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ANDREW THORNE 

 

ABSTRACT 
 

The impact that business theories have had on the youth justice system is a relatively 

well researched phenomenon within the social sciences discipline. It has been well 

documented how they gained access to the discipline through New Public Management 

(NPM) and became then became manifest in managerialism.  Likewise, the “what should 

replace managerialism” question is one predominantly answered from the social 

sciences discipline. This thesis however, will attempt to answer this question from a 

different perspective, from the discipline of business, by investigating the roots of 

managerialism from within the discipline, and thus answer the question from this 

perspective.  This approach makes sense as managerialism originated within the 

business discourse, so it is worth evaluating both its theoretical underpinnings within 

its home discourse as well as how business theory has since developed.  This review and 

analysis will be supplemented by primary research from an online attitudinal survey 

that looked at how managerialism has impacted on staff working within Youth 

Offending Teams (YOTs). What will be seen is that the respondents of the online survey 

bear out in their professional lives many of the conclusions of the academic research 

already completed. They dislike much of the practice associated with managerialism, 

and wish to work in a system that is focussed around building therapeutic relationship 

and based on increasing the engagement and participation of young people.  
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The second part of the thesis takes this research one step on, and asks practically how 

practice can be updated, and how the right lessons can be learnt from the business 

sector.  It will be argued that the theoretical underpinnings of managerialist practice are 

outdated in the private and public sector due to the rise of consumerism allied with the 

power of the internet and increased consumer choice.  Rather than rejecting the 

business model outright it will be suggested that the model that has been imported 

across should be thoroughly updated.  That the lead from successful consumer facing 

businesses should be followed, where increasing consumer participation and 

engagement in products and services is seen as a key way of gaining competitive 

advantage. Value co-creation, the marketing model that theorises this approach, would 

provide a way of incorporating a consumer focus into the youth justice system. In 

addition it will be proposed that Taylorist production theory should also be updated to 

one that is consumer focussed – lean theory – a model that already has political traction 

in the public sector. Through the use of these models it will be argued that the youth 

justice system can move from a managerialised production-led system that ignores the 

skills and competencies of young people to something that embraces the consumer 

society that surrounds it and engages and uses the skills of young people within the 

system to aid in their rehabilitation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



V 
 

 

CONTENTS 
 

ABSTRACT ..................................................................................................................................................... III 

CONTENTS ....................................................................................................................................................... V 

LIST OF TABLES ........................................................................................................................................... XI 

LIST OF FIGURES ....................................................................................................................................... XII 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS .......................................................................................................................... XV 

GLOSSARY OF TERMS ............................................................................................................................ XVI 

INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................................................ 1 

CHAPTER 1: METHODOLOGY .............................................................................................................. 13 

1.1. About the researcher .......................................................................................................................... 13 

1.2. The aims and purpose of the research ........................................................................................ 15 

1.3. The structure of the research and thesis .................................................................................... 16 

1.4. Interdisciplinarity: the need for research in the business discipline and issues that 

stem from this ............................................................................................................................................... 18 

1.4.1. Why the use of an interdisciplinary approach ....................................................................................... 19 

1.4.2. Marketing as a discipline .................................................................................................................................. 21 

1.5. The primary Research Project ........................................................................................................ 22 

1.5.1 The cohort .................................................................................................................................................................. 24 

1.6. Ethical considerations........................................................................................................................ 27 

1.7. Limitations of the empirical research .......................................................................................... 28 

 

CHAPTER 2: HOW THEORETICAL AND PRACTICE DISCONTINUITY CONTRIBUTED 

TO THE MANAGERIALIST TAKEOVER IN THE YOUTH JUSTICE SYSTEM....................... 30 

2.1. The origins of the youth justice system of England and Wales.......................................... 31 

2.1.1 The establishment of the youth justice system - reform and welfare ascendant ................. 32 



VI 
 

2.1.2. Welfarism in retreat, “hybrid systems”, penal populism and the ground is prepared for a 

discourse shift ..................................................................................................................................................................... 33 

2.1.3. The “Risk society” and corporatism lay the foundations for the change of discourse and 

managerialism ..................................................................................................................................................................... 36 

2.2. The Youth Justice System today - managerialism rampant................................................. 39 

2.3. Warnerism, aka the “New youth justice” .................................................................................... 42 

2.4. Chapter summary ................................................................................................................................ 44 

 

CHAPTER THREE: MANAGERIALISM – A DEFINITION, ORIGINS IN TAYLORISM, AND 

AN EXPLANATION FOR ITS THEORETICAL WEAKNESSES IN THE FACE OF 

CONSUMERISM. ........................................................................................................................................... 46 

3.1. Managerialism defined ...................................................................................................................... 48 

3.2. Public administration reform and the birth of New Public Management (NPM) ....... 49 

3.2.1. Criticisms of NPM .................................................................................................................................................. 52 

3.3. Taylorism and Scientific Management Theory (SMT) ........................................................... 56 

3.3.1. How Taylorism relates to the youth justice system – linguistic and conceptual 

similarities ............................................................................................................................................................................. 58 

3.3.2 The training of practitioners ............................................................................................................................ 61 

3.3.3. The drive for “effective practice”, Key Elements of Effective Practice (KEEPs) ................... 62 

3.4. The failure of Taylorist principles in the consumer society ............................................... 66 

3.5. The Toyota Production System (TPS) and Lean theory – the consumer drives 

efficient production ..................................................................................................................................... 69 

3.6. Chapter summary ................................................................................................................................ 71 

 

CHAPTER FOUR:  MANAGERIALISM IN THE YOUTH JUSTICE SYSTEM – MESSAGES 

FROM THE ACADEMIC LITERATURE AND THE PRIMARY RESEARCH PROJECT ....... 73 

4.1. Production led practice ..................................................................................................................... 74 

4.1.1. Messages from the survey ................................................................................................................................ 75 

4.2. Effective practice.................................................................................................................................. 78 

4.2.1. Messages from the survey ................................................................................................................................ 81 

4.3. Assessment of young people ........................................................................................................... 88 



VII 
 

4.3.1. Messages from the survey ................................................................................................................................ 91 

4.4. Relationships, engagement and participation .......................................................................... 96 

4.4.1. Messages from the survey ................................................................................................................................ 98 

4.5. Deskilling and de-professionalisation of the workforce ................................................... 101 

4.5.1. Messages from the survey ............................................................................................................................. 103 

4.6. Diversity ............................................................................................................................................... 104 

4.6.1. Messages from the survey ............................................................................................................................. 105 

4.7. Discussion around the overall survey results ....................................................................... 108 

4.8. Chapter Summary ............................................................................................................................. 109 

 

CHAPTER 5: VALUE CO-CREATION WHAT IT IS AND ITS ORIGINS WITHIN THE 

DISCIPLINE OF MARKETING .............................................................................................................. 111 

5.1. Marketing - Definitional changes and a comparison with youth justice ..................... 112 

5.1.1. Comparison of marketing’s direction of travel to that of youth justice ................................. 113 

5.2. The origins of marketing................................................................................................................ 115 

5.2.1. Conventional marketing eras – Keith (1960),Bartels (1974), Dawson (1969), and Kotler 

and Keller (2006) ........................................................................................................................................................... 115 

5.3. Production led marketing in operation .................................................................................... 118 

5.3.1. The 4Ps and the marketing mix .................................................................................................................. 118 

5.3.2. RM leads to the more effective exploitation of the consumer .................................................... 120 

5.4. The changing power dynamic between producer and consumer weakens the 

relationship marketing paradigm ....................................................................................................... 122 

5.5. Goods-dominant logic ..................................................................................................................... 125 

5.6. Enter service dominant logic (S-DL) ......................................................................................... 128 

5.7. Enter value co-creation .................................................................................................................. 138 

5.8. Criticisms of S-DL and value co-creation ................................................................................. 143 

5.8.1. Too difficult compared to 4Ps ..................................................................................................................... 143 

5.8.2. No paradigm change – marketing as usual ........................................................................................... 144 

5.9. Chapter summary ............................................................................................................................. 146 

 



VIII 
 

CHAPTER 6: RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN MARKETING AND PRODUCTION THEORY 

IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR ....................................................................................................................... 148 

6.1. Marketing in the public sector - Social Marketing origins and definitions ................ 148 

6.1.1. Social marketing (SM) in the UK ................................................................................................................ 150 

6.1.2. Social marketing (SM) and relationship marketing (RM) – the relationship between the 

two .......................................................................................................................................................................................... 151 

6.1.3. Social marketing in the public sector in the UK ................................................................................. 152 

6.1.4. RM/SM and youth justice .............................................................................................................................. 153 

6.2. The evolution of production theory in the public sector .................................................. 154 

6.2.1. Lean - what is and where it came form .................................................................................................. 154 

6.2.2. Lean in the public sector ................................................................................................................................ 155 

6.2.3. Criticisms of Lean in the public sector .................................................................................................... 158 

6.2.4. Political acceptability of lean ....................................................................................................................... 158 

6.2.5. Lean in youth justice ........................................................................................................................................ 160 

6.2.6. Discussion around lean theory in the public sector and conclusions ..................................... 161 

6.3. Co- production theory ..................................................................................................................... 162 

6.3.1. Co-production – what it is ............................................................................................................................. 163 

6.3.2. History of co-production ................................................................................................................................ 165 

6.3.3. Criticisms of Co-production theory .......................................................................................................... 166 

6. 4. Chapter summary ............................................................................................................................ 170 

 

CHAPTER SEVEN: DEFINING VALUE CO-CREATION IN THE YOUTH JUSTICE SYSTEM 

- WHAT IT MIGHT LOOK LIKE .......................................................................................................... 171 

7.1. Creating a definition of value co-creation for youth justice - issues to be dealt with

 .......................................................................................................................................................................... 175 

7.1.1. Issues around the language, compatibility, and the lack of firm definition of S-DL and 

value co-creation in the marketing discipline ................................................................................................. 175 

7.2. A definition of value co-creation in youth justice ................................................................177 

7.2.1. How the interdisciplinary transfer was achieved - Word substitutions ............................... 178 

7.2.2. How the interdisciplinary transfer was achieved - Definitions ................................................. 179 

7.3 “Beneficial outcomes for all parties” - what this term would mean in practice ..........181 

7.3.1 The young person ............................................................................................................................................... 182 



IX 
 

7.3.2 The practitioner ................................................................................................................................................... 183 

7.3.3. “Beneficial outcomes” for other stakeholders ...................................................................................... 184 

7.4. An examination of how value co-creation might work in practice in the youth justice 

system for a young person on a YRO ................................................................................................. 185 

7.4.1. Initial/pre court assessment ........................................................................................................................ 186 

7.4.2. Post court assessment – the initial collaborative assessment and the choice ................... 187 

7.4.3. Value co-creation in other areas of the youth justice system ..................................................... 191 

7.5. Summary of chapter ........................................................................................................................ 191 

 

CHAPTER EIGHT: AN AUDIT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL AND SYSTEMIC PRE-

REQUISITES REQUIRED FOR VALUE CO-CREATION IN THE YOUTH JUSTICE 

SECTOR, AND AN EVALUATION OF THE CONGRUENCY OF SOME PRE-EXISTING 

MODELS OF PRACTICE ......................................................................................................................... 193 

8.1. The practices that underpin the process of value co-creation ........................................ 193 

8.1.1.   A system based around operants working together – moving the young person from 

being data on Asset to being an asset .................................................................................................................. 194 

8.1.2. A creative (though not power/statutory) equal ................................................................................ 195 

8.1.3. The building of a trusting relationship between practitioner and young person ............ 196 

8.1.4. Participation and engagement .................................................................................................................... 199 

8.2. Voluntary participation in the criminal justice system– two approaches through the 

lens of two street gang projects........................................................................................................... 203 

8. 2.1. X-it programme - classical voluntarism ................................................................................................ 204 

8.2.2 Westminster Integrated Gangs Unit (IGU) - constrained voluntarism ................................... 205 

8.2.3 Discussion about voluntarism ...................................................................................................................... 209 

8.3 Links to existing models and practice ....................................................................................... 210 

8.3.1 The desistance paradigm ................................................................................................................................ 210 

8.3.2. Constructing identity and personal agency .......................................................................................... 212 

8.3.3. Working with young people’s resilience................................................................................................ 216 

8.3.4. Why bother with value co-creation? ........................................................................................................ 219 

8. 4. Chapter summary – the foundational underpinning for value co-creation are 

already part of the youth justice discourse ..................................................................................... 221 



X 
 

CHAPTER NINE: A LOOK AT SOME OF THE PRACTICAL OBSTACLES TO VALUE CO-

CREATION WITHIN THE YOUTH JUSTICE SYSTEM ................................................................ 223 

9.1. Some potential obstructions to value co-creation within the youth justice system

 .......................................................................................................................................................................... 223 

9.1.1. Legislative structure ......................................................................................................................................... 223 

9.1.2. National Standards ............................................................................................................................................ 224 

9.1.3. ASSET and the Risk Factor Prevention Paradigm ............................................................................. 229 

9.1.4. Youth Justice Board (YJB) .............................................................................................................................. 231 

9.1.5. Current practitioners ....................................................................................................................................... 234 

9.1.6. Penal populist politics ..................................................................................................................................... 236 

9.2. The resource implications of value co-creation .................................................................... 237 

9.2.1. Messages from the survey ............................................................................................................................. 237 

9.3. Introducing lean to youth justice system ................................................................................ 241 

9.4. Chapter summary ............................................................................................................................. 242 

 

CHAPTER 10: CONCLUDING REMARKS – EMBRACING THE CONSUMER? .................. 244 

10.1. Implications for practice – how a youth justice system based around value co-creation 

would differ from the present system ................................................................................................................. 244 

