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Background 

 Mental health needs of young people not met by 
the YOS (Jud et al. 2012, Khan 2010, Townsend et 
al. 2010) 

 
 Attempts to improve this focus on process (Bradt et 

al 2009, Muncie 2006)  
 

 Looking at structure could be a better way (Haines 
et al 2013, Weick et al 2005) 
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Presentation Notes
Between 12% and 90% of young people who offend have some form of mental health need. This variance is due to differing assessment tools, criteria, and definitions of “mental health”. The general consensus is that young offenders have high levels of mental health needs when compared to the wider population of young people. These needs are not generally met by the YOS. Whether this is due to the assessment tools favoured by the YOS being too simplistic, or a lack of appropriate resources to address young people’s needs is unclear. But due to the clear links between unaddressed mental health needs and offending and re-offending behaviours, it can be agreed that the YOS has a duty to address the mental health needs of young people. The YOS is very process driven, and potentially due to a culture of speed and certainty, tends to focus on practical solutions to issues that can be implemented quickly and in a cost effective way. This is fully understandable, and a valid position to take as long as this allows the system to meet its aims in an effective way. However, this focus on process means that some of the underlying structural issues that impact on practice may be overlooked when trying to solve problems. The pilot evaluation of YOTs following the Crime and Disorder Act identified a number of differences between the intended structure, culture, and approach of youth justice as outlined in policy and planning documents, and what the YOTs actually were in practice. As the YOTs were rolled out nationally before the pilot evaluation was completed, many of these issues were not addressed. Criticisms have consistently occurred about the YOS, and the ways in which youth justice is applied. Often these criticisms imply a disconnect between practice, and the policy or management that governs practice. The YOS is a top down organisation, and few changes have been made to the organisational structures of youth justice since it’s current form was created. As we are entering a period where there are likely to be changes to youth justice, the upcoming review of YOTs being an indicator of this, re-considering the structure of the organisation is timely, and could have implications for improved practice in the future. 



Balancing Philosophical Perspectives 

 Majority of mental health workers in YOS are seconded 
from CAMHS (Khan and Wilson 2010) 

 This means two different perspectives are expected to 
work together: social and criminal justice (Smith 2005) 

 There isn’t balance between the two views, which is 
leading to tensions and issues within practice (Blyth 
2005, Khan 2010) 

 As criminal justice is inherent in the work the YOS does, 
basing the structure of social justice could bring this 
balance. 
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Presentation Notes
One example of the unclear or inappropriate nature of the structures that support youth justice is the approach taken to mental health provision for young offenders. YOTs have an obligation to provide some form of mental health care or support for young people, but guidance did not specify what form this would take, or what would be considered as a minimum standard. This meant that many YOTs seconded a mental health worker from local CAMHS teams. But within many YOTs there was little consideration of how this would be strucutred or organised.Aside from bringing practical challenges, such as what mental health workers role should be, seconding professionals from a different field creates challenges around how differing professional perspectives and approaches are to be managed. We know from research into inter-professional and multi-agency working that ethics, values, and philosophical perspectives all impact upon an individual’s work, and that different approaches need to be balanced or addressed for collaboration to occur successfully. In the case of mental health work within the YOS, social justice perspectives are clashing with criminal justice perspectives, which then cause issues in practice. This echoes welfare vs. justice debates.Reconsidering how mental health within youth justice should be structured could allow for both positions to be considered and a balance to be found. Or if a balance is not possible, a point at which the tensions between social and criminal justice lead to discussions that benefit young people, opposed to creating practice issues could be reached. Using a systems thingking approach could facilitate this as it specifically aims to create practical solutions in systems of human activity and considers the theoretical and philosophical approaches that underpin and impact upon these systems. 



Method 

 Interviews with mental health workers within the 
YOS and managers 

 8 YOTs across the UK 
 In depth interviews discussed the structure of 

provision, good practice, issues within practice, what 
they change about provision, and if the current 
provision is “fair”. 

 Thematically analysed to understand the structure 
of mental health provision within the YOS 
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Presentation Notes
Using a systems thinking approach within the methodology meant that the research needed to create a model of mental health provision within the YOS that reflected the reality of practice, and another that represented an idealised version of this same system. To create the ‘real world’ model, interviews with mental health workers and managers within the YOS  were carried out. The interviews focused on how provision was created, how it was organised, why this arrangement had been chosen, if it was considered to be effective, and if interviewees felt that this approach met the needs of young people, and could be considered to be “fair” overall. By having these discussions and focusing on these issues, a good understanding of how mental health provision is created and structured within the YOS could be developed.These interviews took place in 8 YOTs across the UK, and to ensure that an appropriate variety of types of provision were included to create a reflective model of practice, Khan and Wilsons (2010) outlines of differing forms of provision were used as a sampling tool. This ensured that the different approaches to provision were all considered.The interviews were thematically analysed to find commonalties across different forms of provision, as well as differences, and to gain an understanding of the overall processes, issues, and factors that impact upon the structure of mental health provision within the YOS. 



