based on a myriad of reasons, such as success being an integral factor in
employee performance measures.

7.3 Review of literature
7.3.1 Employment and reentry
A number of studies have linked post release unemployment to positive outcomes
for released prisoners. Employment is one of the central issues related to prisoner
reentry according to Graffam et al. (2004). Maghan (2004, p. ix) argues that
employment is integral to successful reintegration, as ‘without viable work, self‐
respect cannot be restored and life is without dignity.’ Employment is critical to
finances (Shinkfield & Graffam 2007) and is considered a valuable way of
providing structure, financial means, improving esteem and psychological health,
while also providing a means of widening a person’s social network (Graffam et al.
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2004). Kreinert and Fleisher (2004b, p. 40) claim that employment can be useful as
it is ‘embedded within a system of expectations, social rules, values and norms…
legitimate employment has a culture – knowledge and rules that guide proper
behaviour.’
One of the most desirable outcomes is a reduction in post release offending and
a number of studies have suggested employment is linked to reduced rates of
offending (Kruttschnitt, Uggen & Shelton, 2000; Maghan 2004; Shinkfield &
Graffam 2007). The Urban Institute (2006) cites findings that provide some support
for employment as a means of reducing recidivism as increased employment levels
were associated with reduced levels of drug dealing offences, violent crime and
property crime. Graffam et al. (2004, p. 2) suggest that the employment of ex‐
prisoners may lower recidivism rates, citing Victorian government statistics that
‘approximately 60‐70% of people who re‐offend are unemployed at the time they
re‐offend.’ Uggen, Wakefield and Western (2005) posit that employment may
foster desistance from crime by; opening released offenders up to increased forms
of social control, extending social networks, allowing released offenders to develop
a new identity and finally, income from employment may reduce the need or
desire to criminally offend as a source of income.
Moses and Smith (2007) cite the findings of an evaluation of outcomes related to
the Prison Industry Enhancement Certification Program (PIECP) in the USA,
whereby prisoners work outside of the prison for private employers and earn a
wage at least equivalent to the industry minimum. Prisoners who took part had
lower rates of recidivism than those prisoners who had been employed in
traditional, low or no pay roles in correctional facilities and those who had
participated in educational or treatment programs or no program at all, and had
better post release employment outcomes (Moses & Smith 2007).
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On the other hand, Kreinert and Fleisher (2004b) have questioned whether
employment can actually be a risk factor, as their interviews of 87 male federal
minimum security inmates established that nearly 80% of the participants had a
legal job at the time of arrest.
Bossler (2004) posits that the main focus of this literature has been the need for
released prisoners to obtain legal employment to reintegrate successfully. Bossler
(2004) argues that public opinion and policy have oversimplified the employment
and crime relationship and there is no clear consensus on what the relationship is,
if it does exist at all, and who or what is to blame for the reintegration problem and
the amount of stigma felt by released prisoners.
Kreinert and Fleisher (2004b, pp. 51‐52) suggest that ‘the broader argument
linking crime to unemployment needs re‐examination…to assume that offender’s
lives will become lawful if they have a job and a marriage is to misunderstand the
complex lives of the former felons.’ Improving prisoners’ levels of education
and/or vocational training may have a small effect on further offending, but
poverty is also a significant variable and needs to be discussed in relation to
employment and crime (Kreinert & Fleisher 2004b). Furthermore, McHutchison
(2005) cites problems with the methodology, lack of information and absence of
suitable control groups in a number of studies.
Overall, it appears that there is support for the positive impact of post release
employment. However, many of the studies have linked the positive effects to
certain qualifiers such as quality of employment (Uggen & Staff 2004), level of
employment and income (Shinkfield & Graffam 2007). There is some consensus on
the need for quality employment. Harper and Chitty (2004) and Henderson (2004)
suggest that there is more to the employment and crime relationship than simply
‘having a job’ and that the stability and quality of the employment makes a
significant impact. According to Bossler (2004, p. 35) ‘the quality of employment is
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the most important single factor correlated highly with parole success.’
Employment ‘quality’ indicators may include job satisfaction, autonomy, status
and high earnings (Uggen & Staff 2004). Uggen and Staff (2004, p. 155) reviewed
relevant literature and accordingly summarised that ‘high‐quality work can
further reduce rates of recidivism for adult workers’ as ex‐offenders who obtained
poor quality work were more likely to be rearrested than those who obtained high‐
quality work. According to Bossler (2004) employment needs to be coupled with
job stability and commitment to be worthwhile.
Determining what will assist prisoners to successfully reenter the community
can be difficult. However, some studies have found that some prison based and
post‐release strategies can help some offenders secure employment. There is some
support for prison industries (Saylor & Gaes 1997; McHutchison 2005) education
and vocational training (Callan & Gardner 2007), social networks (Shivy et al. 2007;
Brown, Spencer & Deakin 2007) and work programs (Uggen & Staff 2004; Giles &
Le 2007). Some of these strategies are discussed in chapter nine. There are a
number of barriers to employment that will need to be addressed if post‐release
employment strategies are to be successful. The following section discusses the key
barriers to post release employment.

7.3.2 Barriers to post‐release employment
While there is support for the positive effects of post release employment, many
studies have found that there are a number of barriers to employment success for
people with a criminal history (Mukamal 2001; Holzer, Raphael & Stoll 2002b;
Mauer 2005; Brown, Spencer & Deakin 2007). An Australian study of ex‐prisoner
and ex‐offender employability uncovered a number of barriers to employment for
these groups. Graffam et al. (2004, p. 2) list six groupings of issues that act as a
barrier to employment for these groups: personal conditions (including lack of
basic life, literacy and numeracy skills and low levels of motivation, esteem,
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education and work experience) social network and social environment,
accommodation, workforce participation and training, criminal justice system and
drug and alcohol rehabilitation. Maghan (2004, pp. viii‐ix) suggests that the
correctional environment has been increasingly characterized as ‘totally negative
and counterproductive’ over the last few decades and posits that ‘understanding
how the institutional environment influences inmate work attitudes is substantive
to the inmates’ post prison social integration.’ Uggen and Staff (2004, p.143) claim
that ‘although most theories suggest that at least some ex‐offenders may benefit
from employment, their job prospects are limited by employers preferences, low
levels of education and training, and fragmented personal networks or social
capital.’ The role of prisons in providing programs to assist prisoners into
employment has also been questioned. Kreinert and Fleisher (2004b) claim that
that expecting correctional facilities to transform offenders into law‐abiding people
is paradoxical.
Other studies have found that of the prisoners who do find post release
employment, for most of them the employment is neither consistent nor full time
(Urban Institute 2006). Released prisoners often have more difficulty than the
general population in finding and keeping a job (Nelson & Trone 2000). Brown,
Spencer and Deakin (2007) claim that released sex offenders struggle more than
most. A prisoner survey undertaken in the United Kingdom during the 1990s
found that two thirds of prisoners were employed prior to their imprisonment,
and upon release, one sixth of the prisoners had post release employment arranged
(Walmsley, Howard & White 1992). A later study found that 24% of all prisoners
surveyed had a job to go to after release (Niven & Olagundaye 2002). In a recent
Australian study, Shinkfield and Graffam (2007) interviewed 79 adult prisoners
one month prior to release and again at 1‐4 weeks and 3‐4 months post release.
Shinkfield and Graffam (2007, p. 10) found that ‘the proportion of time in paid
employment remained low (at about 24%) and unchanged over the postrelease
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period, affirming that prolonged periods of unemployment are common for ex‐
prisoners.’
While many prisoners do secure post release employment, a number of studies
report that the stigma of having a criminal record is a significant barrier for many
released prisoners looking for employment (Giles, Tan & Le 2004; Graffam et al.
2004; Bossler 2004). Many employers are reluctant to hire someone with a criminal
record. Holzer, Raphael and Stoll (2002b, p. 44) state that ‘employer demand limits
the job prospects facing ex‐offenders in the labor market, in addition to the many
other disadvantages and difficulties they face.’ Mukamal (2001) suggests that the
bias and stigma stemming from having a criminal record may be one of the most
serious barriers to employment. Brown, Spencer and Deakin (2007) found that
released sex offenders who had been in skilled and professional employment prior
to imprisonment, struggled to secure employment of the same status and income.
Uggen, Wakefield and Western (2005) suggest that diverting more people from
prison could help address the negative impact of a period of imprisonment.
In summary, there appears to be significant anecdotal (if not empirical) support
for the positive relationship between post release employment and desistance from
crime. To ensure that released prisoners are able to secure employment of the
quality, income and status that is likely to keep them from reoffending a number
of prison based and post release programs need to be in place in conjunction with
strategies to reduce the barriers. The following section is focused on key issues
relating to employment and prisoner reentry that emerged from the stakeholder
interviews.
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7.4 Analysis and discussion
7.4.1 Prison based reentry initiatives
The publicly available information available on prison‐based programs and
employment strategies in Western Australia is limited. One of the most
comprehensive documents released in recent years is the Law Reform Commission
of Western Australia Background Paper No. 7. Morgan and Motteram (2004)
detailed the limitations of their background paper as a result of gaps in the
information provided by the then Department of Justice. In addition, the study
undertaken by Giles, Tan and Le (2004) is particularly relevant and is discussed
throughout this chapter.
Vocational education and training was discussed in conjunction with
employment by several interview participants during the current research. Clear
links can be made between the accredited training undertaken by some prisoners,
and the commitment by prison staff to organise relevant work experience
opportunities outside of the prison environment. Several interview participants
cited examples of such programs resulting in prisoners gaining full time
employment upon their release from prison as a direct result of the prison based
vocational training and prison organised external work experience. The examples
cited by interviewees involved prisoners gaining employment in hospitality,
mining, bricklaying and meat processing roles.
While the link between employment and offending is often discussed in the
literature, there is a shortage of good quality research on the impact of prison
industries and prison based programs on post release employment prospects
(Colbourne 2001; Crow 2006) and successful community reentry. Webster et al.
(2001, p. 19) reviewed literature on employment strategies in the United Kingdom
and suggest engagement in prison workshops does not appear to increase the
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likelihood of post release employment and that ‘raising job expectations through
training without any serious prospect of a job on release may be actively damaging
rather than just ineffective.’
Giles, Tan and Le (2004) reported findings from interviews with 453 prisoners in
Western Australia and stated that 26 per cent of prisoners who were working
during their prison term felt that they had good work prospects, in comparison to
46.4 per cent who were undertaking training courses and 34.2 per cent who were
participating in educational courses. The prisoners who were least likely to expect
good job prospects as a result of working in prison were ‘males, those of
Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander descent, those with Year 11 or higher levels of
educational attainment and/or those whose most serious offence relates to drugs,
money or property’ (Giles, Tan & Le. 2004, p. 18). Working in prison was not seen
by most prisoners as a useful tool to improve their post release employability and
Giles, Tan and Le (2004, p. 19) note that ‘this work traditionally has been seen as a
prison management tool to keep [sic] occupy prisoners during the day rather than
for the purpose of up‐skilling poorly qualified prisoners.’
However, there is some support for prison industries and vocational training.
Saylor and Gaes (1997) found that prisoners employed in prisoner industries
tended to stay out of prison for longer periods than those who did not participate
in prison industry work and participation in vocational training or apprenticeships
resulted in even better outcomes. According to Uggen and Staff (2004, p. 160) the
literature suggests that ‘older offenders are especially receptive to postrelease
employment programs, while the effectiveness of work programs for young
people is less encouraging.’
The majority of the interview participants felt that assisting prisoners into post‐
release employment was one of the areas that DCS was experiencing particular
success in. Longer term research in this area would be useful in determining if the
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apparent high employment related success of released prisoners is linked to the
current labour shortage in Western Australia. Mauer (2005, p. 609) notes that ‘in an
economy increasingly diverging into a high skills/high technology sector and a
broad low skill level service economy, few offenders have promising prospects for
advancing out of the bottom rungs of the job ladder.’ Many of the success stories
from the current research were related to the resource boom being experienced in
Western Australia. The movement of workers to rural areas to take advantage of
the opportunities in the resource sector has led to an increase in vacancies for staff
in industries such as hospitality in Perth and urban areas. Many prisoners have
been equipped to take advantage of these employment opportunities by
participation in educational and vocational training programs and prison
industries. Released prisoners are also finding employment in the resource sector,
often after having DCS staff facilitate relationships between prisoners and
potential employers. Tailoring interventions to the relevant job market is
extremely important (Webster et al. 2001; Mukamal 2001) however, it is pertinent
to question whether the ex‐offender group will be the most at risk if the labour
shortage should ease.
Overall, it seems that DCS is experiencing success in assisting released prisoners
into employment, and cross state statistics reflect favourably on DCS prison based
activities. The stakeholders interviewed in the current research did state that a
number of barriers to post release employment still remain. These barriers are
discussed in the following section.

7.4.2 Addressing the barriers to post‐release employment
Of the barriers to successful reentry and post release employment, interviewees in
the current research cited a lack of transportation, lack of support and public and
employer discrimination as being the most significant. This section discusses those
barriers, solutions and successes.
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7.4.2.1 Transportation
Lack of transportation is a key barrier to employment that is experienced by many
prisoners and was one of the barriers listed by interview participants. In research
published by the Urban Institute (2006) nearly one quarter of participants cited
problems with accessing public transport and in obtaining a car for work.
A significant number of Western Australian prisoners are serving sentences as a
result of traffic related offences and many do not have a motor vehicle driver’s
licence according to interviewees in the current research. Without a motor vehicle
driver’s licence or the finances to purchase a vehicle, employment opportunities in
rural areas are often severely limited. While there is a paucity of literature
supporting this finding, it must be recognised that Western Australia is unique in
its geographic size and the isolation of its capital city Perth, from other Australian
capitals.
Organising a motor vehicle driver’s licence specifically for employment
purposes could also be arranged prior to clients leaving prison. Termed an
‘Extraordinary Drivers Licence’ in Western Australia, if approved, clients would be
able to drive to and from their place of employment and drive during working
hours if it was required in the course of their employment. This could potentially
increase the post release employment opportunities available to a number of
prisoners.
Furthermore, several interview participants from both the staff and the agency
groups commented on their experience of assisting or their desire to assist some
released prisoners by transporting them to their place of employment for the first
few days of new employment. The interview participants, who had provided such
assistance to clients in the past or expressed a desire to, said that their workloads
and lack of resources prohibited them from doing so currently.
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7.4.2.2 Supporting clients into employment
The reasons for the interviewees above wanting to transport clients to their place
of employment were twofold. As well as addressing the need for transport,
interviewees also felt that the time spent travelling with their client was useful also
for assisting their clients with stress, work related issues and other problems. As
Bossler (2004) suggests, many prisoners need better skills as well as the traditional
education, substance counselling and vocational training on offer in many prisons.
Several Community Corrections Officers reported having taken released prisoners
to their job site for a few days until they settled and met people they could share
rides with and so forth. Taking on such a role also provided an opportunity to
support and encourage their clients which was deemed necessary as many clients
had been out of the workforce for a number of years. According to Kreinert and
Fleisher (2004b, p. 41) ‘it is ironic… that scholarly models of crime and
employment have overlooked the culture of work and assumed that criminals –
from first‐time to persistent offenders – can simply leave a correctional institution,
get a job and leave happily as lawful citizens.’
Transporting clients to work until they settle into their roles could provide an
opportunity for the Community Re‐entry Coordination Service funded agencies
and DCS staff to assist clients with strategies to deal with issues at work before
they become major problems. Shinkfield and Graffam (2007) have suggested that
employment related outcomes may be improved by creating stronger links
between programs offered within prisons and in the community and further
development of support services.
Employment is difficult to obtain and to keep if interpersonal skills are poor and
physical and verbal altercations take place (Bossler 2004) and employment is more
likely to be obtained and kept by people who are case managed (Urban Institute
2006). Bossler (2004) claims that correctional programs will fail if they don’t
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address the prisoner’s interpersonal skills and their fatalist views about forces that
prevent them from gaining and keeping employment. Kreinert and Fleisher (2004a,
p. 3) argue that prisoners are punished twice; firstly, by being isolated by
imprisonment and secondly, ‘by forcing them to overcome social stigmatization
and economic isolation largely on their own.’
As discussed in section 7.1.5, some prisoners can be assisted to secure post
release employment while they are still in prison under section 83 (1) (a) of the
Prisons Act 1981. Several interview participants claimed that staff can only get
approval to take minimum security prisoners out to look for post‐imprisonment
employment. Many of Western Australia’s prisoners are released from remand,
medium and maximum security units, meaning that this assistance is not available
to a large proportion of the prisoner population. As noted earlier in the chapter, no
publicly available information could be found that would have been useful in
clarifying current practices and use of this section of the Prisons Act 1981.
Prisoner employment strategies need to recognise that prisons isolate people
and that gaining successful employment requires social networks (Kreinert &
Fleisher 2004b). Many people discover job opportunities and secure employment
through family, friends and other social networks. Securing employment can be
difficult for released offenders who are likely to have ‘limited connections with the
world of work’ (Mauer 2005, p. 609). A study of male prisoners and their pre‐
imprisonment histories, found that those who were employed prior to
imprisonment had strong community bonds, with 38% of the employed prisoner
group being married at the time of arrest, compared to 16.7% of the unemployed
group (Bossler 2004). The employed group was approximately twice as likely to
consider themselves as having been active church members (Bossler 2004). In a
study of the reintegration of sex offenders, Brown, Spencer and Deakin (2007, p.
36) found that for those who did find work, ‘employment was obtained through
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what appeared to be a mixture of using personal contacts and sheer determination
to overcome the barriers.’ These findings provide further support for the
importance of assisting prisoners to maintain relationships with family and friends
while in prison and to develop relationships and expand their social networks,
particularly with law abiding citizens.
Any time out of the labour market disrupts the skill development and work
history of individuals (Solomon et al. 2004), regardless of length of time and
whether or not the prisoner was sentenced. Both sentenced and unsentenced
prisoners are unable to access a number of reentry programs, including those that
may assist them to secure post‐release employment. There is wide support in the
literature and from the interviewees in the current research for further
development and expanded use of opportunities to assist prisoners into
employment and to support them to maintain employment. Further investigation
of such opportunities to support prisoners is warranted.