10.1.1. Changes to the management function. ............................................................................................ 244 

10.1.2. Changes for practitioners ...................................................................................................................... 246 

10.1.3. Changes for young people on court orders .................................................................................. 247 

10.1.4. Changes for courts ..................................................................................................................................... 248 

10.2. In conclusion ......................................................................................................................................................... 249 

REFERENCES: ............................................................................................................................................. 252 

APPENDIX: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE ............................................................................................. 273 

 

 

 

 

 



XI 
 

 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1.1. Length of time worked in the youth justice system ................................................... 24 

Table 1.2. The role undertaken within youth justice by the respondent ............................... 25 

Table 1.3. Professional background of the respondents ............................................................... 26 

Table 3.1. An indicative table comparing the linguistic and conceptual links between 

Taylorist thinking and the youth justice system in England and Wales ................................. 60 

Table 4.1. The time spent with a young person on a YRO for each session........................... 77 

Table 4.2. Ideally, the amount of time spent with a young person on a YRO for each 

session .............................................................................................................................................................. 78 

Table 4.3. Rating the usefulness of ASSET .......................................................................................... 93 

Table 4.4. Responses to a question about what determines time spent with a young 

person ............................................................................................................................................................... 95 

Table 5.1. The Ten foundational premises of Vargo and Lusch 2008................................... 129 

Figure 8.1 The nature of the supervisory relationship .............................................................. 202 



XII 
 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1.1. Length of time worked in the youth justice system ................................................. 24 

Figure 4.1 Responses to a statement about tick box supervision ............................................. 75 

Figure 4.2. Responses to a statement about time spent in front of a computer .................. 76 

Figure 4.3. Responses to a statement about measureable outcomes ...................................... 76 

Figure 4.4. Responses to a statement about how well “effective practice” is understood

 ............................................................................................................................................................................. 82 

Figure 4.5. Responses to a statement about the use of “effective practice” .......................... 83 

Figure 4.6. Responses to a statement about YJB and effective practice ................................. 83 

Figure 4.7. Responses to a statement about the amount of guidance wanted from the YJB

 ............................................................................................................................................................................. 84 

Figure 4.8. Responses to a statement about approaches to working with young people 84 

Figure 4.9. Responses to a statement about the effect of resources on interventions ..... 85 

Figure 4.10 Approaches to practice most used with young people ......................................... 86 



XIII 
 

Figure 4.11 Approaches to practice that would be most beneficial for working with 

young people .................................................................................................................................................. 88 

Figure 4.12 Responses to a statement about ASSET ...................................................................... 91 

Figure 4.13 Responses to a statement about the importance of welfare needs .................. 92 

Figure 4.14 Responses to a statement about the usefulness of ASSET ................................... 93 

Figure 4.15  Responses to a statement about the “Scaled Approach” ..................................... 94 

Figure 4.16 Responses to a question about what determines time spent with a young 

person ............................................................................................................................................................... 96 

Figure 4.17  Responses to a statement about the importance of engaging young people

 ............................................................................................................................................................................. 99 

Figure 4.18  Responses to a statement about the time given to engage with young people

 ............................................................................................................................................................................. 99 

Figure 4.19 Responses to a statement about tokenistic participation .................................... 99 

Figure 4.20 Responses to a statement about non engagement of young people in 

supervision .................................................................................................................................................. 100 

Figure 4.21 Responses to questions about participation and engagement with young 

people ............................................................................................................................................................ 101 



XIV 
 

Figure 4.22 Responses to a statement about the impact of effective practice on creativity

 .......................................................................................................................................................................... 103 

Figure 4.23 Responses to a statement about YJB response to diversity ............................. 106 

Figure 4.24 Responses to a statement about YJB paying lip service to diversity issues106 

Figure 4.25 Responses to a statement about diversity getting buried amongst other 

issues.............................................................................................................................................................. 107 

Figure 4.26 Responses to a statement about the prioritisation of the over representation 

of young BME people ............................................................................................................................... 107 

Figure 4.27 Responses to a statement about diversity issues as a positive way to build 

relations with young people ................................................................................................................. 107 

Figure 7.1 The twin track approach for dealing with the opt in and opts outs in a YOT 

environment................................................................................................................................................ 190 

Table 8.1 Fletcher’s Youth Voice Rubric (2011) ........................................................................... 201 

 

 

 

 

 



XV 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 

This piece of work is testament to the relationship with my wife Sarah who has 

supported me in ways that I have seen and sometimes thanked her for, and in ways I 

have never found out. I thank you from the bottom of my heart for giving me the space 

to complete this work and putting up with me whilst I have put the hours in. 

I am also extremely grateful for my children Artie and Esmé, for understanding 

(mostly!) my absences from their weekends. I look forward to making that time up now. 

To my Mother, and my Sisters alive - Meriel and Janet, and deceased – Bridget, and their 

families who I have inconvenienced, I apologise, and thank for your support too. No 

longer will I have an excuse for missing birthdays! 

To Sarah’s Sister Rachel and her husband Neil who have watched this process with 

some bemusement but with great support, I thank you too. 

To Sarah’s Mum and Dad, sadly no longer with us but who always took great interest in 

this work, and in whose passing through a ”greater portal” during this writing up 

period,  have shown fortitude and bravery that has inspired me above all. 

To Tim Bateman and John Pitts - Thanks for all your support in this research process. 

This thesis would be nothing without John’s one liners tearing a month of hard work 

apart and Tim’s encyclopaedic knowledge and attention to detail which constantly 

embarrassed me. You both gave me the confidence to continue for which I will be ever 

grateful. 

To my colleagues on the professional Doctorate course thank you too. I have learnt so 

much from you all. You have enriched my life and my thesis with your learning and wit, 

and to those who have now submitted you have inspired me to continue. 

To the respondents of the survey thanks you for your time and your thoughts. 

And finally to my colleagues at Backstop who have covered my ever increasing physical 

absences with great forbearance (I think!), I will be back.... 



XVI 
 

GLOSSARY OF TERMS 
 

4Ps  Product, Place, Price, Promotion 

AMA  American Marketing Association 

CRM  Customer Relationship Management 

DTO               Detention and Training Order 

FPs                 Foundation Premises 

G-DL  Goods Dominant Logic 

IGU                 Integrated Gangs Unit 

MOJ  Ministry of Justice 

NEF                New Economics Foundation 

NESTA          National Endowment for Science Technology and the Arts 

NPM              New Public Management 

PSR                Pre Sentence Report 

RM  Relationship Management 

ROI  Return on Investment 

S-DL             Service Dominant Logic 

SM  Social Marketing 

SMART         Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, Time framed 

STC                Secure Training Centre 

YOI                 Young Offender Institution 

YOT               Young Offender Team 

YJB                Youth Justice Board 

YRO  Youth Rehabilitation Order



 
 

 
 

 

“People's lives do not fit into boxes”   (Respondent 3) 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The motivation for this thesis has come from a growing feeling of unease that stems 

from a professional career spent straddling the disciplines of business and social 

sciences. In that time I have found that the application of theories and practice 

purporting to be “business like”,  and “efficient”  often to be the root causes of 

entrenched incompetence and inefficiency within the youth justice system. This has led 

me to question whether it is the theories themselves that are at fault, the setting where 

they are applied, or the method of application itself. It was to attempt to answer these 

questions that the research was undertaken. 

 

Within the current youth justice system in England and Wales I will propose that it has 

been practices associated with the century old theory of industrial production, Scientific 

Management Theory, (1911) commonly called Taylorism, a theory which was originally 

developed to make the process of manufacturing iron and steel more efficient through 

the application of scientific methods, that have been responsible for an inward looking 

and inefficient production-led system that currently presides. Through these Taylorist 

practices,  the mores, practices and values of mid to late twentieth century 

manufacturing, which today cannot be considered either  “business like” or “effective”, 

and, as will be seen, have been superseded  within the business sector, have been 

imported into the youth justice system.  The relatively smooth transfer of these 

principles was aided by a culture of theoretical and policy discontinuity in the youth 

justice system (Pitts 2005:2) that meant that there was no settled approach and 

common root from which to repel the interdisciplinary invasion. In addition, a 

theoretical approach was already existent, if partially dormant, within youth justice, a 

1950s model of “rehabilitation” that regarded the young person who offends as a 

delinquent who needs to be moulded into a productive citizen (Gardiner 1958).  The 

result has been a system that is wasteful of resources and talent in equal amount, and 
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bears little relation to the society that surrounds it.  In fact I will argue one would be 

hard pressed to design a system less fit for purpose – less likely to rehabilitate young 

people and prevent re-offending.  

 

This finding was also backed up by the primary research project conducted for this 

thesis - an online survey of practitioners currently working in the youth justice system. 

It found that many concerns similar to those above regarding current practice are also 

prevalent amongst this group.  Many are frustrated by the tick box approach, see it as 

inefficient and wasteful, and would like to work with young people in a more creative 

manner based around building therapeutic relationships and increasing the 

participation and engagement of young people. 

 

There already exists a large body of academic literature that has come to broadly 

similar conclusion about the impact of a managerialised approach on the youth justice 

system, through approaching this analysis from a sociological and criminological 

perspective.  This research takes the analysis further by directing it from the 

perspective of the discipline of business. Rather than just focusing on these already 

researched problems, it is my intention to take the next step, follow through on the 

analysis,   and propose a system which responds to many of the findings of the survey 

regarding how practitioners would like to work with young people. This will focus on 

their thoughts on what would constitute effective practice and on how they could work 

in a less managerialised and more participatory manner.  

 

I will argue (from the perspective of business discipline) that due to its focus on inward 

facing efficiency the youth justice system has become separated from the society that 

surrounds it in the way it works with young people. (This is not unlike how in the 1970-

80s, the Rover Group/British Leyland ignored the wishes of car buyers in striving for 

production efficiency, who then subsequently ceased to buy its products and switched 

to alternative Japanese models which more closely matched their desires (Brady, 

Lorenz 2005).  Within the youth justice system the young people have become operands 

to be processed efficiently, who appear to be entirely separate from the living breathing 

young people who exist in the surrounding consumer society. This approach has led to a 

partition between the youth justice system and the (consumer) society that surrounds 
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it. This can be seen most pointedly at a supervision session where a young person 

sentenced to a Youth Rehabilitation Order (YRO) leaves the consumer society on 

entering the Youth Offending Team (YOT) to be processed in a Taylorist manner for a 

short period, before being released back onto the consumer street. This may tick the 

process boxes for National Standards but it is questionable what else is achieved. I will 

argue that to become more “effective”, the youth justice system needs to re-integrate 

into the mores of the consumer society, and that practice within the system should be 

driven by this engagement.  This would involve treating young people as consumers, not 

because they are consuming justice, that is an arguable point, but in order to access the 

skills and competencies that they utilise on a daily basis as consumers in our society 

(Mayo, Nairn 2009), and to motivate them to employ these capabilities in their own 

rehabilitative project. In short, the chief interest of this thesis is the existing or even 

latent consumer skills and competencies possessed by young people, and how the youth 

justice system might fully access them to create better outcomes. This approach, it 

should be noted, does not condone the use of exploitative consumer techniques by 

private companies on children and young people. The author is repelled and disgusted 

by the exploitation of vulnerable minds. (For more on this see Mayo, Nairn (2009), 

Schor (2005)). However because these techniques have been developed within a society 

that we all live in to engage consumers, I will argue that rather than rejecting them out 

of hand they could be used for a more productive end, a point that Hastings (2007) 

made in his book “Why Should the Devil Have All the Best Tunes?”  about social marketing 

– the application of marketing techniques for positive social ends.   

 

The method that I will propose to facilitate this integrated outcome will be the use of a 

marketing theory, value co-creation, as a model to access young people’s competencies 

for the rehabilitative project, which would be combined with an updated consumer 

facing production model, lean theory, which would help ensure that process efficiency 

focussed exclusively on the end user of the service.  I will argue that this mutually 

beneficial situation can only unfold if the youth justice system moves away from its 

1950s outlook on young people manifested through managerialist practice, and 

embraces the consumer society in which they live.   
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The consumer society 

I am conscious at this point that the terms “the consumer society” and “consumerism” 

have been used without a proper discussion of what this type of society may be, and 

also what the terms mean, so it is to these that we now turn before looking at the line of 

argument being proposed.  That the UK in the twenty first century is a society based 

around a consumer culture is hardly in dispute. Bauman for instance, calls our society, a 

“society of consumers” (Bauman 2005:2) and then writes about how, 

 

“the passage from producer to consumer society has entailed many profound 

changes: arguably the most decisive among them is , however, the fashion in which 

people are groomed and trained to meet the demands of their social identities...” 

(Bauman 2005:24) 

 

What he and other commentators such as Mayo and Nairn (2009) are referring to is that 

the consumer culture is all embracing and grooms children from an early age to 

participate within it as consumers– it forms their social identities.  As McLaren and 

Leonardo wrote “[P]eople become functions of consumer society as they are motivated to 

purchase more and more objects in order to feel part of the social milieu.” (1998:218). 

Thus to take part in this society purchasing/consumption is a pre-requisite. This society 

has been conceptualised by Young as the Bulimic society (2003:81) where “The social 

order of the advanced industrial world is one which engulfs its members. It consumes and 

culturally assimilates masses of people through education, the media and participation in 

the market place (1999:82). In other words it is all encompassing and there is no escape 

even in the “ghetto”, 

 

...the ghetto was the apotheosis of the USA. Here is full immersion in the American 

Dream: a culture hooked on Gucci, BMW, Nike, watching television 11 hours per 

day, sharing the mainstream culture’s obsession with violence, backing, at the time 

of the study, Bush’s Involvement in the Gulf War, lining up outside the cinemas, 

worshipping success, money, wealth and status—even sharing in a perverse way 

the racism of the wider society. The problem of the ghetto was not so much the 
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process of it being simply excluded but rather one that was all too strongly included 

in the culture but, then, systematically excluded from its realization. 

