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	Proposal title:
Empowering Change: Mindfulness-Based Rehabilitation for Juvenile Theft Offenders.


	Proposal theme:
An overview of your intended proposal (no more than 150 words)
This proposal suggests a tailored rehabilitative approach that combines mindfulness practices with the Good Lives Model (GLM) (Ward & Stewart, 2003; Ward & Brown, 2004; Ward & Fortune, 2013) and the Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) (Andrews, Bonta & Hoge, 1990; Andrew & Dowden, 2007) framework. The intervention aims to address the complex behavioural dynamics among juveniles involved in theft-related offences. The approach rejects the one-size-fits-all strategy and acknowledges the various psychological underpinnings that contribute to their involvement in theft. By integrating mindfulness into the intervention, the goal is to transform the individual's cognitive and emotional landscapes. The focus is on sustained behavioural metamorphosis, aligning with the principles of the RNR framework and nurturing factors identified by the GLM. This tailored approach aims to disrupt the cycle of criminal behaviour by nurturing empathy, self-awareness, and responsible decision-making, paving the way for seamless reintegration into society while significantly reducing criminal actions.



	Background literature review:
Juvenile offenders exhibit a high rate of reoffending, underscoring the critical need for innovative rehabilitative frameworks (Richards, 2011). Adolescence, marked by transformative challenges, particularly affects youth offenders (Morgado & Vale-Dias, 2013). The inadequacies in present interventions, lacking ethical considerations and robust support, underscore the necessity for specialised approaches (UNICEF, 2013). Recent contributions by Mundia (2016) further emphasise the profound impact of socio-cultural factors on criminal behaviour during adolescence, urging the development of interventions that consider these contextual influences for more effective rehabilitation strategies.

Addressing the complexities of theft-related offences among young offenders requires a more adaptable approach. Ward and Brown's (2004) Good Lives Model (GLM) presents a strengths-based perspective, prioritising the understanding of individuals' motivations and strengths to enhance their quality of life. It emphasises positive experiences, autonomy, and meaningful activities, aiming not only to address criminogenic needs but also to diminish reoffending by fostering a satisfying and law-abiding lifestyle. However, the recent work of Serie et al. (2021) sheds light on the limitations of the GLM in fully accommodating the developmental nuances of youth, provoking discussions for a more nuanced approach that caters to the specific needs of young offenders. In addition, the GLMs' focus on strengths may inadvertently obscure potential ethical quandaries within rehabilitation strategies. By solely emphasising positive aspects, there is a risk of overlooking ethical dimensions critical to a comprehensive approach (Boeada et al., 2021). For example, in the pursuit of reinforcing strengths, there might be a disregard for recognising underlying ethical dilemmas or biases in the rehabilitation process. This emphasis on positivity could potentially overshadow or even minimise the importance of ethical considerations, leaving some moral dimensions unexplored or unaddressed, potentially affecting the overall effectiveness of rehabilitation techniques tailored to youth offenders. 

Concurrently, the Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) framework (Andrews, Bonta & Hoge, 1990) remains a guiding principle in offender management, focusing on identifying and targeting criminogenic needs and individual risk factors. RNR categorises interventions into three key components: targeting dynamic risk factors related to reoffending - Risk, tailoring interventions to an individual's specific needs -Need, and delivering interventions that match the individual's learning style and abilities -Responsivity. This model aims to reduce recidivism by addressing the root causes of criminal behaviour and enhancing protective factors that mitigate the risk of reoffending. Recent discourse by Fullerton et al. (2021) elaborates on the RNR framework's limitations in accommodating the developmental nuances of youth, urging the exploration of more youth-centred rehabilitative approaches. The RNR's focus on risk reduction could potentially overshadow critical ethical aspects of treatment, sometimes causing a compromise in safeguarding individual rights (Gavrielides, 2015). This disproportionate focus on risk and needs might sometimes disregard the ethical implications of interventions, potentially leading to practices that compromise the ethical rights of young offenders (Evans, 2017; Ramezani, 2022). There is a risk that the stringent emphasis on risk reduction could overshadow the ethical dimensions essential in tailoring rehabilitative strategies for this demographic, raising questions about the framework's adequacy in addressing the ethical nuances crucial in youth rehabilitation.

Furthermore, the Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth - ­SAVRY (Borum et al., 2010), is used by many to sum up violence risk, protective factors and personality variables related to risk and protective factors. Using SAVRY within rehabilitative interventions for youth offenders has become a focal tool for identifying and measuring risk factors associated with criminal behaviour (Skřivánková et al., 2023). The SAVRY's comprehensive assessment framework offers a quantifiable means of delineating individualised intervention strategies by pinpointing specific criminogenic factors.