7.4.2.3 Discrimination
Piehl, LoBuglio and Freeman (2003, p. 24) describe criminal backgrounds as
serving as ‘scarlet letters’ that exclude released prisoners from potential
opportunities and claim that people with criminal backgrounds have been
discriminated against by employers due to the belief that they do not have the
skills required as well as concerns regarding workplace safety and liability issues.
The Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission (2004) found that there
were genuine cases of discrimination on the grounds of criminal record in
Australia.
A number of interview participants in the current research identified
community and employer discrimination and bias as a barrier to employment and
successful reentry. Clearly, some discrimination is legitimate and certain
legislation prevents people with particular criminal convictions being employed in
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certain roles. The interview participants understood this and were concerned by
some people’s lack of openness to giving released offenders a go. As discussed
earlier in this chapter, a number of participants had experienced success by
negotiating work experience with employers and working closely with the
employer and prisoner to allay any concerns and deal with any issues promptly.
Following the work experience or traineeship period, employers were more
willing to offer someone a paid role upon release. Several interviewees felt that one
particular office in the Perth metropolitan area was providing a great service to
clients through engaging an employment advisor who was based in the same
office as CCOs, with whom clients often have to meet with regularly, making the
advisors services easily accessible. The advisor provided client specific advice on
employment opportunities and facilitated voluntary work with local employers
with the aim of it developing into full time, paid employment.
Some interview participants felt that many discrimination issues were related to
the effects of the politicisation of the crime problem and political parties and
governments gaining mileage out of being ‘tough on crime’ and prisoners. The
attitudes voiced in media and politics tend to be more damaging than helpful to
the reentry problem, and these attitudes continue to feed community bias and the
stigma felt by many ex‐offenders. The discourse shift discussed by Pratt (2002) and
Garland (2001) and populist penal policies discussed by Bottoms (1995) has seen
greater weight given to the concerns of the public and victims of crime rather than
to the opinions of experts.
Three stakeholders interviewed during the current research spoke of the impact
of post‐release orders on their clients. The interviewees felt that the orders and
obligations on the released prisoners could prohibit them from securing
employment. When asked to describe a ‘success story’ they had been involved in,
one interviewee spoke of a younger male who returned to his previous role after
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he was released from prison. The man’s employer supported him by transporting
him to the local DCS office on a weekly basis for urinalysis and to attend a
treatment program. Many clients do not have a motor vehicle driver’s licence or
such supportive employers, making it difficult to meet their obligations as well as
maintain employment. Goulding (2007) interviewed long‐term prisoners in
Western Australia prior to and post release and similar issues were raised by some
participants. One interviewee in Goulding’s (2007, p. 106) study stated:
My parole officer just refused to compromise… I had to do weekly piss tests and
what boss is going to put up with that? Also I’ve got a life (driving) ban so I
couldn’t drive and it took me hours just to get to my parole office. I had to catch
two buses to get there and two to get back, twice a week. I had no time to get to
work.

Mukamal (2001, p. 10) suggests a number of strategies to improve ex‐offenders
chances of securing post release employment, including the need to meet the
demands of the current labour market, to ‘recognize and respond to the legitimate
concerns of employers and identify employers that will hire ex‐offenders.’ In
addition, Mukamal (2001, p. 10) suggests that the costs of hiring new staff need to
be reduced and can be achieved by ensuring relevant agencies ‘become an
indispensable provider of qualified labour’ and ‘emphasize financial incentives to
hiring [their] participants.’ Work must also be undertaken with ex‐offenders to
ensure they are job ready, for example, clients should be assisted to organise
necessary documentation such as motor vehicle drivers licenses and tax details and
to ‘clean up’ their criminal records by dealing with any inaccuracies and applying
for appropriate conviction details to be sealed (Mukamal 2001). In addition,
Mukamal (2001) proposes that clients are counselled on how best to discuss their
criminal histories with potential employers.
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Several interviewees suggested that relationships with potential employers be
developed by DCS staff or the Re‐entry program funded agencies, so as to
successfully place clients with employers. By placing the right client with the right
employer and assisting both parties to maintain the relationship, several
interviewees argued that the employers and other employees will be more likely to
consider ex‐offenders as employees in the future. A study of ex‐prisoner and ex‐
offender employability conducted by Graffam et al. (2004) in the Australian states
of Victoria and Queensland established that 33% of the employer group
interviewed had previous experience with employment of ex‐offenders or ex‐
prisoners. Employers, corrective services staff, offenders, agency staff and the
wider community all need to develop more positive attitudes with regard to ex‐
prisoner employability according to Graffam et al. (2004). Graffam et al. (2004, p.
58) suggest more specialised employment assistance for ex‐offenders and prisoners
is required, in conjunction with skills training for prisoners and ‘broad,
community‐wide promotion of reintegration of ex‐prisoners and ex‐offenders.’
Some community and government agencies in Western Australia who work to
develop and foster relationships with potential employers are providing excellent
opportunities for their clients to gain employment. Funding for these roles is
limited and few DCS offices around Western Australia have someone employed in
such a role. Further development of roles such as these will benefit a greater
number of clients and careful supervision on the part of the advisor will ensure
that clients are supported in their new employment roles and employers will be
more willing to consider ex‐offenders as employees in the future.

7.5 Conclusion
Significant gaps in the literature on the link between employment and crime
remain; however, it appears that employment is linked to the successful reentry of
prisoners. If this is the case, DCS seems to be experiencing some success in this
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area given favourable cross‐state comparisons of prison based initiatives. The DCS
literature, the data from the interviews in the current study and other local studies
all contain examples of post release success as a result of employment related
strategies.
As with many jurisdictions, there remains room for improvement with regards
to assisting released prisoners into employment in Western Australia. More
research needs to be undertaken regarding the goals of prison based employment,
vocational training and education. There is a shortage of strong evidence to
support the idea that employment reduces recidivism, and it may be that greater
clarity with respect to the broader goals of the Western Australian reentry program
is required. Determining appropriate goals will help shape relevant programs and
measures to best assist clients to reenter the community successfully.
As discussed earlier in the chapter, employment in itself is not enough to ensure
community integration and that clients will remain out of prison. The employment
needs to be of a quality that contributes to the satisfaction of released prisoners if it
is to have ongoing positive benefits for the released prisoners and wider
community. Prison based programs, educational opportunities; vocational
training, apprenticeships and work experience opportunities need to be tailored to
the labour market to encourage prisoner participation and to make the best use of
limited government resources. The opportunities for prisoners need to be
worthwhile, productive and developed with broader goals in mind to maximize
the use of the resources available and it appears that prisoners need to be
supported into and to maintain post release employment. The availability of these
programs may need to be extended to include more prisoners of different
classification levels as many opportunities are available only to minimum security
prisoners.
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To facilitate the employment of prisoners into such roles, a greater emphasis
needs to be placed on developing strategies to address community and employer
bias, and other key barriers to employment such as transportation and
qualifications. The interviewees in the current study made it clear that their clients
needed to be supported into employment and many interview participants did not
have the capacity to provide such support in the course of their employment.
Longer term studies of the post release experiences of prisoners would be useful in
determining what impact different programs have so the more successful
programs can be expanded accordingly.
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8. Social Networks and Family

Introduction
Social and family support is integral to successful prisoner reentry. Prisoners, as
well as the members of the wider community, often rely on support networks as a
means of gaining employment, accommodation and social support to achieve
goals and participate in the community. A social network, including friends and
family and a sense of belonging are desired by most people and prisoners and
released prisoners tend to struggle more than most to develop and maintain these
networks; especially networks that are free from crime and negative influences.
This chapter discusses social networks and family support, with particular
reference to prisoners in Western Australia. Section 8.1 defines the key terms
relevant to this chapter. Section 8.2 summarises the relevant policy and initiatives
in Western Australia. The related interview findings are presented in section 8.3.
Section 8.4 contains a review of relevant literature. In section 8.5 the interview
findings are discussed and analysed in relation to policy documents and
international literature in the field.

8.1 Defining terms
The OECD (2001, p, 2) defines social capital as ‘networks together with shared
norms, values and understandings which facilitate cooperation within or among
groups.’ This definition is used by government organisations internationally,
including the Australian Bureau of Statistics and is accordingly used in this
research. According to Johnson, Headey and Jensen (2005) social capital is a term
used to describe what sociologists once described as social networks. Following
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their extensive literature review on communities, social capital and public policy,
Johnson et al. (2005) state that the terms ‘community’, ‘social networks’ and ‘social
capital’ have been used interchangeably.
The term ‘social networks’ refers to the connections between individuals and
groups of people (Warr 2005; Ziersch & Arthurston 2005). Such connections can be
formal or informal and includes relationships between acquaintances, friends,
family, neighbours and work colleagues. Breese, Ra’el and Grant ( 2000, pp. 6‐7)
describe ‘social support’ as addressing ‘structural issues such as size, frequency,
and proximity of family, friends, neighbours, and organisations that are willing
and able to extend resources’ and ‘encompasses the process of social integration.’
For the purpose of the current research, and as is becoming common in relevant
literature, the terms ‘social capital’, ‘social network’ and ‘social support’ are used
interchangeably.
A discussion of social networks requires recognition of the problems of social
isolation and exclusion. Sampson and Wilson (2005, p. 186) cite W. J Wilson’s
(1987) definition of social isolation as ‘the lack of contact or of sustained interaction
with individuals and institutions that represent mainstream society.’ ‘Social
exclusion’ has been defined by the Commission of the European Communities
(1993, p. 10) as:
the multiple and changing factors resulting in people being excluded from the
normal exchanges, practices and rights of modern society. Poverty is one of the
most obvious factors, but social exclusion also refers to inadequate rights in
housing, education, health and access to services. It affects individuals and groups,
particularly in urban and rural areas, who are in some way subject to
discrimination or segregation; and it emphasizes the weaknesses in the social
infrastructure and the risk of allowing a two‐tier society to become established by
default.
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The term ‘social exclusion’ is often used to replace the term ‘class’ (Worrall &
Hoy 2005). A number of studies in recent years have focused on the
overrepresentation of an ‘underclass’ in the criminal justice system. This
‘underclass’ includes ethnic minorities, poor, homeless, working class and
unemployed people and those with unstable family relationships. The Social
Exclusion Unit of the Office of the UK Deputy Prime Minister produced a report in
2002 that identified factors of social exclusion that impact on reoffending by
released prisoners. The list included family networks, employment,
institutionalization and life skills (Social Exclusion Unit 2002).

8.2

Western Australia

The need for family and social networks has been given some support in Western
Australia. One of the listed ‘actions’ of the McGinty Report (2002, p. 21) was to:
review the provision of services to ensure an emphasis on family relationships
while prisoners are in custody and upon release into the community including:
•

Enhanced family visits;

•

Modified home leave/leave of absence provisions

•

‘Family friendly’ environment in prisons.

Of the $5.28 million allocated to the Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners
in 2002, $107,000 was allocated for initiatives to ‘help prisoners sustain family
links’ (DCS n.d.a, p.2). According to DCS (n.d.a) the criminal justice system will
focus more on helping prisoner’s maintain relationships with family and friends
while in prison to reduce the likelihood of reoffending. Examples of these
initiatives include video conferencing, whereby prisoners are able to communicate
via video link with family members in some rural areas. Other initiatives
stemming from the Community Re‐entry Program include the Courts, community,
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prisons and Community Justice Services working together to identify gaps and
overlaps in services to assist in re‐establishing prisoners in their communities.
DCS sought to achieve a number of outcomes with the implementation of the
Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners. Those outcomes relating to social
networks include; improved support to help settle into the community after
release, improved chance of reintegration of offenders on release and of
maintaining family networks and improved chance of the offender playing a
positive role as a parent and a partner in their families’ lives.