(Young 2003:394)   

 

What Young is expressing here is a clear statement of Strain theory, where crime can be 

seen as a product of the modern consumer society and people’s desire to belong.  This 

was highlighted by Hall, Winlow and Ancrum (2008) who did an ethnographic study of 

offenders and analysed the impact of the consumer society on those without the means 

to legitimately pursue their consumption desires. The modern world according to 

Young is a difficult and demanding place to live, one fraught with ontological insecurity 

where nothing really is assured apart from an insecure existence.  Not surprisingly 

therefore, “To survive in the late modern world demands a great deal of effort, self control, 

restraint” (Young 2003:405). It is these “survival” skills that this thesis is going to focus 

on, the ones that allow young people to negotiate their way through life in this hostile 

environment. And it is here that this thesis parts company with Baudrillard’s (2001) 

analysis of the consumer society where he sees it as all encompassing and totalitarian 

and impossible to resist. As McLaren and Leonardo wrote, “Baudrillard lacks the critical 

element of subjective agency in his theory of consumerism’’. (1998:221). It is this agency 

that can be worked with in the youth justice system, and it is these survival skills, I will 

argue, that are the ones that can be used for rehabilitation of the young person away 

from offending pathways to a more “socially useful” lifestyle. Thus we find a situation 

where the consumer society and the “strain” it puts on young people can be seen as a 

major cause of offending by young people, (Merton 1938, A. Cohen 1955, and Cloward 

and Ohlin 1960), but that the skills and competencies that these same young people 

acquire to “survive” in this society (Young 2003) are ones that can be used to move 

them away from an offending lifestyle. These skills, I will argue, should be embraced by 

the youth justice system, and not, as they are now, pushed away, ignored and seen as 

irrelevant to the rehabilitative project.  

 

But this pushing away is exactly what happens within a statutory youth justice system 

which is based around a model of society that is production rather than consumer led, 

and views the participation of young people as a peripheral rather than core objective.  

In so doing it finds itself completely out of step with the young people it has been set up 
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to deal with. Children and young people today are not the same as they were in the 

1950s where mass consumption as we know it did not exist, choice was constrained 

(Davis, Elliot 2006), and career pathways clearly defined. To treat them so as a system 

based around Taylorist ideas does, is illogical and counterproductive. They are used to 

being treated as consumers with manifold choices and participating in decisions about 

how to live their lives, as well as gaining value from their decisions (Mayo, Nairn 2009).  

However this understanding is not reflected in the justice system that confronts them 

with their behaviour and seeks to treat them in the opposite manner.  

 

Thus I will argue that we find ourselves in a situation where the mores and processes 

that drive the youth justice system are detached from those within the society that 

surrounds it; where a production methodology lies behind the processes that drive the 

youth justice system and where a consumer mentality is the driving force behind 

society as a whole; where in the surrounding consumer society young people are 

regarded as competent consumers with agency (to exploit), but within youth justice 

they are seen as delinquents with nothing to add to their rehabilitation, and fit only to 

be processed and moulded.  This thesis will be examining how this dislocation occurred, 

and how the consumer society, the cause – for strain theorists anyway – of much crime, 

can also aid in the rehabilitative process.   

 

I. New public management (NPM) to managerialism  

The acute separation of the youth justice system from its surrounding society started in 

the public sector reforms initiated by the Thatcher Government in the UK in the 1980s, 

a time when there was a strong distrust within that Government of the public sector as a 

whole, and a suspicion that it was inefficient and wasteful, allied with a general feeling 

that public services needed to be reformed (Lane 1997). The Government turned to the 

business sector to lead the changes and make the public sector more like business 

(Mckevvit, Lawton 1994).  This then was the NPM revolution and it affected all areas of 

public services, from the mass privatisations of the public utilities through to the 

imposition of business management techniques on the youth justice system, which 

came to be known as managerialism (Hood 1995).  However I will propose that the 

practices imposed through this transfer were ones that looked backwards to the mores 

and values of the 1950s and earlier, and fitted rather too comfortably with the idea of 
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the young person as delinquent and mouldable. Hence, just at the period that the 

commercial world was poised to embrace post industrial consumerist society, the 

public sector had out dated practices like “command and control” imposed upon it 

(Sneddon 2008) - practices from which forward thinking businesses had already moved 

on as they were wasteful and inefficient.  

 

The out-datedness of these imposed practices gives a hint to their theoretical origins. 

These can be found within the writings of FW Taylor and are commonly called 

Taylorism. They are based around the introduction of scientific principles into the 

manufacturing process in the iron and steel industry in the USA at the turn of the 1900s. 

(Cole 2004, Buffa 1961). It is these “scientific management” theories that have driven 

the managerialised practice within youth justice and I will argue that, in combination 

with corporatism, actuarialism and penal populism, they have given us the youth justice 

system that now exists.   

 

This then is the current situation as proposed in this thesis. The youth justice sector is 

set up to reflect a society that existed sixty years ago or more when young people had 

very different prospects to today’s counterparts. The theoretical model for this practice 

which originated in business discipline is over a century old, and has been superseded 

within that discourse by updated production theories (such as lean) and a consumer led 

theory, value co-creation, which reflect the consumerist society in which business now 

operates. The way forward I will propose will be to look at how the business sector 

moved on from Taylorist production to embrace consumer society and examine what 

can be learnt and applied from this private sector journey to the public youth justice 

sector. This will require an understanding of production and marketing theory, 

something that takes this thesis into interdisciplinary territory.  At this point let us 

pause, to switch disciplines, and introduce the concept of value and its (co)-creation, 

along with other key marketing terms which are indicated below through use of italics. 

 

 

II. Value – Its creation and co-creation 

Before launching into a thesis expounding value co-creation, it is important to 

understand what the terms means. An example of value creation could be reading a 
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book. I decide what type of book I want to read by the beneficial outcome that I am 

expecting  from this activity. Hence, if I amfeeling a bit low and want to be cheered up I 

may pick a humorous novel. The value proposition is the book itself and the value 

created by it comes from my interaction –reading it. The beneficial outcome is achieved 

when I forget my cares and life seems somewhat brighter again.  Here I have created 

value purely for myself – no-one else is involved.  

 

Value co-creation theory also utilises this idea of value and proposes that within a 

consumer society consumers are used to creating value for themselves. They do it all 

the time, often without thinking about value at all, when purchasing and using goods 

and services - value in use. What the practice of value co-creation does is help harness 

these value creation skills for the benefit of the firm that has provided the good or 

service, the value proposition, so that they too can benefit from any value being created 

by the consumer. Hence the “co” part of co-creation – it is then a joint effort to create 

value and the rewards can be shared.  So, to return to the novel, if I subsequently email 

the author and suggest a plot line to her, enter into a discussion about characters and 

settings, and the author then writes a sequel which incorporates some of my 

suggestions then one can state that new novel has been co-created, and the process that 

describes this joint approach is value co-creation, as more than one party has created 

value – it is a joint effort. A more usual commercial example is around Apple and their 

highly profitable approach to creating value for themselves and their consumers.  When 

I buy an iPod to listen to my favourite music, I am only at the beginning of the value 

creation process for myself and Apple. There is no value for me in that iPod until I start 

using it, although Apple has already derived financial benefit through my purchase. The 

beneficial outcome I want is the enjoyment of music, so I then go online to the Apple 

iTunes store and download the tracks for my iPod that I desire.  I can then start enjoying 

the music I have chosen and am creating value for myself every time I use the iPod, 

shuffle the order of songs etc. The value co-creation has occurred through iTunes as 

Apple have helped me to enhance the enjoyment I get from the product (create value). 

At the same time they receive revenue from my purchase of songs on iTunes as well as 

getting useful market intelligence about my musical tastes, which they can use to 

propose additional tracks that I may purchase in the future, thus enhancing my 
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value/enjoyment of their product even more. This could mean I talk to my friends about 

how great my iPod is etc...     

 

I will suggest that the youth justice system should also use this model and incorporate 

the value creation skills of young people in their own rehabilitative process. These are 

skills that they use every day in their lives to negotiate the culture and society around 

them and create value (beneficial outcomes) within their lives – sometimes in the most 

difficult circumstances. I will argue that if this process was transferred over to the youth 

justice system it would mean the young person and their youth justice practitioner co-

creating value together.  

 

 

III. Value co-creation in the youth justice sector 

Owing to the statutory nature of the youth justice sector, the process of value co-

creation would be structured slightly differently, but with the same outcome in mind - 

to create value/beneficial outcomes – however in this context “all parties”, would 

include the young person, sentencing court and the practitioner. The value proposition 

from the practitioner to a young person on a Court order could be as basic and 

minimalist as “I can help you get through this Court order” through to “let me help you 

get some proper accommodation sorted out and then into college.” It would be then up 

to the young person to decide what value proposition/beneficial outcomes they wanted 

from the interaction. The role of the practitioner would be to facilitate the young 

person’s choice of beneficial outcomes by offering advice and suggestions, and to aid 

him/her in achieving them, but all the time harnessing the competencies of the young 

person to do this. It would thus be a team effort as the young person would have some 

of the competencies needed and the practitioner some of the others – i.e. contacts at 

colleges, names of housing officers etc. However the crucial point is that the beneficial 

outcomes must be set by the young person and agreed by the supervising practitioner 

on behalf of the Court, otherwise the process ceases to be value co-creation. A 

practitioner telling a young person, without their participation, what beneficial 

outcomes they should achieve, would be akin to Apple telling me what music to 

download on my iPod, and then forcing me to listen to it.  
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IV. And in practice? 

Considering the interdisciplinary distance that needs to be travelled I will argue that 

there would be remarkably few major hurdles to this model being adopted within the 

youth justice sector. There would be no statutory changes or other major structural 

changes required, so the issues and problems would more likely be attitudinal – will 

administrators and managers be prepared to give up their current “command and 

control” model for something very different which involves devolving power to front 

line practitioners and young people? And importantly, how will practitioners feel about 

operating away from the safety of a tick box culture. Within the survey there was an 

expressed desire to work in a more participative manner and dismay was expressed 

about the tick box nature of the therapeutic relationship, with a general wish to move 

onto a method of work that was more positive and engaging. In addition, I will propose 

that there is much congruence between value co-creation theory and many existing 

youth work and many social work theories.  All of these theories are dependent on 

voluntary, trusting and participatory relationships being formed (Ruch et al 2010), 

something that used anyway to be at the heart of social and youth work practice.  

 

 

V. And for those young people on orders who do not want to 

participate in value co-creation? 

So far for the sake of simplicity the thesis has assumed that all young people will want to 

be involved in their rehabilitation. In practice this would be a foolish assumption, so a 

pathway needs to be developed for those who are not ready to partake in their own 

rehabilitation through value co-creation. This group – the opt-outs - should continue to 

be processed in a production led and actuarialist manner – in fact, just like now in some 

respects.  They would continue to be offered the opportunity on a regular basis to take 

part in value co-creation as their switching to this cohort would reduce their “risk”; 

however, refusal to willingly participate would mean attending individual or group 

sessions that “ticked” the boxes from the YOT’s point of view in terms of their Court 
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order and National Standards. They would be offered numerous opportunities to switch 

to a more positive use of their time whilst on the Court order; however, some just may 

not be ready for whatever reasons, to participate in value co-creation.  As this cohort 

were opting out of the consumer model a different structure would be required for 

them, one that was not reliant on their voluntary participation. A production model that 

was set up for processing them in accordance with National Standards would be 

required and it is to this we now turn.   

 

VI. Lean:  a new production model for youth justice to drive 

resource efficiency and provide a model to work with the “opt 

outs” 

A production model is required, as we are dealing with a statutory system that has to 

work with those who do not want to participate within it. They will need to be 

“processed” by the judicial system just as they are now. The youth justice system also 

needs to operate in a cost effective way in a period of highly constrained budgets. I will 

suggest that the example of the private sector is followed and that a production model 

based on lean thinking is adopted. This theory, like Taylorism, is directed around the 

efficient use of resources; however, instead of just concentrating on internal efficiencies 

as an end in themselves, this model has the satisfaction of the end consumer’s needs as its 

driving force. Reducing waste and efficiency comes from ensuring that what is produced 

is consumed rather than trying to minutely engineer the production line and forgetting 

about what the end user wants. In this case, due to the “opt out” of the young person, 

this end user would be the YOT worker and the sentencing Court, and the process would 

be focussed around the practitioner fulfilling National Standards in a way that they saw 

as most effective. (As opposed to this cohort being shoved onto an intervention that has 

been bought off the shelf by a manager some time back, so must be filled, to get value...) 

 

This approach would also tie in with those who were taking part in value co-creation as 

the young person, in conjunction with their YOT officer, “pull down” the resources 

required to achieve the agreed beneficial outcomes. Because the resources would have 

to be actively requested, this should ensure that resources were not wasted as now on 

those who have little or no interest in using them – a theme that came through from the 
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survey.  Lean theory would thus focus the supervisory system on the end user rather 

than on perpetuating practices, the purpose of which are often just to generate data.  It 

would mean the use of resources would be directed by the YOT officer rather than being 

centrally directed. 