Fortune's (2019) research underscores the need for diverse therapeutic strategies, such as cognitive-behavioural therapy (CBT), mindfulness practices and systemic approaches, in effective rehabilitation. However, classic models like the Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) framework fail to accommodate the developmental nuances of youth (Prescott, 2013). Conversely, the Good Lives Model (GLM) offers a holistic, strengths-based approach, resonating better with the multifaceted needs of young offenders (Ward & Marshall, 2004; Ward, 2010). Despite this, empirical justification of the GLM, particularly concerning youth offenders, remains understudied (Gannon et al., 2011; Ward, 2016), signalling the need for more focused research into its efficacy within this demographic. However, integrating the GLM’s principles into rehabilitation strategies holds promise for fostering engagement and achieving enduring positive outcomes among young offenders (Prescott, 2013; Ward et al., 2007).

Van Damme et al.'s (2017) extensive analysis explores the applicability of the Good Lives Model (GLM) concerning detained adolescents within the criminal justice system. Their findings suggest that integrating a strength-based approach like the GLM alongside traditional Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) models could potentially address ethical, etiological, and clinical limitations in rehabilitating youth offenders. This juxtaposition of approaches accentuates the critical need for empirical studies comparing interventions based on this demographic's GLM and RNR models. Additionally, their emphasis on a holistic, person-centred approach aligns with the discourse, stressing the need for tailored, strength-based rehabilitation approaches for adolescents.
 
A study by Finseth et al. (2022) delves into the intricate dynamics between strengths, criminogenic needs, and recidivism among probationary youth offenders within the context of the RNR model. This study highlights the essential link between strengths and reduced recidivism rates, reinforcing prior beliefs regarding the significance of strengths within the RNR approach (Finseth et al., 2022; Kleeven et al., 2020; Taxman, 2014). Moreover, their revelation about the disconnect in aligning services with criminogenic needs, as advocated by the RNR model, signifies the urgency for deeper integration of strengths within the framework to optimise rehabilitation outcomes. Despite this revelation, the absence of a moderating effect of strengths on the impact of criminogenic needs on reoffending challenges the anticipated role of strengths within the RNR's specific responsivity facet (Kapoor et al., 2018; Singh et al., 2014). This study's implications highlight the significance of service alignment with criminogenic needs for all probationary youth and emphasise the need for deeper integration of strengths within the RNR framework to optimise rehabilitation outcomes. Thus, it underscores the necessity for further research into understanding how strengths operate as specific responsivity factors within the broader RNR paradigm to improve the effectiveness of probationary interventions. Other papers previous to Finseth et al. (2020) also found similar (de Vries et al., 2017). Their findings strongly echo the proposal's focus on integrating mindfulness practices within existing models to improve rehabilitative strategies and better cater to the diverse needs of young offenders.
 
Singh et al.'s (2014) study critically explores the RNR model's application within juvenile justice contexts, emphasising the complexities of translating risk assessments into practical interventions for young offenders. The study collected risk assessments that were completed utilising the Short-Term Assessment of Risk and Treatability: Adolescent Version -START: AV, from 120 young offenders, 96 males and 24 females. Institutional records were utilised to derive interventions and results. There was mixed evidence of support for RNR principles. This study underlines the need for a cohesive integration between risk assessment outcomes and tailored intervention strategies to maximise positive rehabilitation outcomes. Thus, highlighting that although the RNR model has benefits, it is also not a perfect method of rehabilitating youth offenders. It resonates profoundly with the proposed rehabilitative approach centred on mindfulness-based rehabilitation for juvenile theft offenders, emphasising the pivotal role of integrating strength-based methods within interventions to augment rehabilitation outcomes.

Looman and Abracen (2013) conducted a comparative analysis between the Good Lives Model (GLM) and the Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) approach and provided valuable insights and criticisms relevant to proposed rehabilitative interventions. While highlighting the importance of holistic rehabilitation strategies, resonating with the proposal's emphasis on integrating mindfulness sessions rooted in GLM principles. However, their critique points out potential drawbacks, such as oversimplification in aligning GLM primary goods with RNR's risk factors. While the GLM focuses on individuals' strengths and aspirations, the RNR approach addresses criminogenic needs and skill development. The study's endorsement of skill acquisition, positive language use, and establishing a solid therapeutic alliance aligns with crucial factors for successful rehabilitation programs. By incorporating both the insights and criticisms highlighted in Looman and Abracen's (2013) work, the proposed intervention aims to adopt a balanced approach, recognising the diverse needs of young offenders while striving for enduring behavioural changes and reduced recidivism rates. 