8.3 Interview Findings
Interview participants were asked what variables were required for prisoner
reentry to be successful. Most participants believed relationships to be extremely
important; especially relationships with family. Positive family support is argued
to have a significant impact on successful prisoner reentry. A staff member
claimed that ‘family support is huge. If there is no support then they become
transient and vulnerable. They’re victims. A lot of people on orders usually have
family and about three quarters of those from prison don’t have family support.’
Another staff member reported that prisoners need to be supported to maintain
these relationships and the prisons can facilitate this through ‘things like video link
and phone calls to connect with family.’
In contrast, inappropriate family support can be a significant barrier to reentry;
with a staff member claiming that if an ex‐prisoner has ‘negative peer groups and
criminal families, they are much more likely to reoffend quickly. The peer group
and family bonds are much stronger and it’s hard to get them away from that…
there are problems with programs in terms of addressing peoples’ needs, but not
addressing the wider family, the dysfunction in the family and peer groups.’
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According to another staff member, ‘a lot of them don’t have family support.
Criminal activity is entrenched in their families.’
According to the interviewees, for those who do not have appropriate family
support, reentry is difficult. Supportive relationships are vital, as ‘our clients need
to have a safe environment where people are not judged and there is someone to
hold their hand’ according to a Manager. Many interviewees recognized that it is
difficult for released prisoners to establish new relationships, particularly with law
abiding members of the community. As such, ‘re‐establishing relationships is
really important; not just family, but supporting relationships’ according to a
Manager. Many clients need strong support for their reentry to be successful, for
the first two months after release at minimum. This is a critical period and ex‐
prisoners often find the loneliness and isolation difficult to deal with. A manager
claimed that ‘we have to recognise that it’s the emotions and loneliness that we
need to assist with and there is no agency dealing with that…. hand‐holding is
required.’ Another manager claimed that ‘relationships are tough. People don’t
want to tell their story a million times and they don’t have the skills to develop
associations with law abiding people. It is very difficult to set up new friendships.’
For reentry to be successful, according to a staff member, family relationships
need to be maintained and encouraged and prisoners also ‘need to connect and be
on track with agencies etc.’ Another staff member stated that success ‘depends
often on the support that people have in place.’
Mention was made of the Director General’s Rule Number Four, which
prohibits prison staff from maintaining contact with released prisoners. While staff
understood the rationale behind the rule, one Manager claimed that ‘the reality is
that a lot of people need support post‐release and these people have developed
relationships with staff and the staff may be the only support….There are agencies
out there… but they have strict criteria and even then, the client may not trust the
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agency or the counsellor.’ According to a staff member, prisoners need positive
relationships as they are relatively socially isolated and ‘some of the organisations
and agencies are too ‘goody two shoes’ like the church organisations.’
The geographic location of prisons and the availability of programs mean that
many people serve their sentences in prisons some distance from their
communities. A staff member reported that ‘often they (clients) come back to the
area just before they are about to be released so we don’t always get the
opportunity to work with them. People get sent to prison in Perth and are
dislocated from their families and community.’
Analysis of the interview findings revealed that agencies recognized and
articulated the importance of family and social relationships, as did staff and
managers. However, while agencies listed lack of family support as a barrier to
reentry, social networks other than family was not given the same weight. One
agency representative suggested that service providers needed to work together to
assist people. Other than that, no further comments were made in regard to social
support that did not relate to family or services that the agency itself was
providing. This may be because the agencies felt that they were fulfilling that role
with their clients. Further research in this area would be valuable, as the other two
groups were quite vocal about the need for social networks in comparison. There
was no marked difference in responses when data was analysed geographically.

8.4 Review of Literature
The security of a family and a network of friends are some our most fundamental
needs according to Maslow (1970). Maslow’s hierarchy of needs contains five
levels of human needs. The primary needs are physiological needs which are basic
such as air, water, food and sleep. These primary needs are followed by safety and
social needs, which involve establishing stability and consistency in a chaotic
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world and are mostly psychological in nature. Maslow (1970) claims that we need
the security of a home and family, love, a sense of belonging and have a desire to
belong to groups such as clubs, work groups, religious groups, family and gangs.
Maslow’s needs have been criticised for being non‐hierarchical and gender biased
(see Hanley & Abell 2002), the fundamental needs of people are the same and
prisoners are more likely to struggle to have these needs met.
One of the goals of prisoner reentry is for the released prisoner to become a
member of his or her community (Borzycki & Baldry 2003; Maruna, Immarigeon,
and LeBel 2004). Being a member implies involvement and contribution; more than
simply existing. It is important to the community that its members are involved
and contribute and it is also important to the success of the released prisoner. Scott
(2004, p. 120) cites the earlier work of Studt (1873) in describing release:
as they embark on the reentry process, ex‐convicts must dramatically alter not
only their physical circumstances but also, and perhaps more importantly, their
social and psychological conditions. The ex‐convict aspires to ‘normalization,’ or a
position of acceptance wherein his fellow community members and significant
others recognize him as ‘just another contributing social unit.

The Reducing Re‐offending National Action Plan (Home Office 2004, p. 37) listed
‘Children and Families of Offenders’ as one of the plan’s seven core pathways to a
reduction in re‐offending, recognising that ‘maintaining family relationships can
help to prevent ex‐prisoners re‐offending and assist them to resettle successfully
into the community.’ Some of the key areas of focus included; the need to establish
best practice, suggestion that all prisons should have a visitor’s centre, a need to
provide increased and better quality education for prisoners on life skills,
parenting, family relationships, life skills and sex education.
The maintenance of relationships with family is an important aspect of
throughcare according to Walsh (2006, p. 112) who posits that ‘maintaining family
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ties should be considered a priority if positive release outcomes are to be
achieved.’ Walsh (2006, p. 112) claims that the facilitation of partnerships is the
most important component of throughcare and states that ‘constructive working
relationships should be developed between prisons and government and
nongovernment community organisations to ensure a holistic approach to
‘correction’ and continuity of care.’ Faulkner (2003, p. 295) posits that interactions
with the criminal justice system ‘should wherever possible be to promote
beneficent forms of social capital’ rather than weaken existing relationships or
facilitate the development of destructive relationships.
It has been suggested that being in a successful marriage can reduce criminal
offending (Glueck & Glueck 1937), however others have suggested that any
reduction in offending is more likely to be a reflection of the aging of the offender
(Gottfredson & Hirschi 1990). Wright and Wright (1992) reviewed relevant
literature and concluded that there was no clear evidence that marriage reduces
rates of criminal offending and suggest that an intimate relationship or marriage
with a delinquent spouse may encourage criminality. However, Wright and
Wright (1992, p. 6) suggest that ‘among already convicted adult offenders,
establishing and maintaining healthy family relations appear to reduce the chances
of reoffence.’ More recently, Sampson, Laub and Wimer (2006) found that
marriage is causally associated with reduced offending.
Specific to Western Australia, the Kimberley Custodial Plan Aboriginal
Reference Group (2006, p. 10) claim that ‘the involvement of the offender’s
“significant others” in preparing re‐entry strategies is fundamental to success and
must be factored into the planning of a comprehensive “through care” model.’
During the Law Reform Commission of Western Australia’s community
consultations, a number of issues relating to family were raised. Issues included
the vast distance between many prisoners and their homes, the time and expense
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of returning home after prison release and the difficulties in maintaining family
relationships and cultural connectedness (Morgan and Motteram 2004).
Other studies have examined the impact of social networks on reentry, and
some have found evidence of their positive value. Members of a focus group
conducted by Solomon, Gouvis and Waul (2001, p. 8) discussed the impact of
support networks with one participant claiming ‘I didn’t burn up my family and
friends so I had a real strong support base which was real key, and I know that
you will hear that from anybody who comes out.’ Holt and Miller’s 1972 study
(cited in Wright & Wright 1992, p. 5) found that prisoners who were visited by
three or more people while incarcerated were less likely to be reimprisoned within
a year of release than the prisoners who had no visits during their imprisonment.
In addition, Welch et al. (2008) have suggested that social support may be a means
of discouraging misconduct. Ziersch and Arthurston (2005) posit that social
networks can be a useful means of finding employment and assist people to
maintain employment via support, role modelling and confidence building.
Recently, an evaluation was conducted of resettlement ‘Pathfinders’ in England
and Wales. Pathfinder projects targeted ‘the resettlement needs and/or offending
behaviour of adults sentenced to prison for under 12 months’ and involved
assistance with welfare needs among other issues (Lewis et al. 2007, p. 33).
Participants were asked why they had agreed to take part in a Pathfinders project
and what they had hoped to gain. Most hoped to gain assistance with sourcing
accommodation, staying out of trouble and substance related problems and the
benefits of participation included; confidence or peace of mind, a mentor or
someone to talk to, accommodation, thinking skills and assistance with alcohol or
substance abuse issues (Lewis et al. 2007). In terms of post‐release support, most
interviewees wanted a mentor or someone to talk to, and help with employment
and education (Lewis et al. 2007).
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Formal and informal connections and networks are often seen as beneficial to
communities in terms of being able to draw together relevant groups and
collectively solve problems (ABS 2002). However, some networks can be negative,
such as when strong bonding social capital can be used to impose conformity and
social division (Putnam 2000) and to ‘impede social cohesion’ via the existence of
highly bonded groups such as terrorist groups, mafia operation and illegal
immigrant smuggler groups (ABS 2002, p. 8). Such groups have high levels of
internal trust and strong bonds, but use their social capital in a manner that does
not benefit wider society.
Sampson’s (2004) theory of collective efficacy focuses on the cohesiveness of
communities, and the ability of community members to work together and act to
remedy social problems. An essential element of collective efficacy is social
networks, and these networks need to be activated, involve working trust and be
of relative density to be useful (Sampson 2004). Sampson (2004, p. 112) states that
‘the promise of collective efficacy theory… reaffirms the importance of thinking
about social ways to approach social problems’, however, Sampson cautions that
communities can be mobilized for negative purposes as well as positive.

8.5 Analysis and discussion
Since the introduction of the Sentencing Act 2003, the period of actual time
prisoners spend in Western Australian prisons has increased (D’Mello 2006).
Consequently, prisoners are spending longer periods out of the community and
workforce and without support networks.
While these relationships are important, there remains a gap in the throughcare
model discussed by Walsh (2006) in relation to social networks other than family.
Emotional support is listed alongside food and shelter as one of the benefits of
supported accommodation facilities or halfway houses. However, there are
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negative outcomes related to such accommodation options, as are discussed in
chapter six. Also, it is suggested that emotional support can be provided by
Community Corrections Officers (CCOs) as part of the release or parole program.
While this is a possibility, such outcomes seem difficult to imagine whilst existing
CCOs are struggling with their workloads and are only responsible for a small
percentage of all released prisoners. Of the 6032 prisoners released from WA
prisons during the year ending 30 June 2006, 2079 were released on parole.
Support from CCOs tends to be limited to assistance with accessing mainstream
services, and even then does ‘not adequately meet the demand’ (McGinty 2002, p.
9).
The findings from this research, as discussed above, certainly support the belief
that maintaining relationships with family is important. However, a number of
interviewees recognized that for many prisoners, their family is often not an
appropriate means of support for those who want to live without crime. The
majority of offenders have ‘mostly criminal friends or associates or are socially
isolated’ (McGinty 2002, p. 8). Furthermore, many prisoners do not want their
family visiting them while they are in prison. Females in Western Australian
prisons were surveyed with regard to family relationships, and, according to DCS
(2006b), 75 per cent of women wanted visits at least once per fortnight. Of all
respondents, 44% preferred daily visits. Those who could not or did not want to
receive visitors whilst they were in prison gave reasons such as ‘Better that they
[children] are home,’ ‘They [children] are too far away’ and ‘Too difficult, too hard
to get order. Having contact is unsettling for both children and mother due to not
enough contact time’ (DCS 2006b, p. 52). Anecdotal evidence from two participants
in the current research supported this view and claimed that visits from wives or
girlfriends were fraught with difficulty and many men preferred to serve their
term without visits.
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Interviewees spoke of the need for prisoners to have positive relationships and
support and to connect with law‐abiding people. Most participants felt that having
support was one of the most important criteria for a prisoner’s reentry to be
successful. This support does not need to come from families and it is clear that for
many prisoners, that even if available, their families may not be an appropriate
means of support. This is in contrast with government literature and policy on
prisoner reentry, which has tended to neglect the importance of relationships until
recently, and even then, has tended to focus on families alone.

8.5.1 Social capital
A number of resources known as capital may be available to communities, groups
and individuals and include; natural; produced economic; human and
institutional; and social capital (ABS 2002). Social capital has been shown to
positively impact on health, educational and employment outcomes, the economy
and community, as well as crime rates (National Statistics 2003).
The concept of social capital has emerged in relation to crime and prisoners in
recent years. High crime rates are argued to indicate some level of social
dysfunction; just as reduced crime rates are associated with safe, healthy and
confident communities (ABS 2002). In the USA, Putnam (2000) found that
homicide rates were lower in states that had higher social capital and ABS (2002)
suggests that ‘where self‐esteem, dignity and social status are undermined by
poverty and social exclusion, trust and social ties are undermined with undesirable
consequences in terms of crime.’
Kubrin and Stewart (2006, p. 172) believe social capital to be an important
element of reentry as it ‘provides released prisoners with access to resources in the
community’ via relationships. These relationships are diverse and can include
friendship, relationships with work colleagues, sports groups and social groups as
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well as participation in professional groups, community organisations and
interactions with neighbours (Kilpatrick et al. 2003).
Resources commonly required by released prisoners, such as accommodation,
employment and access to social services, are more easily attained by people with
social capital. Carlson (2004, p. 73) posits that ‘a prison sentence should protect
society during the period of confinement and eventually return the offender to the
community with the social capital to sustain him or her on the legal side of the
law.’ As noted earlier in this chapter, some social networks and relationships can
be negative. Assuming the effects of social capital are positive, Carlson (2004, p. 71)
posits that once people experience these effects they will want to accrue more and
‘once an offender accrues enough social capital, the offender can overcome the
events that have lead him or her down the path of criminal behaviour.’
In Australia, the Productivity Commission (2003, p. 54) undertook a review of
social capital and the related policy implications, stating that ‘it is important to
ensure that other government policies do not unnecessarily or unintentionally
harm social capital and, in fact, harness and utilise existing stocks where
applicable.’ For example, the Productivity Commission (2003, p. 61) lists a number
of government policies and activities that could have implications for social
capital, such as ‘the manner in which government service providers interact with
clients, especially disadvantaged people, can affect people’s perception of their
social belonging.’ To assist prisoners acquire the resources they need to
successfully reenter the community, it is imperative that future policy
development addresses means by which a prisoner’s social capital or support
network can be developed, and at the very least, not diminished by government
policy.
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8.5.2 Neighbourhood effects
Other research has shown that the communities’ prisoners come from and return
to are important. High crime rates are more common in communities experiencing
poverty, inferior housing, high population movement and residential migration
(Austin & Hardyman 2004). The term ‘neighbourhood effects’ relates to ‘the effects
imposed on individuals as a result of living in a specific neighbourhood that the
same individual (or household) would not experience if living in a different
neighbourhood’ (National Research Council 1999, cited in Kubrin & Stewart 2006,
p. 169). Research on neighbourhood effects on recidivism has found that those who
leave prison and reenter socially disadvantaged neighbourhoods are more likely to
reoffend.
Neighbourhoods that are rich in resources are able to provide more supportive
networks, better quality employment and accommodation, availability of a range
of social services and positively impact the day‐to‐day living experiences of its
members (Kubrin & Stewart 2006). Many prisoners are released to resource‐poor
communities, and as a result, access to suitable post release services may be
hindered along with access to employment and accommodation. Returning to a
community with high poverty and crime rates may also negatively affect the
released prisoner’s participation in criminal activities (Kubrin & Stewart 2006).
According to Austin and Hardyman (2004) community attributes are becoming
recognised as being equal to, if not more important than, the characteristics of the
released offender.