 

VII. In summary 

It was clear from the research project that many practitioners are dissatisfied with the 

way that they currently work with young people and want to engage them in more 

positive ways, rather than just processing them through the system. The existing 

production approach, despite being predicated around efficiency, is actually extremely 

wasteful as it ignores the contribution that young people can make through engaging 

their competencies, in setting meaningful goals that would lead to a non offending 

pathway.  I will argue that bringing about the use of these competencies must be the key 

focus of the youth justice system, and that one way to bring this about would be for the 

youth justice system to embrace the consumer society that surrounds it, with the young 

people encouraged to use the skills that they utilise every day within that society as a 

way of rehabilitating themselves. This will also mean, unlike now, that a community 

sentence truly becomes that, a sentence that reflects the community that the young 

person and their families live in. The practice of value co-creation within youth justice 

system would, I suggest, provide a path to this goal. 
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CHAPTER 1: METHODOLOGY 
 

1.1. About the researcher 
 

There are two primary motivations for this piece of work - one which is more backward 

looking and reflective, and the other which looks forward and is idealistic. The desire to 

reflect has been ongoing throughout my professional career and has come from working 

with children and young people in a variety of settings that has encompassed the 

private, voluntary and statutory sectors, and involved working in the secure estate and 

residential social work and statutory youth justice settings, both in the UK and USA. 

Each setting has given a different perspective on working with young people, and within 

each one I have reflected on what the motivation for the work being done is and the 

theory behind it. It is a desire to make sense of this theoretical journey that was the 

primary motivation for this piece of work.  

 

The desire to look forward stems in part from the  process of reflection, as well as from 

my current situation within the youth justice system, running a private business within 

the sector,  where there is a continuous pressure to adapt and improve practice as the 

requirements for doing business change on a regular basis.  As a result I constantly have 

to evaluate the future direction of the criminal justice system to ensure that my 

business plan stays relevant.  I have also had the privilege whilst running a recruitment 

business, of meeting scores of practitioners each year, and as part of the registration 

process talking to them about their work.  Invariably the managerialised system has 

come up in interview along with a generalised dislike of the tick box methods they have 

to use with young people. And also a desire to work in a way that is more positive, i.e. 

having space and time to develop proper therapeutic relationships with young people, 

and have time to get them to actively engage and participate in their own rehabilitation, 

rather than merely processing them.  
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There is though a dichotomy between the desire to draw together an understanding of 

my own work history and reflect on it, and a requirement for research at doctorate level 

to be “scientific”.  And I am conscious as a researcher that it is essential to stand 

detached from piece of work that one is intimately involved in. It was important 

therefore in my research, analysis and writing, that I was conscious of what Oakley 

(1981) characterises as “hygienic” research, and to be aware though the research and 

writing up of how my experiences can impact on these processes.  This has meant 

vigilance in ensuring that the research is as scientific as possible and is not just an 

academic justification of my own beliefs – tempting as that sometimes is. 

 

The space between the desire to reflect and the future idealism is filled with the present 

realities. Working as I now am in the private sector I have been particularly intrigued by 

peculiar weight given to business theory as a whole and its associated practices within 

the statutory system.  I have noted in the past decade that the business model that 

seemed to underpin managerialist practices is outdated and have marvelled at its 

inward looking proclivities toward  process “efficiency”  to the exclusion seemingly of 

all else. It appeared to focus purely on a notion of process efficiency that promoted 

systemic inefficiency, and seemed wholly inappropriate for an area such as youth 

justice.   

 

It is at this point that my idealistic side emerges, visualising more up to date theories of 

business and marketing which are much better suited to the youth justice system and 

ones which could in my view add efficiency and responsiveness to the system, where 

the attributes and competencies of the young person could be used in their own 

rehabilitation.  It is two of these theories, value co-creation and lean theory, which I 

think could add most value to the youth justice system, and it is these that will be 

focussed on. And although I have doubts about whether business and public sector 

should be intertwined, ultimately, I take a pragmatic view that if business models are 

here to stay within the youth justice system as drivers of practice, the sector might as 
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well ensure that it uses the most up to date and congruent theories, rather than 

outdated and inappropriate ones as is currently to case.  

 

1.2. The aims and purpose of the research   
 

The process of reflection-in-action is essentially artistic, that is, the practitioner 

makes judgments and exercises skills for which no explicit rationale has been 

articulated but in which she nevertheless feels an intuitive sense of confidence. 

(Brookfield 1986: 247) 

In the sentence above Brookfield has summed up how this piece of work has come 

about. Five years ago the aims and intention of this research were different to what has 

subsequently emerged, as the results of the research have impacted on the structure of 

what is being proposed.  This journey has been well summed up by Birch, 

The more I progressed into the analysis and the writing up, and so into my own 

personal, private space, the more I became aware of the emergence of my own 

sociological identity. I was the author who was choosing to make certain 

arguments and explanations. Hence it is the recognition of the mirror image that 

was my own inner journey of self-discovery. The more I told my sociological story 

the more my sense of self as a sociologist was discovered. 

Birch (1998: 183) 

The original intention had been to conduct research into the effects of managerialist 

practice within the youth justice system in England and Wales through a literature 

review and an attitudinal survey of practitioners. On the back of the analysis of the 

results of both the literature review and the primary research the aim of the thesis 

shifted from simply conducting a critique of the existing model of youth justice to 

actually proposing a model of business that took into account the flaws that had become 

apparent from that process, and encompassing some of the suggestions that the 

respondents had made. The new aim anyway better fitted my usual proclivities to find 
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solutions to problems. As a result there are now four main aims for this piece of 

research and thesis: 

1. To analyse the impact that business and marketing theory have had on the youth 

justice system in England and Wales over the past fifty years through a review of 

the literature  

2. Conduct an attitudinal survey of practitioners working within the youth justice 

sector to discover their thoughts about the current youth justice system and 

specifically some of the practices stemming from managerialism 

3. Analyse the match between the literature and the primary research results 

4. On the basis of that analysis propose a new model for practice in the youth 

justice system centred on updated business and marketing theories - value co-

creation and lean theory.  

 

 

1.3. The structure of the research and thesis 
 

To achieve the aim of the research question the thesis has been divided into two 

notional parts. 

Part One stakes out the ground that the research has covered. Some of this ground is 

familiar territory within the youth justice discourse,  however,  the chapters on business 

and marketing theory are relatively unexplored territory in this discipline and so have 

required an interdisciplinary approach. This section is primarily to set the context for 

the primary research and thesis. It is divided into five chapters which examine different 

areas. 

Chapter Two examines the history of theoretical and practice discontinuity in the 

youth justice system since its inception up to the current managerialist phase.  

Chapter Three establishes a definition for managerialism and traces its origins back 

through New Public Management (NPM) to Taylorist theory and practices in the 1900s, 

which are linked to current practice within youth justice. It examines the underpinning 
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precepts of Taylorism and explains why these have been superseded in a networked up 

consumer society where consumer choice is dominant and where more modern 

production theories such as lean have taken over.   

Chapter Four is the heart of the research project and looks at how the imposition of 

managerialism manifested through the youth justice system, with reference to academic 

research, as well as the primary research project - the attitudinal survey of 

practitioners.  

Chapter Five is where the origins, development and meaning of value co-creation 

within the marketing discipline will be traced. 

Chapter Six brings the examination of the impact of business and marketing theory on 

the public sector up to date by evaluating the impact that social marketing, lean theory 

and co-production theory have had. 

 

 

Part Two examines how value co-creation could be applied within the youth justice 

system and the issues that would surround this transfer. 

Chapter Seven sets the scene for the transfer of value co-creation theory into the youth 

justice system. It examines the issues arising from the interdisciplinary transfer, from 

the different language needed, to the requirements of the statutory stakeholders in the 

youth justice system. A definition of value co-creation will be arrived at and the key 

concept of “beneficial outcomes” for the young person and the other stakeholders in the 

youth justice system will be explored along with an examination of how the theory 

might work in practice. 

Chapter Eight examines the practice, environmental and systemic pre-requisite factors 

that would be required for value co-creation to take place in the youth justice system. It 

will also examine the existing models of practice within youth justice to examine 

congruence with value co-creation.   
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Chapter Nine follows on from the analysis of the previous two chapters to examine in 

more detail some of the potential and actual blocks to a value co-creation model being 

used.   

Chapter Ten draws together the analysis from the previous chapters into a summary of 

the thesis and proposes how a youth justice system based on value co-creation and lean 

theory might operate. 

 

 

1.4. Interdisciplinarity: the need for research in the business 

discipline and issues that stem from this 
 

If in the 1980s I was writing a thesis on the models underpinning practice within the 

youth justice system the research would have stayed firmly within one discipline. The 

literature review would have been broad and encompassed models from youth work, 

through social work as well as theories emanating from psychology, feminism and other 

areas in the humanities. It is unlikely that one mention of business theory would have 

been made apart from in the context of a more international look at the American 

system. Such has been the change in the past twenty years,  I would suggest that at this 

point in time it is only possible to have a full understanding of how the youth justice 

operates if the researcher as a reasonable understanding of business theory. Business 

processes are ingrained in the system from the setting of SMART (Specific, Measurable, 

Attainable, Realistic, Timely) targets through the focus on process and efficiency. 

Business theory has changed how the youth justice system works and it is only through 

understanding the underpinning theory I would argue that some of the changes that 

have occurred can be fully understood and hence effectively challenged. Hence the 

interdisciplinary nature of the research. 

 

 The benefit of doing this is that as far as I am aware it has not been done before, so new 

insights have emerged from the process. The cost of using this approach is that the 
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purity of the single disciplinary approach has been diluted, and time and space that 

could have been spent examining and expounding on theoretical approaches within 

social sciences have had to be curtailed. However as will be seen there have been plenty 

of single disciplinary examinations of youth justice, and as I can find no marketing 

review this approach would seem to fill a gap in the research market. 

 

1.4.1. Why the use of an interdisciplinary approach 

Before arguing the merits of an interdisciplinary approach it is worth setting out a 

definition to hang the argument on. I have settled upon a definition that has emerged 

from some research from the Health sector.  

Interdisciplinary research is any study or group of studies undertaken by scholars 

from two or more distinct scientific disciplines. The research is based upon a 

conceptual model that links or integrates theoretical frameworks from those 

disciplines, uses study design and methodology that is not limited to any one field, 

and requires the use of perspectives and skills of the involved disciplines 

throughout multiple phases of the research process. 

(Aboelela et al 2007:341) 

This definition has been developed to aid those looking to fund or research in this 

manner. Although it was developed for health analysis as the authors comment (page 

342) the definition can also be used in other areas of study. It is clear that marketing 

and youth justice are certainly two different scientific disciplines and thus this thesis 

falls into the category of interdisciplinary – which has its own advantages and 

complications. The advocates would suggest  

that consilience—the “jumping together of knowledge” across disciplines “to create 

a common groundwork of explanation”—is the most promising path to scientific 

advancement, intellectual adventure, and human awareness (Wilson 1998: 8). 

Wilson and other interdisciplinary advocates contend that the breaching of 

scientific boundaries will lead to other breakthroughs as critical as the cracking of 

the DNA code. 

(Rhoten 2004:7) 
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And in addition, 

A recent national survey of 1353 college and university faculty found that 70% 

agreed (strongly or somewhat) with the statement that “interdisciplinary 

knowledge is better than knowledge obtained by a single discipline” (N. Gross & S. 

Simmons, personal communication). This view is shared by scholars in the 

humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences. Indeed, a majority of faculty in 19 

of 21 fields agreed with this statement; only mechanical engineers and economists 

disagreed. 

(Jacobs and Frickel 2009: 46) 

It is my view that an interdisciplinary approach to analyse youth justice has much to 

offer. Within a thesis firmly located within youth justice field it may seem odd to utilise 

a theoretical marketing perspective as the tool to analyse practice.  After all there are 

already plenty of learned criminologists and academic journals happy to take on the 

task from a broadly sociological and criminological perspective. There is of course much 

value in this approach, and I would in no way dispute that this is the correct framework 

for most rigorous evaluations of this field. To quote Jacobs and Frickel, 

The established disciplines are not as static or as isolated as advocates of 

interdisciplinarity sometimes suggest. Although there are certainly successful 

examples of interdisciplinarity, established academic disciplines remain dynamic 

centers of knowledge production that are open to external developments even 

while insisting on internal standards 

(Jacobs and Frickel 2009: 60) 

I would entirely agree with this analysis. That said and accepted, there is certainly space 

within research for an interdisciplinary approach, and as I hope will demonstrated in 

this thesis, it has much to offer as a tool for evaluation and a framework for suggesting 

improvements. I will now briefly examine why I am using a marketing perspective  
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1.4.2. Marketing as a discipline 

 

The main problem with the notion of ‘interdisciplinarity’ seems to be that many 

people who use it do not make explicit what exactly they understand under a 

discipline or when exactly a disciplinary boundary is crossed with what kind of 

consequence. 

(Krishnan 2009: 6) 

In order to avoid this situation as described above I will use Krishnan’s list of 

characteristics of a discipline which I cite below, 

A general list of characteristics would include: 1) disciplines have a particular 

object of research (e.g. law, society, politics), though the object of research maybe 

shared with another discipline; 2) disciplines have a body of accumulated specialist 

knowledge referring to their object of research, which is specific to them and not 

generally shared with another discipline; 3) disciplines have theories and concepts 

that can organise the accumulated specialist knowledge effectively; 4) disciplines 

use specific terminologies or a specific technical language adjusted to their 

research object; 5) disciplines have developed specific research methods according 

to their specific research requirements; and maybe most crucially 6), disciplines 

must have some institutional manifestation in the form of subjects taught at 

universities or colleges, respective academic departments and professional 

associations connected to it. Only through institutionalisation are disciplines able 

to reproduce themselves ‘from one generation to the next by means of specific 

educational preparation’.  A new discipline is therefore usually founded by the way 

of creating a professorial chair devoted to it at an established university.  