Current Structure 

 Top down, little 
recourse for 
bottom-up 
feedback 

 Carrying out 
work actually is 
not significant 
part of the 
structure 

 Issues have to 
be dealt with 
on a micro level Offenders Needs 

Met 
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From that thematic analysis, this model was created. This represents the current structure of mental health provision within the YOS. One of the main features of this model is that it lacks clarity, and the majority of activity centres around solving problems in practice, opposed to the initial creation of provision. Regardless of the level of resources YOTs had, or the level of involvement from local CAMHS, the majority of work was carried out by those at the bottom of the system, mental health and youth justice workers. These individuals also have the least ability to create change within the system at a whole. This disparity means that problems are less likely to be solved on a long term basis, as they do not come to the attention of those who have the necessary level of power to alter these structures.This means that the work of addressing the structure or negotiating issues occurs at a micro level. This means that long term changes are unlikely, and the same problems frequently reoccur as the underlying problems have not been addressed. This means that professionals have less time working directly with young people and addressing their criminogenic and welfare needs, as they have to negotiate issues within the structures of provision. An example of this is a lack of clear referral pathways for accessing CAMHS. If more focus had been given to structuring provision, these issues could have been addressed and solved during the planning and negotiating stages, opposed to happening during practice. From the interview data, there was also little recourse for professionals to raise issues or concerns with operational level management, or enact accountability structures if they felt that something wasn’t working.If the structure of mental health provision within YOTs was reconsidered, with clearer guidance given to YOTs, a lot of these issues could be avoided, allowing practice to have a greater capacity to meet the needs of young offenders, which is their primary role.



A socially just structure 

 Based on John Rawls’s principles of justice as fairness 
(1975: 53) 
 “First: each person is to have an equal right to the most 

extensive scheme of equal basic liberties compatible with a 
similar scheme of liberties for others.  

 Second: social and economic inequalities are to be 
arranged to that they are both (a) reasonably expected to 
be to everyone’s advantage, and (b) attached to positions 
and offices open to all.” 

 Specifically created to apply to societies or institutions 
 Means that the criminal justice aims can be met in a way 

that ensures social justice for the service users 
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The idealised model of mental health provision within the YOS was based upon John Rawls’ theory of justice as fairness. This was chosen as it is based upon explicit principles and was created specifically to apply societies or intuitions within them. When applied to the specific example of mental health provision within the YOS, the principles would suggest that all young offenders should be able to access mental health care, and that any increased access or provision should be given to those with greater levels of need.In practice this means that the YOS has to provide mental health care in some form, create clear access pathways, have some form of assessment procedure to identify needs, and further provision for those with greater levels of need. This may sound like what the YOS already does, however, Rawls suggests that societies or institutions also have a high level of transparency and accountability. This is so that anyone can understand what the system is trying to do, and if it is achieving this in a way that is in line with the principles of justice as fairness. Using principles of social justice within youth justice would not mean that criminal justice is being overlooked. As the work carried out by YOTs inherently enacts criminal justice, basing this on principles of social justice means that criminal justice is being applied in a way that is fair. Using Rawls’s principles also means that criminal justice would not be applied in a way that oppresses or disadvantages those already at a disadvantage within society. 



Proposed Structure 
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Presentation Notes
Based upon the principles outlined by Rawls, including accountability structures, and SSM’s approach to creating purposeful activity systems, this idealised model of mental health provision within the YOS was created. By having three clear levels with defined responsibility in each, accountability can be built within the system as a whole. There are also different aims within each level of this strucutre. The goal in level A is to provide services for young people and address their needs. This means that the concern of mental health workers and youth justice workers is to provide care for the individual young people they work with, opposed to being concerned about overall aims and goals of the system. This would potentially allow for more time for direct work with young people, and reduced practice issues as the strucutre and process have been formally organised and agreed to. The goal at level B is to ensure that level A is working within its capacity and means. Efficacy. This requires outcomes to be defined on a local level. This work would be carried out by YOT managers. This work carries a greater level of responsibility and ensuring that the work of individuals at level A is accountable. At level C, the overall aims of the system are considered by the owners. At the owners of a system are those with overall control, the YJB should be responsible for the effectiveness of the system. This would be monitored in relation to the overall system aims: reduction of crime.Whist this may be seen as unrealistic, it is not impossible. It is a specific structural ideal that the YOS could work towards. Having a specific ideal is useful as otherwise progress doesn’t have a direction other than an abstract “better”. Additionally, this is some thing individual YOTs could work towards without full scale structural reform within the YOS. Creating mental health provision based on levels A and B would be useful, and could potentially reduce tensions in practice and allow more young people access to services. 



Why would this be better? 

 The current structure does not enable effective 
practice. 

 Areas where managers have been able to create 
their own structures have led to innovative and well-
resourced practice. 

 Having clearer accountability measures and 
responsibility will ensure that practice is effective as 
well as efficient. 
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As the work the YOS does is inherently linked to criminal justice, using social justice as a basis for the organisational structure would ensure that criminal justice is delivered in a way that is fair. As the current structures are not achieving the overall goals of the system, and there have been criticisms of the way young people are treated within youth justice, adopting a different approach may be useful. Applying this approach to the structure only for mental health work within the YOS would likely be beneficial. The interview data identified one YOT that is already working towards this structure, and they reported benefits from this. However, this would mean that mental health work within the YOS could potentially be at odds with the rest of the service. Underlying principles need to be applied to systems as a whole to be truly effective and inform working cultures and approaches. As a high proportion of youth justice workers are qualified social workers, social justice is a familiar (and potentially welcome) context for working. Formally incorporating social justice into the structure of youth justice could potentially be a way to reconcile welfare and justice, and may allow youth justice to achieve its aims of reducing offending and re-offending in a more meaningful way.  
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