8.5.3 Value of support
The areas of social support and neighbourhood effects are becoming increasingly
relevant in the literature and emerged strongly during the interviews. The findings
of the Pathfinder evaluation (see Lewis et al. 2007) substantiate the claims made by
the interview participants in the current research as to the importance of social
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support. Furthermore, Welch at al (2008, p. 88) have suggested that ‘social support,
at least to the extent that it is incorporated in interpersonal networks, may be more
important than most social scientists have recognised.’ Similarly, Shinkfield and
Graffam (2007, p. 11) state that ‘social support [is] one of several support variables
that appear crucial to success in community reintegration.’
Of course, there are people and agencies that focus on developing relationships
that work and have worked in prisons for many years; for example, groups that
facilitate volunteers visiting prisoners. In Australia, the Victorian Association for
the Care and Resettlement of Offenders (VACRO) Women’s Mentoring Program
coordinates and supervises people who volunteer to mentor female prisoners.
According to the VACRO website ‘the positive role modeling and a mentor
relationship can help to increase a women’s [sic] confidence and self esteem as well
as provide her with alternative choices. A mentor can act as a buffer against
isolation and loneliness where a worker cannot.’
In Western Australia, the Bentley Yarn Carriers is a women’s only community
based group that provides support to a number of women particularly around
issues such as teenage pregnancy, youth at risk and drug and alcohol misuse. The
group’s members consist mainly of survivors of Domestic Violence or some form
of abuse and the ladies are very supportive of each other’ (Bentley Yarn Carriers
2006). The group runs art and craft lessons and workshops on issues as diverse as
car maintenance, naturopathy, healthy living and parenting skills. Women from
the group visit Boronia Women’s Prison on a regular basis ‘for a yarn’ and to
support and assist the women in the prison. This group was cited by several
interview participants as the kind of supportive network that is beneficial to
prisoners and the kind of model that would be useful in men’s and women’s
prisons across Western Australia.
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Mention must also be made of the agencies receiving Reentry funding. Some of
these agencies do seem to be in supportive relationships with some clients;
however, some participants claimed that other agency staff have adopted a role
not dissimilar to that of Community Corrections Officers. As there is no policy
directive relating to the need for, or provision of, supporting relationships other
than with family members, agencies are not obliged to provide or facilitate access
to supportive relationships. Moreover, the number of clients the agencies can work
with is limited by funding and other resources and also by the prisoners desire to
get assistance. Access to Re‐entry services is voluntary on the part of the prisoner
and is often reliant on prisoner motivation to get assistance and how comfortable
the prisoner feels with the agency staff as well as eligibility criteria.
Other reentry initiatives such as prisoner work camps do have the potential to
provide offenders with the skills and contacts required to reenter the community
successfully upon release. DCS (n.d.f, p. 6) literature states that ‘Prisoners and
prison staff have developed positive relationships with the communities in which
they work’ and that ‘many community leaders and residents are supportive of
work camps.’ Many of the projects involve environmental or recreational work
such as maintaining walking tracks and cemeteries, tree planting and weed
eradication.
The ‘community’ in this context is unlikely to be a source of positive networks
that can help released prisoners link to accommodation and employment. Firstly,
work camps tend to be set up in rural locations and prisoners are often working
between communities rather than within one. Secondly, Hine and Thomas (1996)
found that it was important to offenders working in the community that the work
had some value and that someone would benefit from the work. According to
McIvor (1992) offenders involved in community work were more likely to value
the work if they could see the value of it and the role offered the opportunity to
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develop some form of relationship with the community work beneficiaries.
Furthermore, Hine and Thomas (1996, p. 148) cite the work of Thomas et al. (1990)
who found little evidence that beneficiaries of offender community work may be
less fearful of offenders due to the contact. Instead, the beneficiaries felt that the
offenders that they had had contact with were not representative of other
offenders. Whilst the beneficiaries of such work in Western Australian
communities are likely to be grateful to have projects completed and disaster relief,
it would be interesting to establish just how much time prisoners spend interacting
with and working alongside community members while undertaking these
projects and whether beneficial relationships with community members can
develop. While the skills in developing relationships and work ethic are
transferable, work camps may be of more benefit to prisoners if the community is a
viable post‐release option for them and networks can be developed. Kubrin and
Stewart (2006, p. 189) note that:
although providing inmates with an education or vocational training or preparing
them for a life outside prison are all steps in the right direction, skills matter little if
the communities to which ex‐offenders return offer few jobs or opportunities. In
short, by ignoring community context, we are likely setting up ex‐inmates for
failure.

Whilst, the Western Australian state government has made efforts to assist
prisoners to successfully reenter the community, recent Federal government
legislation arguably conflicts with these reentry policies. Legislation was passed by
the Australian Federal Government in 2006 that effectively barred all prisoners
from being able to vote in elections. In 2007, the Federal legislation was partially
overruled by the High Court of Australia, with the result that only prisoners
serving sentences longer than three years are ineligible to vote. At the time of the
High Court’s decision, human rights lawyer Greg Barns (cited in Blenkin 2007)
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was quoted as saying ‘If we want prisoners to successfully rehabilitate, we need to
ensure that they stay in touch with the community and that must include the right
to vote.’ Mauer (2002, p. 56) posits that the disenfranchisement of prisoners in this
manner frustrates efforts to rehabilitate prisoners and is ‘in sharp conflict with the
goal of promoting public safety’. ‘A primary goal of the criminal justice system and
the community should be to reduce the likelihood that the person will reoffend’
and people who feel connected to their community are less likely to victimize
others (Mauer 2002, p. 56).
With regard to the Director Generals Rule Number Four discussed in section
6.3, on some occasions, the only supportive relationships prisoners have developed
are those between the prisoner and the prison staff member. Some participants
suggested that on some occasions released prisoners do contact corrections staff
for support, however, Rule Number Four prevents the maintenance of such
relationships. It was argued by one participant that spending some time with an
ex‐prisoner, to help them through a crisis, is often of far greater benefit to the client
and the criminal justice system than ignoring the ex‐prisoner until they are re‐
imprisoned. Exemptions to the Director General’s Rule can be granted, however
this process takes time, and people who are contacting prisons for post‐release
assistance are often quite upset and desperate. Given that crises by nature
generally need to be dealt with promptly, some flexibility in the rule may be
beneficial. For example, the prison Superintendent could approve exemptions in
crisis situations.
For many released prisoners, reentering the community can be fraught with
difficulty. However, it can be even more difficult for female prisoners. For
example, most female prisoners have children (Hirsch 2005) and find it more
difficult to secure suitable accommodation (Baldry et al. 2003a). Female prisoners
are more likely than their male counterparts to have been physically or sexually
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abused and to have used drugs in the month prior to their offence (see Hirsch
2005) and initially, take longer than men to find post‐release employment (Gillis &
Nafehk 2005).
A study of the post‐release experiences of women found that 90% faced barriers
to community inclusion due to financial disadvantage, a lack of accommodation,
social isolation and depression (Hamlyn and Lewis 2000). Social isolation is a
problem for most women as they leave prison according to Goulding (2004, p. 36)
and the stigma of imprisonment and institutionalization impacts negatively on
their ability to ‘find any kind of place for themselves in the wider community.’
Often, females leaving prison feel unable to return to the families or communities
where they lived prior to imprisonment, leaving few options but to try and settle
in a new neighbourhood. Following a study conducted on female prisoners in
Western Australia, Goulding (2004) claimed that many women are fearful of
disclosing their history and many of the women had little experience with positive
relationships. Goulding (2004, p. 55) found that many women who felt socially
isolated returned to abusive relationships, recommenced associations with peers
they had used drugs and committed crime with and, generally, placed themselves
at high risk of resuming offending behaviour patterns and claimed that ‘there are
few post‐release supports in place that deal specifically with social isolation and
loneliness.’
Loneliness is not recognized by the authorities as a ‘real problem’ associated
with recidivism. Interview participants in the current research were clear that
relationships with people other than family were integral to successful reentry.
Suggestions were made for accommodation services with live in mentors, as one
participant claimed that it didn’t matter if the released prisoner had a job to go to
and a house to come back to – there needed to be someone at home with whom the
released prisoner could eat dinner and watch television with, and generally, have
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company. One of the recommendations made by Goulding (2004, p. 55) was that
service providers be resourced to work in areas that will ‘assist in alleviating
loneliness and re‐establishing positive relationships and social skills.’
Significant weight is given to the value of employment, education and suitable
accommodation in reentry services in Western Australia, and while recognition of
the importance of maintaining family relationships has crept into government
policy in recent years, many social issues continue to be neglected. The failure of
state government policy to recognise factors such as social isolation and loneliness
as problems may say more about the basis of the policy frameworks that remain in
place than it does about the actual and real needs of people being released.
Largely, people choose their friends and tend to associate with people with
whom they share similarities (Mouw 2007). Negative peer groups and familial
relationships can impact on offending and reoffending rates (Best et al. 2003).
Many released prisoners may find themselves returning to such relationships to
remedy the social isolation and lack of community acceptance they have
experienced.
To make a successful transition to the community, offenders need to make a
decision to change, however such a decision needs to be accompanied by the
acceptance of family, friends and the community (Visher & Travis 2003). Welch et
al. (2008, p. 89) posit that findings from their study of social integration, self‐
control and conformity suggest that ‘a key aspect of social integration may be the
degree of social support involved’ and that further exploration and theoretical
development may be beneficial. Shinkfield and Graffam (2007) recently studied
the post release experiences of 79 prisoners in the state of Victoria, Australia and
found that the number of support people available to the study participants did
not change significantly over the 3‐4 month post release period studied. Clearly,
social support is important, and prisoners need to be aided to maintain the support
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networks that they do have and further assisted to foster new relationships,
particularly with non‐criminal people.
This will require educating the public to improve responses to released
offenders. Henderson and Hanley (2006) argue that the Baldridge Criteria
Performance for Excellence Model (the Baldridge Criteria) provides a framework
for reentry program success. The Baldridge Criteria requires leaders of corrections
agencies to work with a variety of agencies and to realize public education
initiatives as part of the reentry program implementation (Henderson & Hanley
2006).
Support and encouragement to participate in community life such as playing
sport, attending hobby classes or participating in voluntary work may well be a
more effective means of ensuring successful reentry than the current focus on
employment related skills training.
The importance of supportive relationships cannot be underestimated, and
policy development in this area needs to develop promptly to ensure that
prisoners are able to access and maintain appropriate social relationships and
networks that will assist them to successfully reenter the community.

8.6 Conclusion
This research clearly shows that more weight needs to be given to the importance
of relationships and social networks. Social networks and support have a
significant impact on the reentry experiences of prisoners and government policy
and best practice needs to reflect that. The limited research that is beginning to
emerge makes it clear that the findings of this current research are not isolated,
and that these findings contrast dramatically with current corrective services
policy.
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Further research needs to be undertaken in relation to requirements for
successful reentry with a focus on family, social and community relationships. Any
future policy development at the very least needs to ensure that directives will not
negatively affect the social capital of prisoners and that improved efforts are made
to assist prisoners to maintain the networks that they do have. This will require
input and commitment for a number of government service providers, recognising
that improving the way in which communities and their members function is
beyond the scope of corrective services. In the mean time, strategies should be
developed that actively encourage prisoners to develop and maintain social
networks whilst in prison, to enable better preparation for a successful return to
the community.
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9. Education and Treatment programs

Introduction
Education and treatment programs have long formed a part of penal models and
continue to do so today. Education and treatment programs are one of the
strategies of the Western Australian Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners
and were also cited by many interview participants as one of the most important
variables in successful prisoner reentry.
In section 9.1, the scope of the chapter is defined. Section 9.2 summarises the
program options available in Western Australia. In section 9.3, the findings from
the interviews relating to education and treatment are presented. Relevant
literature is reviewed in section 9.4 and is followed by analysis of the interview
findings in section 9.5.

9.1 Defining terms
When questioned about education or rehabilitative programs, most interview
participants seemed to use the terms interchangeably and grouped Vocational and
Educational Training and treatment programs together during discussion. The
staff members who were directly involved in Vocational and Educational Training
programs were the only interview participants to separate the two strands of
programs. Similarly, when examining women’s education in correctional facilities
in Queensland, Danby et al. (2000, p. 3) grouped ‘therapeutic intervention
programs, education programs, vocational programs, and recreational programs’
together. Accordingly, these two forms of educational and treatment provision are
discussed together in this chapter, much as they were during the interviews and
reflecting the crossover between many of the programs.
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9.2 Education and Treatment in Western Australia
9.2.1 Education
The Department of Corrective Services (known as the Department of Justice at that
time) became a registered training organisation in the late 1990s. Nationally
recognised courses are provided to prisoners through the Department’s staff and
relationships with external providers (Giles et al. 2004). Courses are intended to be
nationally recognizable with portable skills and qualifications to improve literacy
and numeracy skills and enable clients to return to the community and gain
employment. The current re‐entry program has broadened the role of the EVTU in
Western Australian prisons according to Gilmour, Laird and Chavez (2003) and is
increasingly focused on ensuring prison based programs are relevant to the
individual offender’s situation and release destination as well as linked to
employment opportunities in the community.
Participation rates vary between prisons, as some prisoners are ineligible to
participate in education programs due to the timing of their arrival, because they
are on remand, are short term fine defaulters, or on temporary transfer to a
hospital or are aged over 80 years (Steering Committee for the Review of
Government Service Provision (SCRGSP) 2007b). Other prisoners are ineligible
because they are serving an effective sentence of six months or less (DCS 2006c).
Giles et al. (2004) posit that provision of education modules can be piecemeal.
Prisoners move between units and prisons which can negatively impact on their
ability to continue with a course and there are also constraints with regard to limits
on class sizes. Some courses may have more potential participants than can be
accommodated and others may not run due to limited interest. Furthermore,
maximum security prisons suspend access to work and study while the prisoner is
in ‘punishment’ whereas minimum security prisons tend to house prisoners who
are better behaved and more willing to prepare for reentry (Giles et al. 2004). A list
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of the educational opportunities available to prisoners and corresponding
participation data was not publicly available.
During the year ending 30 June 2007, 4,629 prisoners participated in some form
of accredited education or vocational training (DCS 2007a). The most recent DCS
Annual Report for the year ending 30 June 2007, states exactly the same figure
(DCS 2007a). While a similar breakdown is not yet available for the year ending 30
June 2007, the SCRGSP (2007b) states that the prison based education participation
rate in Western Australia was 43.1 per cent of eligible prisoners for the year 2005‐
2006 compared to the national average of 36.6 per cent. The highest participation
rates in Australia were in the Northern Territory (88.6%) and Tasmania (62.2%)
and the lowest was in Queensland where the participation rate was 24.3 per cent
(SCRGSP 2007b). Of the total participation rate in Western Australia, 42.5 per cent
of prisoners were taking part in Australian Qualification Authority Framework
(AQF) Vocational Education and Training, 1.6 per cent in AQF Higher Education
and 0.1 per cent in secondary level education (SCRGSP 2007b). For the year ending
30 June 2002, the total education participation rate was 57.6 per cent of eligible
prisoners (SCRGSP 2007a), significantly higher than the most recently published
participation rates. A higher education participation rate is believed to indicate
better performance in meeting the objectives for corrective services (SCRGSP
2007a) which are to provide a safe, secure and humane custodial environment,
provide an effective community corrections environment and to provide program
interventions to reduce the risk of reoffending.
Another source of relevant information is the data from a study undertaken in
Western Australia by Giles, Tan and Le (2004). Giles, Tan and Le (2004) found that
33.6 per cent of the prisoners interviewed had achieved post school qualifications
in Vocation and Educational Training (VET) and approximately one quarter of this
group had achieved the qualification during their current or a previous term of
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imprisonment. VET qualifications included meat processing, cleaning, horticulture
and welding tickets (Giles, Tan & Le 2004). A further 55.8 per cent had completed
another type of educational course, and 70 per cent of that group had completed
the course during their current or a previous prison term. The other educational
courses included qualifications in first aid, introduction to computing, English and
Mathematics, cognitive skills and small business management.