(Krishnan 2009:20-21) 

On the basis of the above it can be demonstrated that business and marketing like social 

sciences is a discipline and to demonstrate this point I can evidence that in an internet 

search of courses, the University of Bedfordshire has nineteen undergraduate courses in 

business and four undergraduate courses in the marketing department which is part of 

Business School faculty.  (The University of Bedfordshire website 2013)  
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1.5. The primary Research Project 
 

The primary research project took the form of a questionnaire self-completed by staff 

working in the youth justice system, - in a front line, managerial or policy capacity. It 

was designed to elicit respondents’ views in relation to statements about youth justice 

culture and practice through a wide variety of questions. 

The questionnaire, attached to the end of this thesis (Appendix 1), consisted of twenty 

five questions and statements and included a combination of closed and open questions 

in the form of questions about practice through to measuring responses to statements 

about practice and policy. The questionnaire was administered through Survey Monkey 

an online survey company in the form of a “link” that was emailed out to the 

respondents. By clicking on the link respondents were able to access the survey. The 

survey measured responses to questions and statements on a five point “Likert scale” 

(Proctor 2008) which has the advantage of being less onerous for those completing the 

survey and of providing a ready measure of respondent opinion than can be analysed 

quantitatively (Simmons 2008). The survey was designed around closed questions and 

statements in order to require respondents to choose between a limited range of 

categories and responses. What this type of approach can miss out is respondent’s own 

thoughts that have been prompted by the question or statement.    As a consequence, 

the questionnaire also invited free text comments or examples for each closed question 

which have been used within this thesis to highlight and bring out the survey results. 

There was also space at the end of the survey where more open questions were asked 

with space for free text to allow a more expansive treatment of the subject.  Responses 

to the open questions were analysed using a standardised ‘framework’ procedure 

(Ritchie and Spencer, 1994), charting key quotations to illustrate dominant themes to 

ensure that the full range of responses was adequately captured. The charting was done 

through Survey Monkey’s own analytical tools.  
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The respondents were chosen from the Backstop database of practitioners working 

within the criminal justice system.  This database (RDB) is a standalone product 

designed for the recruitment industry which stores names of candidates as well as their 

competencies and experiences. It is searchable by competency as well as by free text 

search of CVs. Using this database made sense as this was list of youth justice 

practitioners with recent experience working within England and Wales.  They ranged 

from newly qualified YOT, youth and social workers through to highly experienced 

managers. A CV key word search and attribute was conducted with the terms youth 

justice and YOT practitioner being used. There was no further selection of who came up 

in the search, and it was done by a colleague who had instructions not to remove any 

names that came up. The search of the database elicited 350 names and all of these were 

subsequently emailed the link to Survey Monkey.  

Recipients were requested to pass the link onto other professionals with the requisite 

background to establish a ‘snowball’ or network sample; an appropriate method where 

there is no adequate list to use as a sampling frame (Sturgis, 2008). While the list of 

practitioners consisted of some professionals outside the capital, it is likely that the 

sample was skewed towards staff within the metropolis. The reason for this that most of 

the work that Backstop does is within London (where there is the greatest demand for 

interim staff). It is not possible to ascertain whether a broader geographic spread might 

have elicited different responses. 

 

The survey elicited seventy-two responses in total with fifty eight of those completing 

the survey in full. Of the fourteen who did not complete the survey in full most missed 

out just one or two questions. 

 

 

 

 



24 
 

1.5.1 The cohort 

The respondents were asked  

How long have you worked in the youth justice system in England 

and Wales? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 

Response 

Count 

Never 0.0% 0 

0-2 years 9.9% 7 

2-5 years 14.1% 10 

5-10 years 29.6% 21 

10-15 years 29.6% 21 

15 -20 years 5.6% 4 

More than 20 years 11.3% 8 

answered question 71 

skipped question 1 

Table 1.1. Length of time worked in the youth justice system 

And this can be surmised in a pie chart 

 

Figure 1.1. Length of time worked in the youth justice system 
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As can be seen from the chart the majority (nearly 60%) had between five and fifteen 

years of experience in the youth justice system, so the cohort can be characterised as an 

experienced set of respondents. 

What is your role? - Are you a 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 

Response 

Count 

Practitioner/case manager/case 

worker/project worker/prison officer 
52.3% 34 

Senior practitioner 24.6% 16 

Project leader/manager 3.1% 2 

Operational manager/Deputy manager 16.9% 11 

Service manager 1.5% 1 

Policy maker 1.5% 1 

Other (please specify) 11 

answered question 65 

skipped question 7 

Table 1.2. The role undertaken within youth justice by the respondent 

 

The category other consisted of reformulations of youth justice worker, social workers 

and managers. 

The majority of respondents - 52% - put themselves at practitioner level with 24% at 

senior practitioner level which would mean that three quarters of the survey could be 

deduced to work in some capacity with young people. 
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Professional background 

From the list below please select the professional background that is 

closest to yours 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 

Response 

Count 

police officer 0.0% 0 

health worker 0.0% 0 

mental health worker 0.0% 0 

qualified social worker 44.4% 28 

unqualified social worker 17.5% 11 

youth worker 17.5% 11 

teacher/educational worker 9.5% 6 

probation officer 22.2% 14 

prison officer 0.0% 0 

alcohol/drugs worker 1.6% 1 

Counsellor 1.6% 1 

Therapist 1.6% 1 

Other (please specify) 11 

Table 1.3. Professional background of the respondents 

 

66% of respondents came from qualified social work or probation background with 

youth work and unqualified social workers being the next largest category. The eleven 

others included a psychologist, one police officer, two managers and assorted YOT 

practitioners. 

 In this context, one might legitimately conclude that the survey captured a reasonable 

spread of opinion– albeit with a disproportionate representation from staff in London. It 

was not possible to confirm the validity of responses, but no incentives or rewards were 

offered for participation in the survey and given that completion was anonymous, 

respondents were unlikely to have provided misleading information as to their views.  
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1.6. Ethical considerations 
 

Social researchers have a responsibility to approach their research project from an 

ethical standpoint, ensuring the project design incorporates ‘a principled sensitivity to 

the rights of others’ (Bulmer, 2008:146). This involves being aware of any potential for 

harm directly to research subjects or coming about in other ways through the research 

process. Issues arising most frequently are: respect for privacy; confidentiality; harm to 

subjects and researchers; and misuse of data (Bulmer, 2008). Particular care must be 

taken where the research topic is a sensitive one.  

 

Youth crime is a sensitive issue, but the bulk of the research for the current thesis was 

library based. The sole element of primary research – the survey of professionals – did 

not involve face-to-face contact with respondents or the collation of personalised data. 

The sample moreover could not be considered a particularly vulnerable group as most 

were experienced professionals operating in the field.  Questions were intended to elicit 

attitudes towards policy and practice generally within youth justice rather than provide 

information on the respondent’s own practice.  This meant that respondents were not 

asked to account for the quality of their own practice.  

 

Informed consent to survey completion was integral to the manner of dissemination by 

which only those wishing to ‘opt in’ through self selection completed the questionnaire. 

To opt in the respondent needed to click on the link that had been emailed to them. It 

was made clear that they could, and some did stop, completing the survey at any time 

within it just by logging out. As to the issue of confidentiality, this was ensured by 

Survey Monkey itself since respondents were not required to provide any personal 

details on the questionnaire and, the only information I received on them from the 

survey was a number, automatically generated by Survey Monkey, when they had 

submitted the form. 
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As alluded to before social research can never be entirely objective. Thus, when 

interpreting data, the researcher has an obligation to represent responses accurately 

and to conduct analysis with a ‘reflexive awareness of the impact of their own personal 

values on the research’ (Respect project, 2004:1). In the current study, such scientific 

values were upheld through being mindful of the following – from Bateman (2010): 

 The use of a broad range of divergent sources  

 Transparency in relation to how conclusions were drawn 

 Analysis of data within a wider theoretical framework 

 Elements of ‘triangulation’ and ‘complementarity’ afforded by the juxtaposition of 

an historical investigation and variations between areas in the present   

 Acknowledgement of alternative points of view   

 The use a standardised framework for analysis of findings of the survey to ensure 

that the voice of respondents is not lost through the imposition of the researcher’s 

preconceptions. 

(Bateman 2010:46) 

It is hoped that through awareness of these points that personal biases have been 

minimised. 

 

1.7. Limitations of the empirical research 
 

There is to my knowledge no YOT or public service where value co-creation has been 

espoused or tried out. This is not surprising as it is cutting edge marketing theory used 

by forward thinking consumer facing companies such as Nike. As such there is no 

empirical “proof” that value co-creation will work in the public sector. All that can be 

said with some certainty that the practice that would underpin it is already in existence 

in the sector. So for more empirical certainty it would be necessary for this approach to 

be properly trialled in a YOT with the results properly evaluated.   
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Greater weight could be given to the results if more practitioners had responded to the 

questionnaire as it would then be more representative of the sector as a whole. Also, in 

a thesis about how to engage with young people it would make great sense to include 

young people within the study to find out what approach worked best with them. Two 

attempts were made to widen the scope of empirical research for this thesis, both 

within street gangs projects in London. On both occasions a few interviews were 

conducted with young people. However on neither occasion were there enough 

respondents to make a significant and useable sample.  Follow up interviews were also 

not possible as both projects closed down due to funding issues during the period of 

research.  However, preliminary finding from both research projects, through recorded 

interviews, indicated that practitioners and the participants were in favour of a more 

participative approach, a finding that was subsequently borne out by the actual 

research project on practitioners. Further indications of congruence from the gangs 

sector came from further and yet to be published work, for Westminster Council where 

all members of the Integrated Gangs Unit in that borough were interviewed about their 

practice. It became clear from the interviews that all members of the team in young 

person facing roles, worked in a style based around youth work values and practice, 

which also fitted in with the concepts of value co-creation. In addition, as already 

mentioned, when meeting with practitioners when registering for work at Backstop 

there were few who felt happy with the way they felt they were having to work.  

There was, in summary, a good deal of anecdotal evidence that emerged, as well as the 

“official” research project pointing this thesis in the direction of a more participative 

approach which was congruent with the precepts of value co-creation.  This anecdotal 

evidence certainly helped point the direction of the thesis from an early stage a course 

that was justified when the results emerged from the original research project.    

In terms of future research it would plainly make sense to gather together focus groups 

of young people involved in the youth justice system to ask the way that they feel that 

they can be more fully engaged in the rehabilitative process and the advantages for all 

parties that would ensue. 
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CHAPTER 2: HOW THEORETICAL AND PRACTICE DISCONTINUITY 

CONTRIBUTED TO THE MANAGERIALIST TAKEOVER IN THE YOUTH 

JUSTICE SYSTEM 
 

 

 

When the origins of the youth justice system in England and Wales are examined it 

seems quite extraordinary that managerialism, an ethos system predicated around 

business values should be so dominant now. The youth justice system for all but 20 of 

its 150 year history stood separate to business theory as its values and practice were 

seen as so very different. Its purpose was the treatment/punishment /rehabilitation of 

deviant children/juvenile delinquents/young offenders, while business theory and 

practice has existed principally in the private sector to make companies profitable. How 

the merging of two such different systems came about will be the subject of this chapter. 

The environment into which the managerialist model was transplanted, the youth 

justice system will be reviewed and analysed in order to provide a suitable historical 

and theoretical context for the transfer. This approach is particularly necessary in this 

case because managerialism as we will see shortly is a recent phenomenon; a system of 

control that was politically imposed in the 1980-2000s. To see how and why this 

happened a review of the youth justice system prior to the managerialist turn will be 

executed to see what existed before, and how the way was prepared for the change in 

discourse. We will then be in a position to see how managerialism changed policy and 

practice within youth justice, and with this established we can then deal with the 

substantive examination of what can replace it.   
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2.1. The origins of the youth justice system of England and Wales  
 

In his introduction to a chapter on the recent history of youth justice in England and 

Wales John Pitts writes 

 

The recent history of youth justice is one of discontinuity, in which policy has been 

developed largely on the basis of current political, social and intellectual 

orthodoxies rather than scientific evidence. 

(2005:2) 

 

This pithy insight sets the tone for the subsequent chapter of the book, and will do so 

also for this section of this thesis. For as will be seen youth justice policy and practice 

have  lurched from one position to another depending on the political, philosophical, 

economic, social and other drivers which have been influencing them.  Smith (2005) 

addressed these changes and how they reflected the different currents of justice and 

welfare impacting at different times on the youth justice system. This constant state of 

reactivity and flux betrays deep divisions about the purpose of the youth justice system, 

and about how to best respond to youth crime. It  also gives a good explanation for why 

managerialism was so easily imposed on the youth justice system – there was no settled 

and agreed approach to dealing with young people around which to coalesce and repel 

such an encroachment, even if it had been agreed that an encroachment was taking 

place, and repelling it was a consensual view. A managerialist approach, at least 

superficially gave a “third way”, one that appeared neutral. Therefore I would suggest 

that these profound disagreements between advocates of different approaches to justice 

led to policy and practice discontinuity which proved a weakness at the heart of the 

youth justice system, which allowed a managerialist a system to be more easily 

imposed. Quite what these differences were and how they impacted on the youth justice 

system we will now turn as we explore how the youth justice system developed.  
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2.1.1 The establishment of the youth justice system - reform and welfare 

ascendant 

Arguably the history of the modern youth system starts with the Youthful Offenders Act 

1854. This Act recognised the harm being done to children by being incarcerated with 

adults (May 2002) and was an expression of the desire to separate the adult from the 

youth  

 

The Youthful Offenders Act 1854 permitted the setting up of reformatory schools by 

voluntary societies to contain and morally re-educate “deviant‟ children. Under the 

Reformatory Schools Act 1884 children between 5 and 16 years of age could be sent 

to reformatory school for up to two years and their parents could be ordered to pay 

for their upkeep.  