	Proposed methodology:

The proposed methodology integrates weekly mindfulness sessions, infusing the sessions with the Good Lives Model (GLM) guiding principles. This approach tailors’ interventions to address individual needs and amplify protective factors, explicitly targeting criminogenic factors identified through assessments like the Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth (SAVRY) (Borum et al., 2002, 2006).
These tailored sessions aim to cultivate skills in alignment with the Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) framework. They emphasise cognitive restructuring, fostering pro-social skills, and clarifying personal values. By combining mindfulness with GLM principles, the intervention seeks to enhance participants' understanding of their personal aspirations, motivations, and strengths while addressing areas of risk highlighted by the SAVRY assessment (Borum et al., 2002, 2006). This holistic approach aims to instigate cognitive and emotional growth, aligning participants' goals with constructive and lawful pathways while diminishing the factors associated with further criminal behaviour.
 
The rehabilitative intervention design:

The rehabilitation plan involves weekly mindfulness sessions tailored for young theft-related offenders. Sessions incorporate mindfulness techniques such as guided meditation and breathing exercises aligned with the Good Lives Model principles and Risk-Need-Responsivity strategies. Participants engage in discussions, reflective exercises, and goal-setting activities to enhance self-awareness, emotional control, and empathy. Facilitators guide these sessions, ensuring a supportive environment for skill development. Regular assessments will drive adjustments for better outcomes.
The target population and recruitment:
The recruitment process will focus on engaging juveniles between 12 and 17 who have been involved in theft offences. Collaborative efforts with probation officers and psychologists will be integral in this process. They will assist in screening potential participants based on assessments using the Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth (SAVRY) (Borum et al., 2002, 2006) and considering factors aligned with the Good Lives Model (GLM). This collaborative approach aims to ensure a thorough and precise selection process, identifying individuals whose needs and risk factors are most aligned with the tailored intervention.

Materials/measures: 

The SAVRY assessment will establish baseline risk factors and shape personalised intervention strategies. GLM assessments will pinpoint strengths and motivations. Success will be gauged by shifts in SAVRY risk scores, enhancements in GLM factors, and diminished recidivism rates after the intervention. Continuous monitoring using validated scales throughout the intervention will also track participants' progress. Regular assessments, including SAVRY reassessments and GLM evaluations, will occur at specific intervals during and post-intervention. These assessments will comprehensively understand the participants' evolving risk factors, strengths, and motivational shifts. Moreover, qualitative feedback from participants and facilitators will complement quantitative measures, offering valuable insights into the intervention's impact on participants' perceptions and experiences. Together, these measures will provide a multifaceted assessment, enabling a holistic evaluation of the intervention's efficacy and influence on reducing recidivism rates.


	
Procedure: 

Week 1 - Introduction and Goal Setting:
Introduction to the program, facilitators, and participants.
GLM-oriented goal-setting exercises to identify individual aspirations, strengths, and motivations.
Introduction to basic mindfulness practices to begin fostering self-awareness.

Week 2-4 - Mindfulness Foundations and GLM Integration:
Intensive mindfulness training sessions focusing on various techniques like guided meditation and breathing exercises.
Integrating established goals from Week 1 into mindfulness practices, emphasising the link between objectives and mindfulness skills.
GLM principles are reinforced through mindfulness activities, highlighting positive experiences and autonomy.

Week 5-7 - RNR-Aligned Skill Building:
Initiation of RNR-aligned exercises aimed at developing specific competencies.
Skill-building exercises focusing on enhancing decision-making skills, fostering pro-social behaviours, and clarifying personal values.
Continued mindfulness practice to reinforce emotional regulation and cognitive restructuring.

Week 8-10 - Integration and Progress Assessment:
Integration of learned skills into real-life scenarios through role-playing and reflective exercises.
SAVRY reassessments conducted to track shifts in risk factors associated with criminal behaviour.
GLM evaluations to measure progress in identified strengths, motivations, and goal attainment.

Week 11-12 - Review and Consolidation:
Review of the entire intervention journey, reflecting on individual progress and experiences. 
Final mindfulness sessions reinforcing emotional regulation and self-awareness.
Qualitative feedback sessions gathering participant insights and reflections on the intervention's impact.

One Month Follow-Up Check-In:
A post-intervention assessment will evaluate participants sustained behavioural changes, strengths, and criminal risk factors.