9.2.2 Treatment
A range of treatment or intervention programs are available to prisoners in
Western Australia. DCS (2006c) runs programs tackling sex offences, addictions
and violent offending as well as cognitive skills programs and women’s programs
and coordinates the provision of the Health Education and Living in Harmony
programs. Prisoners are assessed to determine their risk and need, as discussed in
chapter five. Depending on the assessment outcome and offender motivation,
prisoners may be able to participate in a range of treatment programs, varying in
length and intensity. A copy of the DCS Offender Programs Service Guide can be
found in the Appendices. The guide covers the period July 2005 – June 2006 and
lists the available programs. Unfortunately, a more recent, public version was not
available.
According to DCS (2006c, p. 4), ‘the “What Works” literature indicates that
treatment is most effective when directed towards medium to high risk offenders.’
As such, offenders who are regarded as highly motivated as well as at high risk of
reoffending have a greater number of programs available to them. For example,
high risk and high motivation offenders with substance issues can participate in a
five hour, one day, Drug Awareness Workshop which involves relapse prevention
skills and through care options and is available to soon to be released offenders.
Drug Free Units are available in three prisons in Western Australia and house two
types of offenders; those with drug problems who are motivated to improve and
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also those who do not have substance issues and can provide role modelling for
the first group. Another program, named Moving on From Dependencies, is a high
intensity program that runs 2 days per week for twelve weeks with follow‐up
sessions and involves ‘clarification of connections between substance use,
offending behaviours and associated problems; problem identification; relapse
prevention; harm reduction; offending cycles and work and study options’ (DCS
2006c, p.14). Low risk offenders can access information on community support
agencies and those that are particularly motivated can attend the Drug Awareness
Workshop. Female offenders with substance issues have a range of programs
available to them that fall between 4 to 35 hours in duration (DCS 2006c, p. 10).
During the year ending 30 June 2007, interventions in cognitive skills and
sexual, violence and addictions offending were begun by 878 offenders in public
prisons and completed by 774 participants (DCS 2007a). ‘This represented more
participants than in the year ending 30 June 2006 but with less hours of
intervention due to shorter programs being delivered to accommodate the
transient nature of the prisoner population’ (DCS 2007a, p. 47). Individual
counselling is also available to both male and female offenders, and was accessed
by 3146 prisoners during the year ending 30 June 2006 (DCS 2006a).

9.3 Interview findings
Interview participants were asked what the most important variables were for
successful prisoner reentry. Almost all participants stated that education or
programs were very important. As the interviews continued, it became clear that
most interview participants grouped education and intervention or treatment
programs together.
A number of participants made positive comments about the available
programs and work being undertaken within the realm of corrections. Participants
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reported several benefits for clients including; increased esteem and post
imprisonment employment opportunities, skill development and reparation to the
community. However, there was consensus among the vast majority of
participants that the provision of programs needed to be improved. Most were
concerned that clients were unable to complete programs they had been ordered to
participate in. According to a staff member, ‘if we cannot provide them with the
programs then we are not providing rehabilitation. We lose.’ Another staff
member stated that ‘when we can’t provide them [programs] then we’re not
offering rehabilitation and that’s what we like to think our prisons are for.’ Two
participants were concerned that some prisoners were experiencing delays in
getting parole because of a failure to complete court ordered programs. Often,
failure to participate in a court ordered program is a result of factors beyond the
prisoners’ means. Some participants said that there was a shortage of staff to run
the programs. Others stated that some prisoners are unable to complete programs
because they get moved between units or prisons, and ‘there is no consistent
means of program continuation’ according to a manager. Prisoners moved to
different security levels within a prison may also find their eligibility for certain
programs has changed. A staff member stated ‘I am quite cynical about prison
programs. They don’t seem to be able to handle the fact that prisoners change
prisons.’ Another manager stated that ‘changes in security is a huge problem for
programs in terms of prisoners wanting to do them but they are not available…
there are a limited number of programs, staff and resources.’ Others were
concerned that there are no programs available for those serving an effective
sentence of six months or less.
A number of programs were discussed during the interviews, however the
cognitive skills program was the only educational or treatment program that was
widely supported by members of all three interview groups. One manager stated
that ‘I personally think every prisoner should do COGS skills. Put some problem
140

solving issues on a plate. It’s also an educational thing i.e. learning not to react
with violence etc.’
Interview participants from both the staff and manager groups noted the
difficulty in implementing programs and achieving success with prisoners who
have suffered brain damage because of substance use and were at a ‘low thinking
level.’ They felt that theoretically many of the programs were good but success
was stymied as many clients didn’t cope well in groups and required one‐on‐one
work and it was difficult to persuade others to take advantage of the available
opportunities. According to one staff member, ‘Some form of effective
rehabilitation is required for every offender that’s in there…. Some of the
programs are really specific and are not always meeting the needs.’ An agency
representative commented that ‘Aboriginal guys don’t like sitting in groups. They
often won’t talk – you have to get other family members involved. They also don’t
seem to trust as much.’
Several participants raised concerns about staff attitudes to prison programs.
Two staff members raised prison staff attitudes as a barrier to education and
treatment program provision with one staff member stating, ‘Some problems are
the attitudes of prison officers. If they don’t believe in the programs then the
prisoners won’t get on board either. Officers are often working against what the
psychs [sic] etc are trying to achieve; its ‘them’ and ‘us’.’
The timing of the provision of courses concerned several interview participants.
According to a staff member, ‘the availability of programs in prison is inadequate
and the pressures in prison aren’t the same as the outside. Programs need to be
immediately prior to release or they lose their validity.’ An agency representative
stated that ‘the other thing that seems to happen is that they do the course and it
equips them with all sorts of tools but it leaves them a little vulnerable if they are
then back into the prison for six months, by which time they have forgotten. They
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haven’t had the opportunity to use what they have learnt so the timing of those
courses needs to be better – it needs to be spot on.’
Programs are not evaluated according to two interview participants and little
effort has been put into actually assessing what works in Western Australia and
developing appropriate programs.
Indigenous offender specific programs have been implemented in some prisons
but there are doubts as to the impact these programs have. For example, the
Indigenous Men Managing Anger and Substance Use (IMMASU) program was
supported by several participants, however one of the last participants to be
interviewed claimed that the program was no longer running as it had been
evaluated and no positive effects had been found.
As discussed earlier in this section, the cognitive skills programs were widely
supported by interview participants from the staff, manager and agency groups.
However, the cognitive skills programs were rarely mentioned by participants
from rural or regional areas, perhaps reflecting that these programs are rarely
available in the regional prisons.
Participants working outside of the city of Perth were more likely to cite
problems with lack of program availability both for prisoners and for offenders
released on a parole or pre‐entry release order. Many released prisoners find it
difficult to complete their orders due to the availability of programs in regional
areas and the added financial and logistical problems such as organizing transport
to attend programs.
There was general consensus among all participants that programs could be
useful in prisoner reentry and that there were not enough appropriate programs
available.
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9.4 Review of literature
9.4.1 Prison based educational programs
Prison based education is widely believed to have a positive impact on recidivism
as well as increasing the opportunities available to offenders upon release from
prison (Duguid 1982; Seiter & Kadela 2003; Vacca 2004; Batiuk et al. 2005).
Prisoners with the lowest levels of academic achievement were the most likely to
benefit from participation in academic and vocational programs according to
Adams et al. (1994) and those who were more intensively involved were less likely
to be reimprisoned in the future. Given that most prisoners have low levels of
educational attainment and low literacy and numeracy skills (Social Exclusion Unit
2002) many correctional facilities, including those in Western Australia, provide or
facilitate the provision of education programs.
Inmate programs do make a difference according to Carlson (2004) who
reviewed the outcomes of a number of related studies. Carlson (2004, p. 63) argues
that ‘in the long run, it does not matter whether rehabilitation per se takes place.
The point to be made is that the outcomes of institutional programming serve all
parties well – staff, inmates, and our society.’
Saylor and Gaes (1997) found that prisoners who completed vocational or
apprentice training were more likely to experience longer periods in the
community before being reimprisoned than those who participated in prison
industries or prisoners who did not participate in either option. In addition, Vacca
(2004, p. 297) describes effective education programs as ‘those that help prisoners
with their social skills, artistic development and techniques and strategies to help
them deal with their emotions… [and the programs] emphasize academic,
vocational and social education.’ Such programs have a positive impact on
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recidivism rates, the prison environment and rates of violence in prison according
to Vacca (2004).
According to Pawson and Tilley (1997, p. 105), ‘…some of the potential
reintegrative mechanisms’ identified in adult education literature include the fact
that education may encourage self realization, and might lead to moral or civic
responsibility, economic potential, cognitive change and social acceptability.
In an Australian study, parolees in New South Wales were found to have
experienced positive effects as a result of participation in prison based Vocational
and Educational Training courses (Gorta & Panaretos 1990). Gorta and Panaretos
(1990) listed a number of positive effects including; increased self esteem and
confidence; having learnt about skills to obtain work; and had been assisted in
bridging that gap between their life in prison and post release. Gorta and
Panaretos (1990) found that most of the parolees found work once released from
prison, however the employment tended to be short term and predominantly
unskilled.
On the other hand, some studies have failed to show a relationship between
prison education program participation and reduced recidivism (Brewster & Sharp
2002; Seiter & Kadela 2003). Even those who have provided evidence for the value
of prison based education acknowledge that different education programs may
have different outcomes. Batiuk et al. (2005) found that participating in a post‐
secondary education program in prison had a positive effect on recidivism.
Participation in high school, vocational education and GED 7 did not have such a
strong effect on recidivism when compared to the group that had not participated
in any form of prison education (Batiuk et al. 2005). Seiter and Kadela (2003)
evaluated prison reentry programs and found that while prison based education
7

GED is the test of General Educational Development used to certify that a person has academic skills
equivalent to an American or Canadian high school student. GED is sometimes referred to as the General
Equivalency Diploma (American Council on Education, 2007).
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programs positively impacted on educational achievement scores, recidivism was
not reduced and only weak support was found for the effectiveness of pre‐release
programs.
Furthermore, John‐Finney (2005, p. 10) undertook a study in Queensland,
Australia, and found that ‘level of formal education did not and does not deter [ex‐
prisoners] from criminal or anti‐social behaviours and nor does it enhance or
motivate them toward pro‐social behaviours.’ John‐Finney (2005, p. 7) posits that
‘there appears to be an unqualified, hypothetical link made between prison
education and post‐prison employment’ in that society views education as leading
to employment and higher education leads to better quality employment. Instead,
John‐Finney (2005) suggests there may be a self‐selection bias present whereby
prisoners who participate in educational programs are the individuals who are the
most motivated to do well anyway. Batiuk et al. (2005) also suggest a self‐selection
effect may be present and posit that prisoners working towards post‐secondary
qualifications may be more motivated and disciplined and less likely to reoffend
regardless of their educational qualifications.

9.4.2 Prison based treatment programs
Support for prison based treatment programs is varied, with some studies
reporting successful outcomes (Kruttschnitt, Uggen & Shelton 2000; McSweeney et
al. 2007; Visher & Courtney, 2007) and some suggesting otherwise (Clements 2004;
Cann 2006).
Holloway, Bennett and Farrington (2005, p. 57) conducted a review of substance
use treatment programs and concluded that ‘most drug interventions work in
reducing crime.’ According to Visher and Courtney (2007, p. 5) ‘prisoners who
participate in programs and services while incarcerated are often better prepared
for the transition back to their communities and have a greater chance of success
after release than prisoners who do not participate in such programs.’ Findings
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from a residential drug treatment study conducted by Pelissier et al. (2001)
suggested that prisoners who completed substance programs had better post‐
release outcomes than those who were not treated. Gaes et al. (1999) reported that
behavioural or cognitive type programs had the most positive effects and sex
offender treatment programs are less effective in reducing recidivism. More
recently, Cann (2006) found that participation in a cognitive skills program did not
significantly affect rates of reconviction.
Specific to Australia, Biles (2005) states that there has been very little research
conducted on prison based programs and outcomes. Instead, anecdotal evidence
based on small samples is available, and as a result, Australian practitioners need
to look overseas for reliable data.
However, the opportunities to participate in potentially helpful programs can
be limited due to significant problems with the availability and provision of prison
based treatment programs (see La Vigne et al. 2003; Urban Institute 2006). Some
studies have found that a significant number of prisoners have substance use
problems and fail to receive treatment whilst imprisoned (La Vigne et al. 2003;
Winterfield & Castro 2005; Petersilia 2005). For example, a substance use program
in New Jersey was found to have the capacity to assist 6% of the state prison
population; however, 81% of the same population had some form of alcohol or
drug misuse problem (Travis et al. 2003). Furthermore, a study based in Illinois
found that prison based drug treatment was accessed by 43% of all respondents
who had reported using drugs prior to imprisonment (Winterfield & Castro 2005).
For those that do participate, measuring the impact and outcome of
participation can be challenging (Gaes et al. 1999). There are issues of self‐selection
bias (Pelissier et al. 2001); suggesting that those who choose to participate are
already more motivated to succeed. For those that are coerced into participating,
Longshore et al. (2004, p. 114) suggest that ‘coerced clients may be compliant with
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treatment without becoming engaged in it in any meaningful sense.’ In contrast,
McSweeney et al. (2007, p. 475) suggest that ‘entering drug treatment as part of a
court order does not necessarily damage the likelihood of someone’s succeeding in
treatment by reducing their motivation’ and that outcomes are not significantly
different for coerced and voluntary clients.
Further difficulties in assessing the success of prison based treatment programs
arise due to the context of the program provision and the other resources prisoners
have access to (Pelissier et al. 2007). For example, recidivism based measures of
success need to take into account the impact of other prison based opportunities
such as education and development of employment skills (Gaes et al. 1999). In
addition, a clients post‐release offending may be affected by employment
opportunities and social support. Future research needs to examine how the
provision of other services impacts on treatment program provision (Pelissier et al.
2007).
Post release continuity has been found to be important (Winterfield & Castro
2005). Nelson and Trone (2000, p. 7) cite research suggesting that ‘prison
programming focused on life issues, such as employment, drug abuse, and family
relations, is most effective if the work continues in the community after release.’
Furthermore, ‘community settings are better than institutional settings, possibly
because of factors within custodial settings such as organizational resistance or
staff motivation’ according to Borzycki (2005, p. 31). However, more recently,
Pelissier et al. (2007, p. 317) stated that in relation to drug treatment, ‘it is clear that
the claim of certainty about aftercare effectiveness is not well substantiated or well
understood.’
Borzycki (2005, p. 29) lists a number of ‘principles of effective correctional
programming’ which include the requirement for risk and need analysis, program
integrity and responsivity to treatment. Programs need to run for an appropriate
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length of time, be multi‐modal and have an aftercare component. Holloway,
Bennett and Farrington (2005) suggest that longer‐term, high‐intensity drug
treatment programs may be more effective in reducing criminal behaviour.
Whilst many have suggested that rehabilitation is no longer the primary
concern of criminal justice systems (Lynch 2000; Garland 2001), Lacombe (2008, p.
72) posits that ‘the rehabilitative ideal of the modern prison has not abated’ and
‘rehabilitation has become risk management.’ Discourse has become risk
management focused and policies address factors proven to increase public safety
and reduce recidivism (Lacombe 2008). In contrast, O’Malley (2004, p. 325) argues
that the concept of ‘risk’ is broad and diverse and that ‘critical criminology has
attended too much to the negative side of risk.’ In Australia, Sarre (2005, p. 166‐67)
claims that ‘while lip service is paid to the goal of rehabilitation in many of the
official sentencing policies of this nation..’ rehabilitation ‘…appears now to have
assumed second‐class status.’ Sarre (2005, p. 168) suggests that for many, ‘the idea
that “nothing works” has become difficult to dislodge’ in this era of populist
punitiveness.