(Arthur 2005: 234-5) 

 

Half a century later the Children Act of 1908, added to the division with the 

establishment of Juvenile Courts which had the aim of separating juvenile offenders 

from their adult peers.  Of course offending by young people occurred before that time; 

however the system was setup to deal with children in the same way as adults, and 

there was no parallel legal system as now. 

 

Change came about due to pressure on the Government of the day from penal reformers 

(Pitts 2005), as characterised by this statement from the Maloney Committee in 1927 

which argued,  

 

‘There is no difference in character and needs between the neglected and the 

delinquent child. It is often a mere accident whether he is brought before the court 

because he was wandering or beyond control or because he committed some 

offence. Neglect leads to delinquency’ 

 

(Muncie et al 2006:131) 

 

This process came to a head with The Children and Young Persons Act 1933,  
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Every court in dealing with a child or young person who is brought before it, either 

as an offender or otherwise, shall have regard to the welfare of the child or young 

person and shall in a proper case take steps for removing him from undesirable 

surroundings, and for securing that proper provision is made for his education and 

training. 

 

(Great Britain, 1933: section 44:1)  

 

 This current can be seen to have reached its apogee in 1969 Children and Young Person 

Act which was never fully implemented and,  

 

...marked the high water mark of the 36 year struggle to construct a child centred 

youth justice system, in which concern for the “welfare” of the child, their needs 

rather than deeds was paramount.  

 

(Pitts 2005:4) 

At this point other factors started to dilute the welfare imperative. 

 

 

2.1.2. Welfarism in retreat, “hybrid systems”, penal populism and the 

ground is prepared for a discourse shift 

Pitts (2005) describes a” hybrid system” from the 1970s where the Government policy 

retreated from a pure welfare position to one where other responses became meshed in 

the system. This was echoed by Muncie, 

In practice traditional principles of punitive justice were never seriously 

undermined by the 1969 Act. These remained largely intact, with welfarist 

principles merely being added to the range of interventions and disposals available 

to the court... 

(Muncie 1999:260) 

During this period the youth justice system was subject to numerous and sometimes 

countervailing currents. There was a movement to split welfare from justice (Haines 
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and Drakeford 1998), as the welfare movement came under increasing criticism 

(Thorpe et al 1980). The anti welfarist movement reacted against “repressive welfare” 

(Smith 2005:11) and the resulting system was described by Hudson, 

The juvenile justice system . . . is a mixture of repressive welfarism and 

straightforward punitiveness that locks up too many young people, with little or no 

impact on juvenile crime. 

(Hudson, 1987: 130) 

A reaction against this approach spawned the “radical non-intervention “and “Justice” 

movements and what Currie (1985) described as “progressive minimalism”.    At this 

period the Intermediate Treatment Initiative was initiated, and under the initiative, 

funding was made available to voluntary private organizations working in partnership 

with local government to provide intensive, community-based treatment and services 

for young people, as a direct alternative to care orders and custodial sentences (NACRO 

1991). This was an interesting period as two unlikely allies came together to shape the 

youth justice system. The Conservative Government’s desire at the time to “roll back the 

state” (Farrall 2006) dovetailed neatly with that of the criminological community - the 

academics, practitioners and civil servants - who were influenced by the theory that 

that many young people have some involvement with crime, usually relatively minor, 

and that most will ‘grow out of crime’ naturally (Rutherford, 1986).   This is often 

referred to as “adolescent limited’ offending (Moffitt 1993). In addition it was felt that 

responding to that behaviour in a formal way, especially for first or second offences, 

would hinder that natural process of growing out of crime, “leave the kids alone  

wherever possible” (Schur 1973:155) and the emphasis was on multi-agency 

assessments and informal interventions.  Thus came about a period where both sides 

looked to reduce the number of young people locked up. This unlikely alliance in the 

form of “minimal intervention” or “progressive minimalism” (Currie 1985) had its high 

water mark in the Criminal Justice Act 1991. This Act also arguably ended the Welfare 

approach to dealing with youth crime and ushered in the Justice approach (Newburn 

2002) under which the concepts of “proportionality” and “just deserts” became the 

driving force. However this decarcarative theme came to an abrupt end shortly after, as 

media concerns about out of control young people (“rat boy” and his ilk), inner city riots 

and the murder of James Bulger focussed attention on how young people were dealt 
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with by the newly established youth courts.  The Bulger case demonstrated how an 

individual case can have a profound effect on public opinion and on government policies 

regarding juvenile justice. (Littlechild 1997)  A Governmental response came about 

which became known as “penal populism” which affected both the adult and juvenile 

justice systems which Pratt describes as the “privileging the penal expectations of the 

public over those of the criminal justice establishment” (Pratt 2007:17). At this moment it 

can be seen that Government ceased to listen to academics on youth justice and were 

driven by political focus groups and the media response to “crime” This area was first 

written about by Bottoms as “populist punitiveness” a concept which was intended to 

convey the notion of politicians tapping into and using for their own purposes, what they 

believe to be the public’s generally punitive stance’ (Bottoms 1995: 40). 

 

Pratt takes this idea further writing, 

 

...penal populism speaks to the way in which criminals and prisoners are thought to 

have been favoured at the expense of crime victims in particular and the law-

abiding public in general. It feeds on expressions of anger, disenchantment and 

disillusionment with the criminal justice establishment (Pratt 2007:12) 

 

And that “its origins lie in deep seated social structural change across late modern society 

as a whole rather than mere local political opportunism.  (Pratt 2007:152).  He likens the 

concept to that of “The Sorcerers’ Apprentice” with the politicians having tapped into 

deep existing anxieties without thinking through the consequences of their actions. 

 

What we have seen here is a wide variety of approaches to dealing with young people in 

the youth justice system. Although a progressive minimalist, a welfarist and an advocate 

of just deserts would disagree on many things the key point to take from this section is 

that the arguments would be enclosed within the context of the social science discourse. 

In other words the arguments would be framed around ideas such as punishment, 

rehabilitation, proportionality, welfare, and justice and similar.  This is not to say that 

other considerations such as cost were not important – certainly cutting public 

expenditure was a key consideration for a monetarist Conservative Government in the 

early 1980s, but was not the central point of reference around which the arguments and 
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practice developed. Rather the arguments were around more moral, philosophical and 

political positions. This insulation from the rigours of change that were sweeping 

through other departments was greatly aided by the Home Office which at that time was 

 

Insular and hierarchical, it was described in the early 1990s as ‘the last great 

unreformed Whitehall department’ (see Ryan 2003: 103). In the 1980s, its liberal 

stance on penal affairs had survived – even flourished – as a result of the assiduous 

informal contacts Permanent Secretary David Faulkner had pursued with 

sympathetic elites outside of government (Windlesham 1998, Ryan 2003), even if 

formal contacts had by then been brought abruptly to a halt. 

(Pratt 2007:43-44) 

 

This was to about to change in the 1990s, as we will see in the next section as other 

discourses began to intrude on the youth justice territory as the “common set of 

assumptions that shaped criminal justice and penal practice” (Garland 2001:4) was 

eroded.  

 

 

 

2.1.3. The “Risk society” and corporatism lay the foundations for the change 

of discourse and managerialism 

Muncie describes the transition  

 

...some commentators had come to detect a newly developing corporatist strategy 

within the youth justice system. The development of greater administrative 

decision making, greater sentencing diversity, the construction of sentencing 

‘packages’, the centralization of authority and co-ordination of policy, the growing 

involvement of non-juridical agencies and the high levels of containment and 

control in some sentencing programmes meant, it was argued, that the aim of 

youth justice had become not necessarily one of delivering the traditional outcomes 

of ‘welfare’ or ‘justice’ but one of developing the most effective means of managing 

the delinquent population (Parker et al., 1987; Pratt, 1989: 245). The issue of youth 

crime came to be increasingly defined in scientific and technical terms. 
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Political/moral debates about the causes of offending and the purpose of 

intervention were shifted to the sidelines (Pitts, 1992: 142). Youth justice was 

reconceptualised as a delinquency management service in which the ‘hard core’ 

were still locked up. 

(Muncie 1999:149) 

 

In the context of the development of managerialism in youth justice the key currents are 

those of the “risk society”, its offspring “actuarialism”, as well as “corporatism” as they 

really set the ground for the discourse shift and subsequent managerialist takeover. 

This quite sudden development was well phrased by Garland who wrote in (2003) 

“Suddenly, everyone seems to be talking about risk.” What he was empirically observing 

was the “risk society“,  a concept made most famous by the works of Giddens (1999) 

and Beck (1992) who had provided theoretical accounts of why the concept of risk had 

become part of the discourse within society as a whole which Beck had linked to 

“Modernization” . The ideas that they were describing were how risk and its perception 

ceased to be around natural events out of the control of human agency, but rather, 

manufactured by humans – the result of the modernization process itself. Beck (1992) 

argues that for most of human history people were concerned primarily to deal with 

material want. In that context, concern about future risk was not a priority. Material 

want – in advanced economies at any rate – has largely been eliminated by 

technological progress – this allowing people for focus on what might happen. Other 

developments, such as mobility, the ending of community have exacerbated that 

process. Moreover, technological progress which hitherto had provided the potential 

solution to human problems now increasing becomes part of it – as many risks are an 

unintended consequence of that progress. So whereas previously the weather was 

beyond human control, now the outcomes of human intervention are beyond human 

control. Crime (and fear of it) are an important part of the risk discourse not least due to 

the inroads of penal populism and fear of crime stoked up by the media and politicians.  

 

Thus to properly manage the risk of crime, techniques around crime control needed to 

be instigated. Foremost amongst these was the risk assessment strategies of 
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actualrialism, described by Feely and Simon (1992) as the New Penology, focussed on 

the risk that the offender represented to society and controlling / managing that risk. 

What marked this intervention strategy out was that it involved quantitative 

measurement of the risk posed which allowed classification of different young people to 

different risk groups who then warranted different forms of intervention. This required 

an actuarial tool ASSET –“a structured assessment tool to be used by YOTs in England and 

Wales on all young offenders who come into contact with the criminal justice system. It 

aims to look at the young person's offence or offences and identify a multitude of factors or 

circumstances - ranging from lack of educational attainment to mental health problems - 

which may have contributed to such behaviour be standardised  for measuring risk, and 

methodologies linked to that tool to reduce the assessed risk” (YJB 2011)  

Thus the risk paradigm and the response when combined with corporatism (Pratt 

1989) which Pratt describes, as all the agencies of the state working together, becomes 

a platform for the change to managerialism, as process efficiency became a part of 

criminological discourse. In effect the purpose of the youth justice system became to 

manage as efficiently as possible the risks associated with young people and their 

offences.  This strategy had the effect of “subjugating the entire purpose of youth justice 

to ..... the meeting of SMART targets” (Muncie et al 2006:6). At this point, the ground had 

been laid for business practices which took SMART goal/objective setting techniques as 

a normal operating principle, not as an exotic add-on, and which deal with risk and 

efficiency as part of their everyday existence, to be brought over. Or, to frame it 

differently, the space/ discourse that youth justice practice took place in was shifted 

from that of the social sciences to that of business and management. Discussions would 

cease to be just about welfare, just deserts, penal minimalism and the like, and instead 

centre on targets, efficiency ,  effectiveness, audits, risks and other parts of that 

discourse.  
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2.2. The Youth Justice System today - managerialism rampant 
 

Muncie in an article in 2006 gave a list of how new public management (NPM) has 

affected the youth justice system. It is worth quoting at length as it seems to sum up 

most of the other critiques and gives a preview of the areas that this chapter will be 

dealing with.   

 

NPM is characterized by the setting of explicit targets and performance indicators 

to enable the auditing of efficiency and effectiveness; the publication of league 

tables illustrating comparative performance; the identification of core 

competencies; the costing and market testing of all activities to ensure value for 

money; the introduction of market competition, the privatisation and deregulation 

of designated responsibilities; the encouragement of multi-agency co-operation; 

and the re-casting of clients as ‘customers’ (McLaughlin , Muncie and Hughes 

2001). Such principles have impacted on youth justice by declaring the past as 

‘failure’ in order to clear the ground (despite the ‘successes’ of the late 1980s in 

reducing youth crime and custody rates); identifying risk conditions, rather than 

causes of youth crime; setting statutory time limits from arrest to sentence; 

introducing performance targets for YOTs; discovering ‘what works’ via evidence 

based research; establishing YOTs to ‘join up’ local agencies; and constructing 

means of standardizing risk conditions (e.g. through uniform ASSET assessment 

tools) (Muncie and Hughes, 2002). It is an environment in which the multi-agency 

co-operation of 1980s corporatism (Pratt, 1989) and the risk assessment strategies 

of actuarialism (Feeley and Simon, 1992) are fused into an overarching ‘task 

environment’ based on audit, market testing, performance targets, productivity 

remits, cost-effectiveness and the quantifiable ethos of ‘what works’. Within its own 

terms it is capable of subjugating the entire purpose of youth justice to the meeting 

of what in crime reduction parlance is termed SMART targets (those that are 

specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and time-tabled) (Audit Commission, 

1999). 

(Muncie 2006:778).  
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This is a pretty comprehensive introduction to where managerialism has taken youth 

justice, and it is echoed by Fergusson (2007: 187) who writes “New Labour’s affinity for 

managerialism appears dominant...” and lists like Muncie how a managerialist approach 

has effected practice within youth justice.  Grimshaw in his examination of youth justice 

in 2004 wrote, 

 

A second powerful driver of change has been the business model of governance, 

which strengthens forces of managerial control in the criminal justice system 

(James and Raine 1998). Its consequences for practice in public service and 

voluntary organisations are of considerable importance. Managerialism, in the 

sense of a unifying strategy for the whole of the system, was already a clear trend 

to Bottoms (1995). It was a major policy theme underpinning New Labour’s 

policies from the outset. 