Six Months Follow-Up Check-In:
Evaluation of long-term effects of the intervention on sustained behavioural changes and reduced recidivism rates.

This meticulous 12-week plan blends GLM, RNR principles, and mindfulness practices, incrementally guiding participants through skill development, goal attainment, and behavioural transformation. Regular assessments and qualitative feedback ensure a thorough understanding of individual progress, enabling adjustments for an effective, tailored intervention aiming at sustainable behavioural changes and reduced recidivism rates.

Ethical considerations:

Respecting participants' rights, confidentiality, and well-being is essential. Obtaining meticulous informed consent from participants and, where necessary, their legal guardians is pivotal. Providing clear, comprehensive information about the intervention's purpose, procedures, and potential risks allows informed decisions about involvement.

Confidentiality will be rigorously maintained throughout the program. Any information shared during sessions, assessments, or discussions will be treated with the utmost confidentiality, adhering to legal and ethical standards. Participants will be assured that their personal information will only be accessed by authorised personnel directly involved in the intervention. It will not be disclosed without their explicit consent, except in cases mandated by law or concerning immediate safety concerns.

Skilled psychology, counselling, and youth rehabilitation professionals will lead the intervention. They will engage in sensitive discussions, creating a supportive atmosphere with empathy. Regular debrief sessions will support the facilitators, addressing any emotional impact and ensuring their well-being while managing the complexities of working with youth in criminal behaviour.

Participant well-being is paramount. Support and referrals to mental health services will be readily available if participants need extra assistance or show emotional distress beyond the intervention's scope. These ethical measures ensure that each participant's rights, dignity, and welfare are safeguarded throughout the process.


	
Planned analysis: 

The Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth (SAVRY) forms a crucial quantitative measure, comparing initial and post-intervention scores to reveal shifts in risk factors linked to future criminal behaviour. This comparison aims to highlight any notable reductions in risk scores, indicating the intervention's impact on curbing recidivism triggers and fortifying participants against criminal tendencies.

Additionally, assessing improvements in Good Lives Model (GLM) factors offers a qualitative insight into participants' progress in strengths, motivations, and goal achievement. This qualitative enhancement complements quantitative assessments, painting a comprehensive picture of the intervention's influence on cognitive and behavioural transformations.

Monitoring post-intervention recidivism rates remains pivotal for evaluating long-term impact. The sustained decrease in participants' recidivism rates would substantiate the program's success in fostering enduring behavioural changes.
This comprehensive evaluation strategy, combining quantitative SAVRY assessments, qualitative GLM factor enhancements, and post-intervention recidivism rates, seeks to validate the intervention's efficacy in not just immediate but sustained behavioural alterations, significantly reducing the reoccurrence of criminal behaviour among juveniles.




	What are the expected outputs from this project? 
The anticipated outcomes of this rehabilitation proposal encompass multifaceted achievements. Firstly, the project targets notable reductions in SAVRY risk scores, reflecting tangible mitigation of risk factors associated with future criminal behaviour among participants. Concurrently, improvements in the Good Lives Model (GLM) factors are anticipated, portraying qualitative improvements in identified strengths, motivations, and goal attainment.

Moreover, a fundamental goal is to witness a substantial decrease in recidivism rates among participants post-intervention. This reduction is a concrete indicator of the program's success in effecting lasting behavioural changes, interrupting the cycle of theft-related criminal behaviour.

Overall, this proposal aspires not only to diminish immediate risks but also to foster lasting transformations. It aims to instil pro-social attitudes and equip participants with the necessary tools for sustainable reintegration into society. By achieving these objectives, the project strives to pave the way for a more empathetic, responsible, and law-abiding future for the individuals involved.











	Timescales for project completion 
Gantt Chart of proposed timescale: 

	Rehabilitative Proposal




	Activity
	Details
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Jul
	Aug
	Sept
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec

	Introduction & Goal Setting
	Introduce programme & set individual goals
	
	1st -7th 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mindfulness Foundations & GLM integration
	Intensive mindfulness training aligned with GLM
	
	8th -28th 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RNR-Aligned Skill Building
	Develop specific competencies aligned with RNR
	
	
	1st – 21st 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Integration & Progress Assessment
	Integrate learned skills and conduct assessments	
	
	
	22nd – Apr 11th
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Review & Consolidation
	Review intervention, final mindfulness sessions
	
	
	
	12th – 25th 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1 Month Follow-Up Check-In
	Follow-up evaluation one-month post-intervention
	
	
	
	
	12-25th
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6 Months Follow-Up Check-In
	Follow-up evaluation six-month post-intervention
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	12th – 25th 
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