9.5 Analysis and Discussion
Information and data on prison education and treatment programs has been
difficult to obtain, as was also experienced by Morgan and Motteram (2004) who
concluded that the problems in obtaining up‐to‐date information from the
Department of Justice were systemic. Morgan and Motteram (2004, p. 107) note
that during their review of Department of Justice services, they:
were not in a position to validate DOJ questionnaire responses on matters such as
program availability and participation rates… However, there were occasions
when statements appear to be ambiguous or at odds with other information
sources such as Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services (OICS) and Parole
Board reports.
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An example is given of a Sex Offender Treatment program that was indicated to
have operated regularly, however, the OICS had found in mid 2003 that the
program had not been delivered since mid 2001 (Morgan & Motteram 2004).
Friedmann et al. (2007, p. 274) in reporting a 2003 study conducted in the USA by
Friedmann, Lemon, Durkin and D’Anno), claims that ‘Correctional administrators’
reports of “comprehensive treatment” in 84% of prisons compared with treatment
directors’ report of 34% suggests that correctional administrators are overstating
the extent of available programming.’
In Western Australia, following consultations in late 2005, the Kimberley
Custodial Plan Aboriginal Reference Group (2006, p. 13) claimed that Aboriginal
prisoners represented almost 100% of all prisoners in the Kimberley region and
these prisoners ‘had effectively no access to rehabilitative programs and did not
appear to be involved in any structured preparation for release and return to their
communities.’ The Kimberley Custodial Plan Aboriginal Reference Group (2006,
pp. 10‐11) claims that ‘the average custodial stay for Kimberley Aboriginal
prisoners is about 5 months, which is insufficient time for a complete program’
and suggest that ‘all Aboriginal prisoners should have access to educational,
remedial and rehabilitative programs while in prison.’ The Office of the Inspector
of Custodial Services has also noted the ‘paucity of offender programs,
disadvantaged conditions for women prisoners, the need to improve community
relations, pre‐release arrangements and problems with staff morale’ at Eastern
Goldfields Regional Prison (Harding 2006a).
The Parole Board of Western Australia (Parole Board) has raised concerns about
the availability of programs in Western Australian correctional facilities, including
that violent offending, domestic violence and substance abuse programs had been
cancelled due to staffing shortages. The Parole Board (2006 p. 7) was concerned
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that for the year 2005/2006 there had been a decrease in availability of custodial
rehabilitation programs and ‘understands that this is not simply a matter of too
many prisoners and not enough resources to fund programs.’ The Parole Board
(2006, p. 6) lists a number of concerns with program availability, including:
(a) Prisoners in regional prisons can often only access programs if they are
transferred to other locations.
(b) The transfer of prisoners to another prison often means that they are further
removed from their families and Aboriginal communities.
(c) Prisoners in protection units and those serving short sentences are particularly
disadvantaged by the lack of available programs.
(d) The Board reiterates it is concerned that there are currently not enough
programs in regional areas, which are Aboriginal “specific”. It is encouraging that
some Aboriginal specific programs are being developed within regional prisons.
However more work needs to be done in this area.

Morgan and Motteram (2004, p. 105) questioned the then Department of
Justice’s 8 ability to implement paper policies effectively, stating that:
many existing programs are not reaching Aboriginal people to the extent that their
numbers in the system would require, and that many of the initiatives remain on
the drawing board or in their infancy.

As noted earlier in the chapter, intervention programs were begun by 878
offenders and completed by 774 participants during the year ending 30 June 2007
(DCS 2007a). DCS has defined ‘offenders’ as prisoners and those on community
based orders and ‘participants’ as those who attended a program at some time and
are not necessarily distinct persons (DCS 2006c, p. 24). People may attend more
than one program and as a result, be counted more than once, and ‘participation’
8

Note that the Department of Justice was effectively separated into two organisations in 2005; The
Department of the Attorney General and the Department of Corrective Services. The Department of
Corrective Services was created on 01 February 2006 (DCS 2006a).
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does not appear to equal ‘completion’ of a program, but that an offender did
attend it at some stage. As a result, it is impossible to determine exactly how many
of the 8,181 prisoners admitted during the financial year ending 30 June 2007 (DCS
2007a) were able to access and complete an offender program during their term of
imprisonment.
A number of Brief Intervention Services are also provided to prisoners. Brief
Intervention Services include one‐day workshops involving relapse prevention
skills and throughcare options or community agency information sessions (DCS
2006c). A total of 1066 ‘offers to participate’ were made to offenders during the
year ending 30 June 2005 (DCS 2006c). This does not reflect the actual number of
individual people offers were made to as ‘offers’ may be made to the same
offender more than once. Of the 1066 offers made, Brief Intervention Services were
completed by 472 participants, 145 participants did not complete and 87 were
reported as ‘not interested’ (DCS 2006c). Similar offender participation statistics to
those discussed above were not available for the financial year 2005/06 or 2006/07
at the time of writing this thesis; however DCS (2006a) reported that offender
program participation rates had declined slightly since the year ending 30 June
2005.
Research has shown that the released prisoners most likely to reoffend are those
that served sentences of twelve months or less and left prison without support or
supervision (Social Exclusion Unit 2002). In Western Australia, unsentenced
prisoners and many of those serving relatively short sentences of imprisonment
are unable to participate in a program while imprisoned. Data detailing the means
of release from Western Australian correctional facilities states that 988 people
were released ex‐court (DCS n.d.c). Many remand prisoners spend significant
periods of time in prison and often require assistance to deal with the same
barriers faced by many released prisoners to successfully reenter the community.
151

Very little research exists on the remand population in Australia, however the
existing research tells us that the length of time spent in remand in Western
Australia has increased from an average of 1.6 months in 1988 to 8.4 months in
1998 (Carcach and Grant 2000). Furthermore, remand prisoners are also more
likely than sentenced prisoners to die in prison (Sarre, King & Bamford 2006).
In Hakea prison, the second largest in the state, 342 prisoners were able to
access Brief Intervention Services during the year ending 30 June 2005; however,
no treatment programs were recorded as being provided during the same period
(DCS 2006c). Hakea is primarily a remand facility and interview participants
claimed that treatment programs were generally considered inappropriate for
unsentenced prisoners. The Brief Intervention Services run for four hours at Hakea
and are aimed at remand and short‐sentence prisoners and are aimed at
‘motivating them to commence changing their drug and alcohol use and
encouraging them to contact external community organisations to ensure further
treatment and support upon their release’ (DCS 2006c, p. 11).
Overall, participation rates in education and treatment programs in Western
Australian correctional facilities have decreased (Parole Board of Western
Australia 2006) at a time when the number of people imprisoned and reentering
the community is continuing to grow. DCS (2007a) cites increased prison numbers
as an explanation for the reduction in available rehabilitative programs.
Overcrowded prisons result in comparative decreases in prison‐based
employment and educational opportunities (Piehl, LoBuglio & Freeman 2003) and
impact on prison education program success (Vacca 2004). The Prisoners Review
Board of Western Australia (2007) states that:
All prisoners should have access to a range of vocational or rehabilitation
programs that target their specific needs. The Board understands that as a result of
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policy changes in the delivery of programs there is a critical shortage of properly
trained facilitators to conduct the programs.

As noted in section 9.2, 4,629 prisoners participated in some form of accredited
education or vocational training during the year ending 30 June 2007 (DCS 2007a),
exactly the same number claimed by DCS as participating the year earlier (DCS
2006a). No breakdown was available of the educational courses and opportunities
offered in Western Australian prisons, so it is difficult to assess the extent of the
actual opportunities open to individual prisoners. With regard to intervention or
treatment programs, it is unlikely that the majority of the 6032 people released
from Western Australian correctional facilities during the year ending 30 June 2006
(DCS n.d.c) would have completed a program prior to release.

9.5.1 Evaluation of programs
Programs need to be evaluated to effectively gauge their success and to determine
what works in prisoner reentry. Deeper analysis, possibly from a more qualitative
approach, is the only way to determine why or why not prison based education
works (Batiuk et al. 2005) and how it impacts on successful prisoner reentry.
Semmens (1999, p. 15) claims that:
While the available data suggest that education in corrections has an increasingly
hopeful role in rehabilitation and re‐integration of offenders, the lack of data about
other aspects of community re‐integration make it difficult to coordinate
correctional education with other programs and services in creative ways to
increase the total rehabilitative impact.

Semmens (1999, p. 15) suggests post‐release follow‐up studies to identify the
programs necessary ‘for post‐release survival in the community.’ Furthermore,
Vacca (2004) posits that recidivism is not an appropriate measure of success as
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there is no universal definition as it is too simplistic and measures law
enforcement activity as opposed to education.
Whilst a number of treatment programs are available in Western Australian
correctional facilities, it is difficult to determine the impact these programs have on
prisoner reentry. In fact, the Parole Board of Western Australia (2006, p. 7) claims
that there has been no ‘systematic evaluation in terms of their effect on recidivism
or other measures of effectiveness’ of prison based treatment programs in Western
Australia. However, a number of interview participants commented positively on
some programs.
The only program that was widely supported by many interview participants is
the Cognitive Skills (Reasoning and Rehabilitation Program) medium intensity
program, which runs for 76 hours. The program aims to ‘replace well‐established
maladaptive thinking patterns with cognitive skills that can promote pro‐social
behavioural choices (Morgan & Motteram 2004, p. 46) and course content includes
‘self‐control, inter‐personal problem solving skills, assertiveness, social
perspective‐taking, critical reasoning, cognitive style, controlling and values
reasoning’ (DCS 2006c, p. 15). According to DCS (2006c, p. 4) ‘cognitive
behavioural work is recognized as the most therapeutic and cost effective means of
delivering rehabilitation services to both male and female offenders.’
Intensive cognitive therapy has reduced reimprisonment rates according to
Nelson and Trone (2000, p. 5) who claim that by improving their reasoning skills
through cognitive‐behavioural treatment, prisoners are more likely to make better
decisions and make positive changes to their behaviour. On the contrary, after a
study in England and Wales, Cann (2006) found that there were no significant
differences in the reconviction rates over one and two year periods of those who
had participated in a cognitive skills program and those who had not.
Furthermore, Clements (2004, p. 169) suggests that the move in the United
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Kingdom from an agenda that included arts education to one of basic, key and
cognitive skills ‘has arguably been costly and ineffectual.’
Other treatment programs include the Managing Anger and Substance Use
(MASU) program which is medium intensity and seeks to reduce substance use
problems and improve offenders’ abilities to manage their anger and the
Indigenous Men Managing Anger and Substance Use (IMMASU) program,
designed specifically for Indigenous men. During the fieldwork component of this
research, some support was shown for the MASU and IMMASU programs by
several interview participants. However, during another interview near the end of
the fieldwork, an interview participant claimed that the IMMASU and MASU
programs had been cancelled as they had been found to be ineffective. Following
the interviews, the DCS (2007a, p. 47) stated that ‘concern about the integrity of the
[MASU] program saw it withdrawn from the schedule.’ However, according to the
same document (DCS 2007a, p. 47) the IMMASU program is under review and
‘will include expanding the program to better meet the needs of northern
indigenous men.’

9.5.2 Geographic concerns
The vast geographic size of the state of Western Australia also impacts on prisoner
access to appropriate programs. Few programs are run in the geographically
isolated correctional facilities and often prisoners are transferred to facilities closer
to Perth to complete programs. The Parole Board of Western Australia (2006), in its
2006 Annual Report, stated that there are not enough Aboriginal ‘specific’
programs in regional areas and many prisoners were being transferred to other
prisons to access programs, removing them from their families and communities.
More recently, the Kimberley Custodial Plan Aboriginal Reference Group (2006)
argued that moving prisoners to the Perth area to undertake programs meant
prisoners were disconnected from their communities and were unable to be linked
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to appropriate follow‐up services in their home communities. Moreover, the
programs run in the prisons outside of the prisoner’s home community are ‘often
not specific to their needs’ and ‘the circumstances leading to their imprisonment in
the first place are unchanged’ (Kimberley Custodial Plan Aboriginal Reference
Group 2006, p. 13).
Prisoner movement also impacts on the completion of courses as prisoners may
be relocated while undertaking a program. A group of prisoners who had failed to
complete a cognitive skills program were found to have higher post release
reconviction rates than prisoners who were not treated (McMurran & McCulloch
2007).

9.5.3 Correctional Management Style
Correctional management style impacts on the educational achievements and
prison experiences of many offenders (Semmens 1999; Piehl, LoBuglio & Freeman
2003; Carlson 2004. Vacca (2004) cites the 1975 work of Blake and Sackett who
claimed that the attitudes of prison staff and authorities govern whether prison is
viewed and run as a place of punishment or a place of rehabilitation. Problems can
emerge if staff or others believe that ‘prisoners should not enjoy conditions of a
standard above the minimum that they could expect outside’ (Faulkner 2003, p.
305). The success of any rehabilitation component of the prison experience can be
curbed by the ‘precise ‘ethos’ of the establishment’ (Pawson & Tilley 1997, p. 106).
Effective leadership and vocalized commitment to staff are integral parts of the
implementation of a quality reentry program (see Henderson & Hanley 2006).
Piehl, LoBuglio and Freeman (2003) have suggested that there is a conflict between
the functions and expectations of prison in terms of the security and rehabilitation
components. According to DiIlulio (1987, p. 40) prison administrators:
are caught between the rock of custody and the hard place of treatment…The
incarnation of the administrator’s necessarily split personality is the correctional
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officer whose task is inmate ‘care and custody’ and whose role is that of ‘cop and
counselor.

Several interview participants in the current research felt that many prison staff
held and voiced negative views about the purpose and outcomes of offender
programs. Some of those participants claimed that staff attitudes affected the
esteem in which prisoners held the education and treatment programs,
compromising the integrity of the programs and negatively affecting the
willingness of prisoners to participate and openly engage. Simultaneously, an even
larger group of interview participants, of which many were prison staff and
management, criticized the existing programs during the interviews. Many felt the
cognitive skills program was the only one of any value, thereby confirming the
view of the other interview participants who felt that prison staff and management
held negative views of the existing programs.

9.5.4 Prisoner participation
Prisoner motivation to address their offending behaviour is also a key factor in the
area of offender programs. Studies have found that a significant number of
prisoners do not complete treatment programs (McMurran & Theodosi 2007).
Furthermore, McMurran and Theodosi (2007) found that offenders who begin but
do not complete a treatment program are at an increased risk of reoffending when
compared with those who did complete programs.
A number of suggestions have been made as to why offenders do not
participate in or complete treatment programs. For example, practitioners have
asked whether potential participants are being selected appropriately and are
provided with treatment relevant to their needs and whether the treatment
delivery is efficient (McMurran & Theodosi 2007). Birgden and McLachlan (2002)
posit that a lack of motivation to participate in programs should be considered a
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criminogenic need and targeted as such. Ross and Ryan (2003, p. 12) suggest that
‘as with any program that involves participants who are subject to criminal justice
sanctions, coercion is everywhere.’ Coercion has been suggested to be a positive
motivator, ensuring that prisoners participate in programs for long enough
periods that behavioural changes can be made (Borzycki 2005).
In contrast, Giles, Tan and Le (2004) suggest that prisoners themselves are not
clear about the value of educational opportunities and may consider participation
to relieve boredom rather than any higher goal. Prisoner education is sometimes
seen as more beneficial to prison management as a means of occupying prisoners
and making the facility easier to run, rather than providing specific benefits to
prisoners (see Giles, Tan & Le 2004).
Effort needs to be made to ensure that prisoners are becoming skilled and
qualified in areas more diverse than that of traditional prison based employment,
ensuring that released prisoners are able to actively participate in the labour
market. Gilmour, Laird and Chavez (2004, p. 4) note that two reports relating to
education and training in Western Australian prisons:
were quite specific in that they both stipulated that increasing skills levels above
“factory line” production levels had to be the aim. Prisoners leaving prison with
low vocational skills’ levels will not be competitive in the employment market to
attain and maintain employment.

Research has suggested that program developers need to recognise that
prisoners are not a homogenous group and prison based education and training
needs to be tailored to the needs of individual prisoners. Pawson and Tilley (1997)
suggest that the context of both the offence type and the type of prisoner impact on
the success of prison based programs. A particular program may have success
elsewhere but needs to have appropriate students and the right institutional
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context to be useful (Pawson & Tilley 1997). Gaes et al. (1999) claim that many
researchers have neglected to identify the specific offence types and offender
subgroups being studied. As a result, comparison of treatment program outcomes
is difficult, particularly in relation to sex offender treatment (Gaes et al. 1999).
Furthermore, Pawson and Tilley (1997, p. 108) cite a prison education program
coordinator who states:
The men who are more likely to be changed are best described as mediocre. You
shouldn’t look for high flyers. They are likely to be from a deprived background
with a poor and maybe non‐existent school record. They will be mediocre
criminals too… Then when they come into the program they’re mediocre or
worse… by the end, they’ve actually come a long, long way and that’s what
changes ‘em. It is not so much a case of ‘rehabilitation’ as ‘habilitation.’