(Grimshaw 2004: 5) 

And Solomon and Garside,  

 

The second key element is a reliance on systemic managerialism and central 

control. The creation of the YJB and YOTs, with key performance indicators, 

National Standards, financial incentives and penalties to reinforce priorities, is an 

example of how Labour, following the Audit Commission’s analysis of the youth 

justice system in 1996, adopted a more managerialist approach to tackling youth 

crime. The focus on creating a more efficient system for the ‘processing’ of young 

offenders from arrest to sentence is another example. 

(2008:17-18.) 

 

It would seem that there is pretty much unanimity within the criminological community 

about the centrality of managerialism as a key component of the youth justice system as 

it is now constituted as well as many of the impacts that it has had. This is not to say all 

criminologists are critical of all aspects of managerialism. There is however, a 

widespread acceptance of its centrality within the discourse.   

 

On its own the change to a production led managerialist style would have been a major 

change for the youth justice system. However, this change coincided with the “penal 
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arms race” (Hough et al 2008:3) where both political parties , as part of penal populism 

made law and order, and being “tough” on crime a central part of their election 

manifestos and then tried to “out tough” each other in how they would deal with 

criminals. Thus in the 1997 election campaign a statement based in penal populist 

rhetoric and managerialism became part of the Labour Party Manifesto.  (Bradford, 

Morgan 2005). 

 

We will be tough on crime and tough on the causes of crime, and halve the time it 

takes persistent juvenile offenders to come to court 

(Labour Party 1997) 

 

It later became apparent that this manifesto commitment would not be hit, and the 

reaction of the Chair of the YJB, Lord Warner’s, reaction was telling. 

 

“There has been in one or two places people taking their eye off the ball and (they) 

have got a bit complacent, and we have tried to gee them up." But speaking to BBC 

Radio 4's World at One programme, he said the pledge could be met by next year.   

"The commitment that the government made, so far as I understand it, is to have 

delivered the pledge by March 2002. 

 (BBC website 2001) 

 

At this point a key matchmaker, Lord Warner, can be introduced properly. For it was he, 

I will argue, who effectively blended together the currents of penal populism, 

actuarialism, corporatism and managerialism in the youth justice system. He is in many 

ways the epitome of the politicised youth justice system, being both a Labour peer 

(elevated to the House of Lords in 1998 by the Labour Government) and Chair of the YJB 

from 1998 to 2003, its key formative period, and thus responsible for ensuring that a 

“penal populist” manifesto pledge about reducing delays in the justice system came 

about. It is for this reason that the hybrid system that emerged post 1997 I have named 

“Warnerism” to mark out the overtly penal populist/managerialist turn the system took.  

 

 

 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk_politics/1102425.stm
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2.3. Warnerism, aka the “New Youth Justice” 
 

Warnerism is not a term that I have come across before. It is a term though that will be 

used through this thesis as shorthand for the changes brought in to youth justice system 

in the late 1990s (what Goldson (2000) and the OU and YJB, label the “New youth 

justice”).  The political, penal populist, actuarialist and managerialist current was 

spearheaded by Lord Warner. Warnerism will be used to describe the system that 

subsequently emerged – to differentiate it from the corporatist and other previous 

incarnations. It should be noted Warner was not responsible for the initial 

corporatist/managerialist/actuarialist impulse in the youth justice system, which can 

be laid at the Major Government of the 1990s after Thatcher’s apparent eschewal of this 

solution.  Nor was he responsible for penal populism; however he was responsible for 

ensuring that all these currents and policy strands were incorporated into the youth 

justice system after the election of the Labour Government in 1997.  

 

Interestingly after the election of a Labour Government in 1997 there had been hopes in 

some quarters that the managerialism, quasi marketisation in the form of contestability 

in Probation and prison privatisation would be halted (Raine & Wilson 1997) and even 

turned back. However Lord Warner had other ideas as he explained in a debate in the 

House of Lords in June 2008 about the Centre for Crime and Justice Studies paper, Ten 

Years of Labour's Youth Justice Reforms: an Independent Audit;  

At the outset, I declare my considerable personal involvement in those changes. I 

confess to having written the pre-1997 policy paper on youth justice reform, 

building on—the noble Lord did not mention this—the scathing 1996 Audit 

Commission report, Misspent Youth, on the failures of the then youth justice system. 

I confess to having invented the basic architecture of the current scheme, the local 

multi-agency youth offending teams, or YOTs, and a national Youth Justice Board, 

the YJB, at arm's length from a government department. I make no apologies for 

that. I chaired both the steering committee that brought the new system into being 

in 1998 and the YJB itself for four and a half years before becoming a Health 

Minister. If any noble Lords want to take a pop at this basic architecture, they 

should probably direct that at me rather than at my noble friend the Minister. 

(Hansard, 12 June 2008, c681) 
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In essence what Warner is describing here is a classic corporatist set up of agencies of 

the state working together. There are many in the youth justice system that welcomed 

and still welcome the idea of multi agency YOTs, the reduction in delays, a standardised 

assessment tool, the YJB itself as a unifying head to the service– the “basic architecture” 

to use his words. And, within the primary research cohort 65% agreed that “The youth 

justice system generally meets the needs of the young people within it “.  However perhaps 

this goes to demonstrate that an architect should not also be a builder and an interior 

designer, as different perspectives, attributes and skills sets are required for each role. 

Because I would suggest, it was how the new institutions were constructed and then 

programmed to operate, that turned a widely welcomed idea into a managerialist 

dystopia. And it was Warner as architect, builder and interior designer for the next four 

years who was in that time largely determining the managerialist output that was 

decreed. 

 

A managerialist approach was ideal under these circumstances as it allowed those at the 

top to set targets for the youth justice system, to monitor progress so as to try and 

ensure that the targets were hit. The approach chosen by Warner was the most 

primitive form of Taylorism, Command and control. This management style exactly 

fitted in with the desire Warner had to reshape youth justice into a modern youth 

offending service capable of hitting politically motivated targets. In this model the role 

of the manager is to set production targets and organise the workforce to achieve these. 

Commenting on the Command and control management style, Jack Welch the CEO of 

General Electric stated how corporate USA went about business on in the 1980s  and 

before, 

 

“Workers worked, managers managed, and everyone knew their place. Forms and 

approvals and bureaucracy ruled the day." 

(Welch quoted in French 2011: 468) 

 

Warnerism then can be a seen as perfect representation of that style and time; a product 

of penal populism and managerialism, with a view of management straight out of 1970s 

and 1980s, and earlier, business (mis)management manuals. The impact of this 
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command and control methodology was surmised by the National Audit Office report 

(2010) into the youth justice system, 

 

The Board has been criticised in the past for requiring too much information from 

Youth Offending Teams and custodial establishments about their performance. In 

2008 ....Youth Offending Teams were required to provide more than 3,000 data 

items to the Board each year. The Board has since changed its approach and 

reduced the amount of data requested, although our survey of Youth Offending 

Teams found that almost half wanted further reductions in these requirements so 

that they could spend more time working with young people. 

(NAO 2010:35) 

 

And this does not include the Key elements of effective practice (KEEPs), increasing 

inspections, approval of YJ plans by the YJB, league tables amongst other factors. These 

all show a highly managerialised approach based around primitive Taylorist concepts. 

In addition another key component of Taylorist thought can also be illustrated through 

this command and control approach , that of the lack of trust of the “workers” and the 

requirement for all processes to be carefully and clearly mapped out to prevent slacking 

(Taylor 1911). 

 

 

2.4. Chapter summary 
 

What the above section has proposed is that over a relatively short period of time the 

youth justice system has veered from one approach, for dealing with young people and 

their offending, to another. Often several of these approaches have been operational at 

the same time as one set of approach loses favour and another set is bought in. These 

policy and procedural changes were not minor deviations either as the debates between 

proponents would testify. (Smith 2005) What marked this period out was that the 

language that the arguments were framed in tended toward that of social sciences. This 

discontinuity meant that in the 1990s academics and professionals in the system could 
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not claim a long history of unbroken paradigmatic, policy and practice certainty as a 

defence to repel the new business discourse which was to be shortly imposed.  

 

Certainty a united front would not have prevented managerialist inroads being made 

into the youth justice system, however a combined chorus of disapproval from 

proponents of a welfare, and justice approach, could perhaps have mitigated against the 

worst of them. The Police Force is a case in point where a unified response to NPM style 

reforms have  been  held up by  what, as  Ashby et al  have characterised as an “apparent 

inertia and resistance to change that has characterised the last twenty-five years of UK 

policing.” (2007:159) 

 

As we will see in the next chapter the managerialist agenda from the business discourse 

was pushed by politicians enthralled to the temptations of the penal populism and 

business efficiency.  Academics and practitioners could only look on as managerialist 

practices and terminology were pushed onto the youth justice system by a Government 

determined to have its way. Practitioners found themselves operating to principles and 

language drawn up in an alien discourse. What this managerialist discourse is and 

where it came from will be the subject of the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER THREE: MANAGERIALISM – A DEFINITION, ITS ORIGINS IN 

TAYLORISM, AND AN EXPLANATION FOR ITS THEORETICAL 

WEAKNESSES IN THE FACE OF CONSUMERISM.  
 

The last chapter set the scene for the introduction of managerialism into the youth 

justice system as the history of policy and practice discontinuity within the discipline 

was examined.  This discontinuity, I argued, meant that there was no settled discourse 

(unlike with the Police Service for example) around which to rebuff theories that 

originated from another discipline. This chapter then will focus squarely on 

managerialism itself and seek an understanding of what exactly the concept is, why it 

was introduced, and the criticisms of it. The current links between Taylorist thinking 

and the youth justice system will also be looked at. This will be followed by an 

examination of managerialism’s origins in the private sector which will then move into 

an analysis of the failure of its underpinning theories in the private sector due to the 

rise of the consumer, and how in turn business responded through the development of a 

consumer facing production model - lean theory.   

 

However, before examining the concept of managerialism within the youth justice 

sector, it is important to put the concept within a bigger context.  It (managerialism) did 

not magically just appear one day fully formed within the youth justice sector through 

an act of political wishful thinking, after corporatism and actuarialism had prepared the 

way for it. What will be seen is that managerialism is a political construct, a rag bag of 

business theories rooted in Taylorism, put together as to achieve political aims in the 

1980s-90s. Managerialism itself is not a stand- alone business theory, and there are no 

books on how the run a business in a “managerialist” way. As such it only exists in the 

context of a situation where private sector management theories are transplanted to the 

public sector. Arguably it has no other life, particularly as many of its theoretical 

concepts have been superseded in their home discourse. Indeed it could be convincingly 

argued that no modern business could tolerate or survive such an onslaught of out of 

date poor managerial practice, which would be reminiscent of the management style 

inherent in British Leyland in the 1970s.  (McDonald 1989) 
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The reason I will propose that the theories underpinning managerialism became 

outdated was due to the advent of consumer power and increased choice. From the 

1960s onward consumers in the UK, due to rising incomes, gained more choice in the 

goods that they could purchase. A British manufacturer could no longer just produce a 

good and expect it to be bought. An expansion in world trade allowed cars, for example 

from Japan, into the UK. This allowed companies such as Toyota a foothold in the UK 

market which rapidly increased as British consumers realised that they could purchase 

reliable cars for a reasonable price.  

 

This chapter will trace how it was that companies such as Toyota which rejected the 

Taylorist business model then profited globally. They were able to do so because of the 

production model which they utilised, the Toyota Production system (TPS) devised by 

Taiichi Ohno (1998). This model was centred around the elimination of waste from the 

production process, and has since been copied in the West (Spear, Bowen 1999) and its 

principal offspring in the West is Lean theory which has been surmised by Joosten, 

Bongers, and Janssen 

 

The key concept in lean thinking is ‘value’. Value is defined as the capability to 

deliver exactly the (customized) product or service a customer wants with minimal 

time between the moment the customer asks for that product or service and the 

actual delivery at an appropriate price. By defining ‘what customers want’, 

process-steps can be divided in value-adding and non-value adding. Value adding 

activities contribute directly to creating a product or service a customer wants. 

Non-value adding activities do not and are called waste. Of course, waste needs to 

be removed or avoided. 

 

(Joosten, Bongers, and Janssen 2009:343) 

 

The impact of lean thinking in the West will be looked at with its focus on the 

satisfaction of the consumer. This it should be noted is no philanthropic makeover. In 

bald terms the satisfied consumer is the “what” that provides the profits for businesses 

through their purchasing, so any model which brings the wants of the consumer into a 
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production model and more clearly aligns them to what is being produced is likely to 

increase profits, particularly when compared to a production model such as Taylorism 

where there is no concept of a consumer. It is this idea which will be carried forward 

into the second part of the thesis when a production model to complement the 

consumer focus of value co-creation will be examined. This section in effect prepares 

the ground for why lean has already impacted in the public sector.  

 

3.1. Managerialism defined 
 

Dunleavy et al described how they saw New Public Management (NPM) operating in the 

public sector.  

 

Our approach here recognizes NPM as a two-level phenomenon (Dunleavy 1997). 

It has been, first, a strongly developed and coherent theory of managerial change 

based on importing into the public sector central concepts from (relatively) 

modern business practices and public choice–influenced theory. The three chief 

integrating themes in NPM have focused on: 

• Disaggregation...... 

• Competition..... 

• Incentivization.... 