The need for programs that recognise different backgrounds and cultures is a
view supported by the Kimberley Custodial Plan Aboriginal Reference Group
(2006, p. 11) who expressed a desire for prison and community based treatment
programs that were ‘designed and delivered in partnership with the Kimberley
Aboriginal community’, to address the specific needs of local prisoners.
Further research is required that questions if and in what way education is
linked to employment or recidivism and also to investigate whether recidivism
measures or post‐prison employment figures are an appropriate means of
assessing the benefits of prison based educational programs (John‐Finney 2005).
The context of program provision and targeting of prisoners for participation is an
area also worthy of further investigation.

9.5.5 Barriers and concerns
Objectively assessing educational programs is impossible due to the paucity of
post‐release information in Australia (Semmens & Oldfield 1999). Thorough,
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independent evaluation is required to assess whether prisons are actually being
equipped with the skills necessary for their re‐entry to be successful. These
evaluations need to ask whether the programs are relevant to employer needs,
whether educators are appropriately skilled and resourced, whether standards are
maintained and the delivery and assessment mechanisms are appropriate
(Semmens & Oldfield 1999). To assess the overall benefits of prison based
education, Smith and Silverman (1994) suggest that immediate, short‐term and
longer term outcomes need to be examined.
Public attitudes towards prisoner education are a further barrier. Concern for
the rights of victims and justice for victims has gained increasing momentum and
publicity in recent years, and arguably, taxpayer funded prisoner education does
not serve these victims and is an affront to those affected by crime (see Giles, Tan
& Le 2004). The public sees offenders as making a rational choice to offend; a
choice based on the perceived leniency of the criminal justice system (Garland
2001). Imprisonment is no longer regarded as a means of rehabilitating people, but
as a means of reducing levels of risk to society and minimizing harm (Lynch 2000).
As such, sectors of the public may have concerns with prisoners accessing
opportunities that would not normally have been available to them outside of
prison (Faulkner 2003) and be reluctant to contribute to the potentially increased
life time earnings of prisoners through taxpayer funded programs (Giles, Tan & Le
2004).
However, there are education and treatment success stories. Gilmour, Laird and
Chavez (2004) cite the new Low Security Women’s’ Prison (Boronia Pre‐release
Centre for Women) as a progressive environment whereby mainstream education
and training are accessible to eligible women accommodated at the facility.
Harding (2007b, p. 1) has also praised Boronia, stating that ‘the achievements of
Boronia in its first two years of operation are remarkable’ and that anecdotal
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evidence suggested that reoffending rates were being reduced. Further
investigation of the strategies in place at Boronia Pre‐Release Centre for Women
would be useful in determining options for other prisoners in Western Australia
and developing programs that assist prisoners to successfully reenter the
community.

9.6 Conclusion
As discussed earlier in the chapter, detailed data on treatment program provision
and educational opportunities in Western Australia is difficult to obtain. However,
it is clear from the review of literature, official documents and the stakeholder
interviews, that there are problems with the staffing and provision of programs, a
lack of evaluation and prison overcrowding. It is not always clear what the
intended purpose of the programs is or whether the programs are actually
fulfilling expectations. These problems are not unique to Western Australia and
many of these problems are common themes in the relevant literature.
Many of these problems are not necessarily the sole responsibility of the
criminal justice system either. The wider community and government need to
clarify the goals of education and training programs and justify these. Both the
public and corrections employees need to be clear on the expected outcomes of a
term of imprisonment and explanation and justification of programs may ease the
problems with attitudes towards prisoners’ citizenship status and the principle of
‘lesser eligibility.’ Whilst attitudes need to change within the criminal justice
system, the public may need to be educated on the purpose of such programs and
the expected outcomes in enabling prisoners to successfully reenter the
community.
The intended purpose and outcome of prison based treatment and education
programs need to be clarified alongside the development of effective means of

161

evaluating and assessing the programs and associated outcomes. Education and
training are directly connected to the issue of employment in terms of the
development of skills, work experience and acquisition of qualifications. Some of
these issues are discussed further in the preceding chapter on employment.
Suggestions for means of improving reentry programming can be found in chapter
ten.
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10. Suggestions for future research

Introduction
It has become clear through the previous chapters, that employment,
accommodation, social networks, education and treatment programs are core
issues in prisoner reentry. Furthermore, many of the requirements and barriers to
successful prisoner reentry are intertwined. A number of best practice reentry
models and strategies have been proposed (see Mukamal 2001; Taxman 2004;
Henderson & Hanley 2006) however, this chapter focuses on the strategies most
relevant to the variables and barriers emerging from the stakeholder interviews.
This chapter addresses four crucial areas requiring further investigation to
improve future reentry initiatives. Firstly, it is clear that the definitions and
measures of ‘reentry success’ need to be addressed. Secondly, reentry strategies
need to be client centred and recognise individual differences. Thirdly, case
management of prisoners and released offenders warrants further examination.
Finally, effective reentry strategies require collaboration between a range of
agencies and the wider community.

10.1 Defining and measuring ‘success’
One of the more significant findings to emerge from the current research was the
many and varied definitions of ‘successful reentry.’ It became apparent during the
interviews that there is a lack of clarity around the definition of ‘reentry’ and the
framework and goals of the Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners. As
discussed in chapter five, most interview participants relayed a story of client
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‘success’. Few of these success stories involved the client completely ceasing
offending behaviour. Similarly, others have found it difficult to measure whether
offenders have ‘gone straight.’ In New Zealand Liebrich (1993) interviewed people
who had not reoffended three years after their conviction. Liebrich (1993, p. 40)
found that:
in talking about going straight, there is a need to be open‐minded about the nature
of change…. Not having a further conviction does not mean that someone is not
offending. But more importantly, the presence of some offending does not mean
that a person is not going straight.

According to Maruna (2001, p. 158) ‘reformation is not something that is visible
or objective in the sense it can be “proven.”’ If staff are not clear about the target,
how can prisoners be adequately directed towards it? Cunneen and Luke (2007, p.
197) question the value of recidivism measures when qualitative studies focusing
on post release outcomes appear more conclusive and ask ‘is a program or
intervention only ‘effective’ when it reduces re‐offending?’ Cunneen and Luke
(2007, p. 209) argue that future research should look beyond recidivism measures
as ‘one of the problems with more managerialist approaches that rely on simple
performance measures like recidivism is that they downplay the complexity of the
impact of programs like post‐release support.’
According to Taxman (2004, p. 35) ‘[P]art of successful reentry lies in ensuring
that the offender’s role is defined as a critical component of the reentry process’
and reentry models need to empower offenders’ to be productive and contributing
community members. The offender’s integration into the community and
increased responsibility for a crime‐free lifestyle should be the means by which the
success of a reentry model is measured (Taxman, 2004). Maruna (2001) suggests a
metaphoric ‘honour roll’ system might be a useful means of recognising the
rehabilitation of some released prisoners. Similar to an academic honour roll, ex‐
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offenders would need to meet approved standards that are set at such a high level
that only a small group can achieve this recognition of redemption (Maruna 2001).
Clearly, there is a need to ameliorate or augment the current recidivism
measures. Means of measuring success need to be developed and evaluated
regularly to ensure that reentry strategies are focused appropriately and are
effective. If the goal of reentry is prisoner integration, then measures such as
attachment to social institutions need to be incorporated into evaluations
(Petersilia 2004). Petersilia (2004) suggests evaluations that measure a number of
features including; whether clients are employed and whether their income is
supporting families, whether released prisoners get involved in community
activities, support groups or church groups as a result of program participation,
and whether sobriety increases as a result of treatment program participation.
However, developing new means of measurement is complex. For example, as
discussed in chapter seven, employment in itself is not directly linked to a
reduction in offending. The quality, stability and security of the employment are
important and these are factors that can be difficult to measure.
Future research on prisoner reentry needs to focus on the development of a
definition of ‘success’ and a clearly defined means of evaluating ‘success’ if reentry
strategies and theory are to progress. Just as some of the interview participants
equated reentry ‘success’ with reduced or less serious offending, official measures
need to be developed to incorporate more than the standard recidivism measures.
The standard recidivism measures need to be modified or augmented by
measurement strategies that focus on the long‐term effects of prison based and
post‐release reentry programs. For example, measurement of reconviction over a
period of five years, that takes into account whether the offending has become ‘less
serious’ might be useful. A form of ‘checklist’ to gauge reentry success is worth
examining. Rather than a ‘pass’ or ‘fail’ based on reconviction rates, a reentry
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checklist could determine not only whether participants are continuing to offend,
but whether released offenders are in employment, and if so, whether they are able
to progress in that employment, whether they are in stable accommodation and
actively participating in the community. For example, if the goal of prison based
employment strategies is for the prisoner to secure post‐release employment, then
achievement in this area will be easy to measure on one level, i.e. whether the
client secured post release employment. However, as discussed in chapter six,
success can be difficult to measure on other level. Measures may need to examine
whether that client will retain his or her job should the economy slow, whether
there are opportunities to progress and the quality of employment. Uggen and
Staff (2004) have suggested that job satisfaction, autonomy, status and high
earnings may be useful indicators of the quality of employment.
Longitudinal research involving the offender, the offender’s family, as well as
official statistics may be a useful means of determining whether reentry has been
successful. Such a study could involve analysis of the reasons why released
offenders are continuing to or have ceased offending and a range of perspectives
as to why this has occurred.

10.2 Client centred strategies
Prisoners need to be engaged in the reentry process and provided with
opportunities and strategies to successfully reenter the community. There is
significant support for client centred strategies (Birgden & McLachlan 2002;
Taxman 2004; Carlson 2004; Kimberley Custodial Plan Aboriginal Reference Group
2006).
Research on the post‐release experiences of prisoners provides an insight into
the factors that impact on their success and highlights the difficulties in securing
offender participation in reentry programs. Solomon, Gouvis and Waul (2001)
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conducted a focus group with fourteen people who had ‘successfully’ reentered
the community. Almost all participants had experienced some sort of epiphany –
‘an awakening, a moment of clarity, a resolve to change’ (Solomon, Gouvis & Waul
2001, p. 4), which had to occur before participants felt able to access resources,
programs and contacts to support their reentry. For reentry to be successful prison
based and post‐release education and treatment were required, alongside
employment and jobs training, individualized case plans and assistance with
preparing for reentering the community (Solomon, Gouvis & Waul 2001). Taxman
(2004) has proposed a model based on the active participation of offenders, aimed
at empowering prisoners to set and achieve new goals. To become an active
participant, an offender needs to take responsibility for his or her own actions
through three mechanisms; self‐awareness, self‐diagnosis, and self‐management.
Maruna (2001, p. 7 emphasis in original) argues that to desist from crime
offenders need to understand their past, develop a pro‐social identity and ‘make
sense of their lives.’ According to the Kimberley Aboriginal Reference Group 2006,
pp. 8‐9) effective prisoner programs require ‘acceptance by offenders of the need
for behavioural change.’
The epiphany described above by Solomon, Gouvis and Waul (2001, p. 4) was
‘seemingly motivated by one of four factors: hitting rock bottom; getting older and
tired of a life of crime and incarceration; finding faith…[or] being challenged and
supported by an external program’. It is clear that if prisoners do not come to the
realisation themselves that behavioural change is required, then some form of
coercion may be justified to engage prisoners in programs. As discussed in chapter
nine, lack of motivation could be considered a criminogenic need (Birgden &
McLachlan 2002). Carlson (2004) argues that corrections policy needs to move on
from the medical and corrective model of fifty years ago and instead develop
programming that recognises the personality trait of generally lower self‐control
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and desire for immediate gratification associated with criminals and develop
means of increasing compliant behaviour accordingly.
Criminal justice policy needs to recognise differences exist between people,
particularly in their learning and communication styles and the limited resources
in the communities that prisoners return to. Reentry strategies need to be relevant
to offenders to be of benefit, an issue which clearly requires further investigation
and development in Western Australia. For example, the needs of Western
Australia’s indigenous population are different to the non‐indigenous population.
Access to prison based treatment programs, employment and educational
opportunities are limited, and those that are being provided are arguably ill
conceived in terms of recognition of Aboriginal specific needs. Enhancing family
contact and maintaining some form of cultural connection are areas of re‐entry that
are discussed in the McGinty (2002) report without reference to Aboriginal people
according to Morgan and Motteram (2004). The Kimberley Aboriginal Reference
Group (2006) has expressed the need for reentry strategies to be located in an
Aboriginal context for them to be of benefit. Furthermore, Blagg (2005, p. 5) claims
that:
the systems that police, judge and incarcerate them have tended to remain
stubbornly Eurocentric in philosophy and practice. Urban, rural and remote
communities consulted by the LRCWA 9 have expressed a deep sense of alienation
from the criminal justice system.

The prison and reentry experience varies depending on factors such as age,
gender, ethnicity, geographic location and available support. For example,
Marriner and Bull (2004) claim that indigenous prisoners in Victoria can face
difficulties securing employment because of the small size of the communities

9

LCRWA – Law Reform Commission of Western Australia
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many live in; as there tend to be fewer employment opportunities and other
community members are often aware of their criminal histories. These difficulties
are likely to be even more pronounced in Western Australia, which is a much
larger state and has a higher rate of indigenous imprisonment. One means of
ensuring that the individual circumstances of each offender are recognised, is
through case management, as discussed in the following section.

10.3 Case management
The need for some form of case management or ongoing support has been raised
repeatedly (Baldry et al. 2003b; Piehl et al. 2003; Roman 2004; Kimberley Custodial
Plan Aboriginal Reference Group 2006) and ties in with the importance of social
networks as well as the need for community involvement. Many of the interview
participants in the current research expressed a desire to provide some form of
ongoing support, however, limitations on time, resources, and Departmental
policy meant many were unable to provide the post release support they would
like. Some participants also suggested case managers be employed to assist
prisoners to access housing, employment, and health services, similar to that
proposed by Roman (2004).
Considerable effort has been made by DCS to provide throughcare support to
some prisoners via the Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners. However, as
discussed earlier in this chapter and throughout the thesis, there are a number of
gaps in provision and other issues that need to be remedied.
The Kimberley Custodial Plan Reference Group (2006, p. 17) propose treatment
programs that begin in prisons and extend to the local community to ‘not only
support and strengthen the individual prisoner but also that person’s spouse,
extended family and community’. Social support is a valuable resource for
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prisoners as social networks assist in finding employment and accommodation
and can act as a buttress against the many barriers released prisoners face.
Prisoners need to be supported into employment and assisted to maintain that
employment and this support is required from within the criminal justice system,
external agencies, and other stakeholders. As discussed in chapter seven, several
interview participants in the current research expressed the desire to be able to
help their clients settle into a new employment role and be there to help them
overcome any initial hurdles. Several CCOs and agency representatives claimed to
have assisted clients in this way in the past. Increased DCS resourcing for these
support roles is an avenue worthy of investigation. Significant research needs to be
undertaken in the area of case management and support networks as it has become
abundantly clear that it is an area of reentry requiring redress.

10.4 Interagency and community collaboration
If the goal of the correctional system is to assist prisoners to successfully return to
the community, efforts need to be made to ensure that released prisoners are not
returning to the same environment with the same disadvantages as were
experienced prior to imprisonment. Such efforts will require input from a range of
government agencies and community based support services and need to be
resourced appropriately.
Involving the wider community in criminal justice initiatives is important
according to Worrall (1997, pp. 150‐1) who states that ‘the probation service does
not have a monopoly on caring for offenders and genuine partnership with other
organisations that share the services’ more traditional ethos must be recognised as
one possible way forward.’ A range of social service agencies, as well as non‐
corrections government agencies need to be involved in developing strategies to
assist prisoners with reentry (Giles, Tan & Le 2004; Kreinert & Fleisher 2004b).
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Collaboration with other government agencies also needs to be improved, as many
agencies have a stake in the outcomes of released prisoners but are often unable to
access prisoners prior to release.
Released prisoners often find it difficult to continue their involvement with
agencies and to complete programs once they are released, as finding employment
and readjusting to the community become their primary focus (Visher & Courtney
2007). Nelson and Trone (2000) suggest involving agencies concerned with issues
such as health, alcohol and substance use, parole, probation, labour and other
social services and collaborating on the custody side of programming to ensure
better outcomes. Such collaboration will reduce costs for individual agencies,
reduce overlaps in work and will generate a system of continuous care and
improve outcomes as a result.
Discrimination and bias emerged as significant problems for many released
prisoners and further investigation of such models may be useful in educating the
community and improving prisoner reentry. Graffam et al. (2004) suggest that
employers and employees need to be educated to assist in the increased
employment of released prisoners. Mukamal (2001) suggests offering financial
incentives to employers and ensuring that prisoners are ‘job ready’ when they
leave. Also, legal and victimization remedies such as anti‐discrimination
legislation need to be strengthened to assist people with criminal records to
successfully lodge a complaint if they experience discrimination (Graffam et al.
2004). For example, educating the public as to changes being made in the way in
which prisoners are released is one of the key factors in the Baldridge Criteria
model (Henderson & Hanley 2006). Young, Taxman and Byrne (2002, p. 9) state
that ‘involvement of the community sends a message to offenders that the
community has a vested interest in their success’ and helps break down stigma.
Released offenders who are accepted and supported by the community come to
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realize that ‘they have a place in the community’ and understand that negative
behaviour harms the community and will not be tolerated (Young et al. 2002, p. 9).
Some of the models cited by Young et al. (2002) involve presentations to
community groups about ‘offender accountability’ and integration. Another model
involves the appointment of a volunteer ‘guardian’ from the prisoners’
neighbourhood. The guardians can be neighbours, family, friends or employers for
example, and may assist with reentry support including arranging housing or
giving releasees a ride to the supermarket (Young et al. 2002).
Strategies such as those introduced at Boronia Pre‐release Centre for Women
could be broadened to incorporate members of the general prisoner population. As
discussed in chapter eight, women at Boronia Pre‐release Centre for Women
undertake voluntary work at a variety of community organisations, including a
local food bank. Prisoners are able to ‘earn’ material goods to assist in their
reentry, effectively resolving the tension between lesser eligibility arguments
relating to prisoners receiving larger welfare payments for the transitional period,
yet still have the resources to re‐establish their lives upon release. Many of the
initiatives implemented at Boronia are resourced externally via funding
applications rather than by DCS. However, an extension of initiatives like these
could provide more prisoners with a stockpile of resources that would aid their
transition.
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11. Conclusion
This thesis has achieved its goal of identifying the variables that have the most
significant impact on prisoner reentry. Furthermore, this thesis has challenged
definitions and measures of ‘success’ and suggested areas requiring further
research and improvement.
Whilst interview participants held their own views of what ‘successful’ reentry
entailed, the interviews consistently established that accommodation,
employment, social networks, and education and training had the most significant
impact on reentry. Education and training, accommodation and employment are
consistently discussed in reentry literature and form a substantial part of the
Community Re‐entry Program for Prisoners in Western Australia. One of the most
significant findings to emerge from this research is the importance of family and
social networks and the continued conflict between definitions and measures of
‘success.’
The value of social networks cannot be underestimated. Social networks impact
on a person’s ability to access accommodation, education, support agencies,
employment, health care and financial assistance and seem to be the linchpin of a
number of reentry issues. Social networks can be a source of personal support,
assisting people to refrain from substance use and criminal offending. It is clear
that prisoners need to be assisted and encouraged to develop social capital, which
is perhaps a move away from the insistence on providing opportunities for
prisoners to attain skills in traditional, low‐paid and low‐skill areas of
employment. Reentry strategies need to be developed that recognise the value of
these relationships and work to provide and support such networks. At the very
least, in developing a successful reentry program, efforts will need to be made to
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ensure that prisoners are able to serve their custodial sentences as close to their
home communities as possible and a through care model developed that ensures
continuity of service provision from the prison to the community.
Unsentenced prisoners can no longer be ignored. As at 2007, 18% of Western
Australia’s prisoner population was unsentenced. As discussed in chapter nine,
this group is neglected in reentry policy and services, yet faces many of the same
barriers as sentenced prisoners, and needs to be assisted accordingly. There is a
paucity of literature on the reentry experiences of unsentenced prisoners, which
needs to be remedied.
Other priority issues such as employment, accommodation, education and
treatment need to be addressed and future initiatives need to be developed in a
framework that aims for and facilitates integration into the community. Such a
framework must also recognise that men, women, youth and people of different
ethnicities require assistance that is tailored to their varied needs.
Accommodation is a basic need and should be accessible to all citizens. In
Western Australia, accommodation is difficult for a number of people to secure at
present. Given the competitive rental market discussed in chapter six, more
innovative strategies to assist prisoners into accommodation need to be developed.
Strategies such as developing relationships with local convents, as suggested by
one interview participant, warrants further investigation. The joint
Commonwealth and State government Supported Accommodation Assistance
Program (SAAP) does not appear to be fully utilised as the percentage of Western
Australia’s homeless population utilizing the SAAP accommodation is lower than
the national average. The state‐wide accommodation shortage is not the
responsibility of DCS, however, given the impact accommodation has on
successful reentry, DCS needs to promptly investigate alternative accommodation
strategies for its clients.
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Employment is an area where DCS is experiencing some success. However,
Western Australia is an interesting position with a booming economy meaning
employment is easier to obtain and securing accommodation is more difficult.
Employment strategies require partnership between the community and
corrections and need to be tailored to the relevant job market. Providing prisoners
with training in areas of skill shortage is one means of setting up prisoners with
the relevant skills to gain employment. Further development of successful
initiatives like the Silver Trowel Trade Bricklaying Company discussed in chapter
seven would be useful. Furthermore, if more and more employers report positive
experiences with skilled and well‐trained ex‐prisoner employees, one would hope
to see a decrease in barriers experienced by released prisoners.
Best practice in education is a difficult area as there are a number of
justifications for prisoner education, including; providing prisoners with literacy
and numeracy skills at a level considered the norm for other members of the
community, education for employment and education for citizenship. Citizenship
is perhaps one of the most important goals of prison‐based education as one of the
goals of reentry is for the released prisoner to integrate into the community he or
she is returned to. As discussed in chapter two, successful reentry brings about
positive effects for the offender, neighbourhood and broader community in terms
of reduced offending, and participation in the community and citizenship is an
important criterion for participation. Treatment programs are most effective if they
are able to continue post release. Treatment and education programs need to client
centred, resourced at an appropriate level and clients need to be supported to
continue with education and treatment programmes in the community.
Future program development must recognise that sustainable change will
require all stakeholders to be on board, including prisoners’ families, friends and
communities as well as a broad range of social service agencies, government
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departments and staff. Throughcare or case management models that enable
released prisoners to be assisted and supported well beyond their release need
further investigation and politicians and community members need to take some
responsibility for the development of healthy, sustainable communities. Strategies
to educate the public need to be developed to lessen the degree of unnecessary
discrimination and bias experienced by many released prisoners and ensure that
released prisoners can develop social networks and access accommodation and
employment opportunities. It is clear that there is a need for on‐going, post‐release
support, inter‐agency collaboration and community involvement for prisoner
reentry to be successful. Strategies also need to be developed to ensure increased
prisoner involvement in appropriately resourced reentry programs and the
programs need to be evaluated regularly to ensure that they are effective.
It has also become clear throughout the interview process, that the very
stakeholders involved closely in the reentry process in Western Australia, report a
lack of clarity regarding the definition of re‐entry and what the policy is. All
stakeholders in the re‐entry process need to be clear on the policy, process and
sought outcomes. Staff need to know what they are striving for and reentry
measures and activities need to be evaluated to ensure the constant improvement
of reentry services. An interview participant from the manager group stated that
with reentry, ‘There are a lot of immeasurables. It’s hard to diagnose what works.’
‘What works’ does need to be diagnosed, and given that Western Australia has
some unique characteristics, ‘what works’ in Western Australia is likely to be
different from ‘what works’ in other parts of the world.
The definition of ‘success’ requires further research as it is clear that the use of
recidivism as the sole measure of ‘successful’ reentry is not suitable. It does not
measure integration and does not speak to the quality of life experienced by
prisoners returning to the community. To measure the effectiveness of reentry
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programs, appropriate goals and forms of measurement need to be developed.
Successful reentry is a process that takes time. Securing and maintaining stable
housing and employment, gaining the acceptance of the community and
developing the skills to refrain from offending are unlikely to happen within a
short period. These events or milestones are likely to take longer to achieve than
standard recidivism measures would allow. Measures of successful reentry may
need to include bonds to society; the relationships developed; involvement in the
community and whether released prisoners feel more positive about their ability to
contribute.
Measuring success in this manner is difficult, particularly as the outcomes are
not necessarily immediate, easily quantifiable or comparable. Nevertheless,
considering alternative measures of success is central to understanding the barriers
and variables influencing successful reentry and developing and evaluating
reentry programs. Focusing on broader indicators of success would provide richer
data and would provide useful long‐term information to assist the development of
further reentry initiatives.
Whilst the author recognises the difficulty of meeting the challenges raised in
this thesis, central government has an obligation to ensure that people do not leave
correctional facilities in a worse situation than when they were imprisoned.
Almost all prisoners will leave prison and return to the community. They will
become our neighbours, date our family members and enrol their children in our
schools. The most effective way to ensure community safety and successful
prisoner reentry is for central government to better define the goals of prison and
reentry and implement effective reentry programs, in conjunction with community
education programs to reduce prisoner discrimination. This would enable released
prisoners to secure employment and accommodation and fully participate in the
community.
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Policy developers need to investigate ‘what works’ in Western Australia by
defining ‘success’, and identifying the most important variables impacting on
successful prisoner reentry. This thesis provides a starting point for such
investigation, by providing an insight into the current reentry process in Western
Australia, the barriers to successful reentry and the variables that stakeholders
deemed to be the most important.
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13.1 Interview Information Sheets and Questions
13.1.1 Information Sheet
The Crime Research Centre, part of the University of Western Australia, is
conducting research on prisoner re-entry on communities.
We would like to invite you to take part in this research. If you choose to take part,
you will be interviewed by Anna Wilson. The interview will take approximately 40
minutes. By taking part in this interview you would be helping us to understand and
evaluate prisoner reentry systems and processes in Western Australia.
During the interview, you will be asked to discuss your own personal, or your
agencies, experience in the field of prisoner reentry. Question topics will include
barriers to prisoner reentry, how ''successful'' prisoner reentry is defined and
measured and factors that contribute to successful prisoner reentry.
All information provided by you in the interview will be kept confidential and secure.
The interview will be audio recorded and some notes may also be taken. We will
not record your name on the notes taken during the interview. The audio recording
will be stored in a secure safe at the Crime Research Centre and will be destroyed
once the research is complete. Recording the interview enables the researcher to
focus on the interview without needing to take notes. You are free to choose not to
be interviewed, to stop the interview at any time or refuse to answer any question.
Your participation in this study does not prejudice any right to compensation, which
you may have under statute or common law.
Data collected during the study will help form a Masters thesis. The research data
gathered for the study may be published, but your name or other identifying
information will not be used.
Please keep this sheet for your information. If you have any further inquiries about
this research now, or at a later time, please contact Harry Blagg at the Crime
Research Centre on 6488 1578.
The Human Research Ethics Committee at the University of Western Australia
requires that all participants are informed that, if they have any complaint regarding
the manner, in which a research project is conducted, it may be given to the
researcher or, alternatively to the Secretary, Human Research Ethics Committee,
Registrar’s Office, University of Western Australia, 35 Stirling Highway, Crawley,
WA 6009 (telephone 6488 3703).
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13.1.2 Interview Questions

Questionnaire for Workers/Stakeholders
Prisoner Reentry
General Introduction
In this interview I am seeking to tap into your experience, knowledge and
perceptions about how prisoner reentry programs in Western Australia operate
and what you believe to be the most significant reentry variables. I am also
interested in any suggestions that you may have about how these programs could
be improved in the future. Please feel free to make any comments along any of
these lines in relation to any item raised ‐ or indeed any matter that you think is
important in assessing prisoner reentry programs.

A.
1. What is your role in relation to prisoner reentry?
•

How long have you been working in this role?

B.
I would like your comments on the following aspects of prisoner reentry:
•

Selection of participants

•

Referral processes

•

Assessment processes

•

Barriers to reentry

•

Definition/ measurement of ʹʹsuccessfulʹʹ reentry

•

Factors contributing to successful reentry

•

Most important reentry variables

•

Least important reentry variables

•

Issues relating to gender

•

Issues relating to ethnicity

•

Issues relating to prison or post‐release location ‐ i.e. rural/urban
community
209

•

Inter‐departmental and inter‐agency collaboration

C.
1. In your experience, what are the major advantages, strengths of the current
reentry system?
2. In your view and in your experience what are the major disadvantages, or
weaknesses of the current reentry system?
3. Do you believe any changes are necessary to improve the efficiency or
effectiveness of the prisoner reentry process? If so what are they?
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13.2 McGinty Recommendations
McGinty, J 2002, Reducing Reoffending – focusing on re‐entry to the community,
Department of Justice, Perth, pp. 2‐3.
1. An effective re‐entry program for prisoners following release through:‐
∙ Services to support prisoners’ re‐entry to the community;
∙ Increase treatment options for drug offenders in the community; and
∙ Providing effective and timely treatment programs from custody to community.
2. Improve the quality and purpose of education and training in prisons in order to
facilitate greater employment opportunities for prisoners upon release from
prison, with a focus on:
∙ Delivering more skills relevant to gaining and retaining employment on release
from prison and
∙ Increasing literacy and numeracy skills whilst in prison.
3. Establish effective partnerships with both Government departments and
community organisations in relation to health, training, employment and housing
to provide community‐focused services which support re‐entry and the reduction
of reoffending in the community.
4. Establish a taskforce to consider the management of people with mental illness
in the Criminal Justice System, as suggested by the Chief Justice of Western
Australia.
5. Develop and implement an arrest/referral process for drug offenders at the first
point of contact – lock ups.
6. Explore the merits of a Justice Mediation Service established as part of the
prosecution process. This would be initiated by and for victims, prior to an
offender being sentenced. It would include the prospect of agreed compensation
for the victim – provided by the offender.
7. Develop and implement intensive monitoring of serious drug offenders who are
re‐entering the community, using the Judiciary and/or the Parole Board, to ensure
closer surveillance and effective management, particularly in relation to the relapse
of drug use.
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8. Develop and implement a proposal to provide program and counseling support
for drug users upon re‐entry to the community up to a period of two (2) years
including residential treatment.
9. Review pharmacotherapies for the treatment of drug offenders in the Criminal
Justice System.
10. Review the provision of services to ensure an emphasis on family relationships
while prisoners are in custody and upon release into the community including:
∙ Enhanced family visits;
∙ Modified Home Leave/Leave Of Absence provisions and
∙ “Family friendly” environment in prisons.
11. Immediately review the Drug Court to bring forward consideration of its future
operation.
12. Review and improve the nature of statistical information and performance
measures as a means of understanding the social and contextual issues associated
with reoffending.
13. Ensure existing Department of Justice services are reviewed and realigned to
have a common purpose to reduce reoffending by prisoners on release from
prison.’
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