Underpinning each of these three overarching ideas there has been a prolific 

second tier of NPM-badged or NPM-incorporated ideas, a whole string of specific 

inventions and extensions of policy technologies that have continuously expanded 

the NPM wave and kept it moving and changing configuration. 

(Dunleavy et al 2005:469-470) 

 

This approach to the changes that occurred in the public sector as a whole under NPM is 

broader than is required for this thesis, where the changes to the youth justice system 

will be focussed on. Here the most important influence has been that of the importation 

of business management techniques as alluded to in Dunleavy above–managerialism. 

The emphasis within the youth justice sector has been much more on business theory 

and management styles being imported in to the sector to improve performance,   for 
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although private prisons (Secure Training Centres) were set up, other areas of NPM 

such as contestability and other quasi market approaches have (so far) bypassed the 

sector. So for the purpose of this thesis the short and descriptive Collins dictionary for 

managerialism is what is being referred to. 

 

The application of managerial techniques of businesses to the running of other 

organizations, such as the civil service or local authorities 

(Collins Dictionary 2012) 

 

 

3.2. Public administration reform and the birth of New Public 

Management (NPM) 
 

The move towards incorporating the private sector techniques, values and practice into 

the public sector had its origins in the 1980s, starting with the Thatcher government. 

The preceding Labour government had been regarded, towards the end of its term in 

office, as unable or unwilling to control or manage dissatisfaction in the public services, 

a situation which had culminated in the “Winter of Discontent” with thousands of public 

sector workers on strike over pay and conditions (Hay 1996). This was fertile ground 

for Margaret Thatcher and her promises to reform and cut public spending. 

 

There was a realisation that the public sector had a profound problem in how well 

its various programmes were operating, given the fact that the public sector had 

grown from below 25% to over 45% of GDP in a couple of decades…….. The public 

sector performance problem called for reform strategies….. 

 (Lane, 1997:10)  

 

Professional self interest, waste and inefficiency were seen as synonymous, in the 

Conservative Party and Right leaning media anyway, with the public sector, and upon 

her election in 1979 Margaret Thatcher had promised to reform public services and cut 

spending  (Osbourne and Mclaughlin 2002:8). At that time she was heavily influenced 

by the ideas of monetarism, Milton Friedman and the idea that free markets were the 
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answer to the UKs economic ills. Thus the main intention was to reduce the scope and 

size of the state to allow the free market to improve efficiency of public utilities and 

services. Her Government did so with some gusto, with a whole swathe of privatisations 

from British Telecom, through to British Steel and Gas, along with water and electricity 

utilities. This was the first part of what Rhodes (1996) called the “hollowing out of the 

state.” The second was the introduction of market forces, which in turn led to the 

introduction of quasi markets to those areas of provision that remained within the 

public sector. These are created 

 

when the public sector opens its own service production to other producers by 

abandoning its monopoly and hierarchical way of producing services. In practice 

this happens in the purchaser-provider split, public tendering or voucher. 

Competition becomes a central concept. 

(Kähkönen 2004:31) 

 

 

Back to 1984, Anthony Hopwood wrote,  

 

Agencies of the state are now being asked to account for their aims, actions and 

achievements. Many more of their activities are coming to be seen in quite explicit 

economic terms. Cost and efficiency rather than effectiveness are being highlighted 

and debated… “Value for money” has now entered the vocabulary of government.  

(Mckevvit Lawton 1994:147) 

 

And again   

 

…there is a renewed interest in importing into the public sector management 

practices developed in the private sector. 

 

(quoted in Mckevvit Lawton, 1994:149) 

 

The National Health Service (NHS) bore much of the brunt of these initial changes with 

an internal market created in the health service based on the purchaser/provider split 
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(Maynard 2005:66).  However there was little initial impact in the criminal justice 

sector, which came late to this particular party. This was because Margaret Thatcher 

appeared not to be much enthused by the concept of widespread privatisation within 

criminal justice, which can be most plainly evidenced by the fact that it was largely 

spared the ministrations of NPM during her time in office. And as we will observe the 

Home Office itself was a powerful institution in its own right and was seen as “the last 

great unreformed Whitehall department”. (Ryan 2003 as quoted in Pratt 2007:43). 

Resistance to marketisation would have been embedded within its patrician culture and 

it was not until later in the 1990s, after Thatcher’s removal from office, that the 

legislation for prison privatisation was enacted (Jones, Newburn 2007:42.). 

 

As they seemingly accepted that the justice sector could not be privatised like the public 

utilities, the Conservative Government decided that private sector management 

techniques were to be brought over to drive the process of change for those parts that 

could not be privatised. This because the Home Office in particular could not be trusted 

to reform itself, (see above Ryan 2003 ).  Thus was born the managerialist part of New 

Public Management (NPM) project, private sector management systems and techniques, 

imported into the public arena to ensure that the public sector became more 

competitive, cost effective and efficient. As Dunleavy and Hood (1994: 9) have described  

it “ reorganizing public sector bodies to bring their management, reporting, and 

accounting approaches closer to (a particular perception of) business methods.’   The 

context in which NPM emerged should be noted. This was not a birth under clement 

conditions, rather, it occurred against a backdrop of politicians wanting to cut spending, 

improve efficiencies and teach the public sector workforce a lesson in monetarist 

economics. This context ensured that the private sector techniques and models 

imported fitted those criteria.  

 

The basis of NPM lay in reversing the two cardinal doctrines of PPA (progressive 

public administration); that is, lessening or removing differences between the 

public and the private sector and shifting the emphasis from process accountability 

towards a greater element of accountability in terms of results. Accounting was to 

be a key element in this new conception of accountability, since it reflected high 

trust in the market and private business methods (no longer to be equated with 
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organized crime) and low trust in public servants and professionals (now seen as 

budget-maximizing bureaucrats rather than Jesuitical ascetics), whose activities 

therefore needed to be more closely costed and evaluated by accounting 

techniques. The ideas of NPM were couched in the language of economic 

rationalism, and promoted by a new generation of “econocrats” and 

“accountocrats” in high public office.  

(Hood 1995:94) 

 

However, if it is well established that NPM is based upon thinking from the private 

sector it is more contentious when one tries to establish where exactly NPM itself came 

from. Writing in 1998 Gruening doubted whether NPM was even particularly original,  

 

The NPM can be traced back to influences of public choice theory, management 

theory, classical public administration, neoclassical public administration, policy 

analysis, principal agent theory, property rights theory, the neo-Austrian school, 

transaction cost economics, and the New Public Administration (NPA) and its 

following approaches. 

(Gruening 2001:25) 

 

This discussion is a rich one, however is not central to the purposes of this thesis, 

because whatever the theoretical origins of NPM, one outcome was very clear - a sea 

change occurred in the relationship between the private and public sector. The 

increasing incursion of the private sector through commissioning and allied 

management theories, led to management theories being imported that were harsh 

both in their assessment of the incompetence of public servants, and in their resultant 

changes in practice.  

 

 

3.2.1. Criticisms of NPM  

As one might expect from such a large change to public administration policy and 

practice, NPM has come in for fierce criticism, as well as some defence too. Before 

focussing in on how NPM affected the youth justice sector and the critique it has 

attracted, it is worth looking at the more general criticisms. 
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a. Increase in management power and lack of accountability  

Hood drew together a powerful critical appraisal of NPM in 1991. The accuracy of these 

criticisms has stood the test of time, so it is worth quoting them. The first is, 

 

....the advent of new managerialism has changed little, apart from the language in 

which senior public 'managers' speak in public. Underneath, all the old problems 

and weaknesses remain.  

 

This critique would echo that of Gruening (2001) from above that not much changed 

within public service provision. The second that,   

 

...NPM has damaged the public service while being ineffective in its ability to deliver 

on its central claim to lower costs per (constant) unit of service. Critics of this type 

suggest that the main result of NPM in many cases has been an 'aggrandizement of 

management' (Martin 1983) and a rapid middle-level bureaucratization of new 

reporting systems (as in the remarkable growth of the 'performance indicator 

industry')   

 

 And the third,  

 

....NPM, in spite of its professed claims to promote the 'public good' (of cheaper and 

better public services for all), is actually a vehicle for particularistic advantage. The 

claim is that NPM is a self serving movement designed to promote the career 

interests of an elite group of 'new managerialists' (top managers and officials in 

central controlling departments, management consultants and business schools) 

rather than the mass of public service customers or low-level staff (Dunleavy 1985; 

Yeatman 1987; Kelleher 1988; Pollitt 1990, pp. 134-7). 

(Hood, 1991: 9) 

 

These are important criticisms as they suggest not much has changed within public 

services despite the reforms, apart from the number of managers, the language of 
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business and efficiency that is now used, along with inflated private sector style salaries. 

And this despite the input of private sector management prowess supposedly dedicated 

to reform and to cutting costs. And there have been further negative implications. 

Writing in 2011, twenty years later, Overeem and Tholen concurred with Hood.  

 

Across the board, the promised advantages (greater efficiency and accountability, 

leaner and stronger governments) have not been achieved (Dibben, Wood, & Roper, 

2004; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2000). The comments also point to unintended but 

serious side effects: Those now exercising power cannot be effectively held 

accountable; civic participation has become a farce, especially those already well-

off benefit from service provision; government rapidly loses expertise; and worst of 

all, NPM has compromised the specific character of public administration 

(Bozeman,2002; Haque, 2001). 

(Overeem and Tholen 2011:2) 

 

And these criticisms are echoed throughout the youth justice sector as we will see.  It is 

worth noting the impact of NPM on children’s social services also as these too were 

subjected to a managerialist takeover with an overt focus on process at the expense of 

relationships. (Ruch et al 2010:25).  The Munro review of child protection (2011) made 

the following point about children’s services, 

 

 [A] systems analysis has revealed how the cumulative effect of previous reforms 

has been to create a very regulated and prescribed working environment. This has 

been particularly apparent in social work, where the over bureaucratisation is 

reducing the time workers spend with children and families, building strong 

relationships, so that they can better understand and help them. Reforms have been 

implemented through top-down direction and regulation, which has contributed to 

problems and led to an over-standardised response to the varied needs of children. 

Managerial attention has been excessively focused on the process rather than the 

practice of work. In social work, targets and performance indicators have become 

drivers of practice to a degree that was never intended by those who introduced 

them. 

(Munro 2011:128) 
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In her report Munro is critical of the highly managerialised system that has built up over 

the years in social work, and one of her recommendations in light review is for the 

“Refocusing child protection on the needs and experiences of the children.” (Munro 

2011:129). 

 

 

b. The neutrality of the model and of effective practice  

 

One of the more ludicrous claims of NPM and managerialism that needs to be addressed 

that of its supposed neutrality. 

 

NPM claims to depoliticize public administration. By introducing more 

economically oriented instruments, NPM-reforms want to “establish a thoroughly 

rational environment, something that never exists in government” (Osborne and 

Gaebler, 1993:235). 

(Rommel 2005:5) 

This claim has come under much scrutiny as Rommel further argues 

 

However, the alleged value-neutrality of NPM is a myth. It stems from a “distorted 

view of human nature” (Bagby and Franke, 2001, p.628). Several authors warn 

that this could give rise to a new managerial class of experts, sometimes called 

‘econocrats’ or ‘accountocrats’ who have their own social and political attitudes 

and exert power as a political group (Schwartz, 1994; Hood, 1995; Ezzamel et al., 

2004). 

(Rommel 2005:5) 

 

This argument was taken further by Overeem and Tholen (2011) when commenting on 

the role of managers in the system, 

 

The moral neutrality of managers is thus an important “moral fiction” of modern 

culture. It is “part of a masquerade of social control” (MacIntyre, 1984, p. 75). 

Management is both an instrument and perpetrator of manipulation, and 
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especially in the case of public managers, they contribute to the manipulative 

character of the modern state. 

(Overeem and Tholen 2011:9) 

 

This argument proposed by McIntyre who looked at the concept of managerial 

effectiveness, which as we will see is a key claim for the managerialist approach (in 

youth justice) 

 

[T]here are strong grounds for rejecting the claim that effectiveness is a morally 

neutral value. For the whole concept of effectiveness is . . . inseparable from a mode 

of human existence in which the contrivance of means is in central part the 

manipulation of human beings into compliant patterns of behaviour; and it is by 

appeal to his own effectiveness in this respect that the manager claims authority 

within the manipulative mode.  

(MacIntyre 1984:74) 

 

We will look at this argument in more detail when the concept of effective practice is 

examined in the next section and the following chapter.  It is sufficient for now that the 

purported improvements brought in by managerialism have not been overly obvious 

and that basing policy and practice around something called “effectiveness” is not a 

neutral instrument for achieving set goals. It is more akin to a value laden tool 

masquerading as a neutral policy implement. 

 

 

3.3. Taylorism and Scientific Management Theory  
 

It does not take much digging to uncover the origins and theoretical basis of much of the 

business theory transferred over to the public sector as part of NPM. The roots can be 

discovered firmly bedded into what became called Scientific Management Theory that 

was developed at the turn of the twentieth century by FW Taylor in his book, The 

Principles of Scientific Management (1911). As Buffa (1961) writes the ideas of Taylor 

“are so much part of everyday organisational practice, that it is hard to believe that the 
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situation was ever any different.” In other words his ideas, that production should be 

scientifically managed are now so mainstream that they are scarcely remarkable. His 

theories have not just influenced the public sector in the UK as Edwards comments 

about the USA, 

 

In the public sector, Taylorism manifested itself in diverse ways…. The application 

of science to administration seemed to provide the method by which those goals 

could be realized. Scientific management rests on measurement and classification 

of work processes-- how many pounds of material can be lifted in a shovel of a 

certain size and so forth. Extrapolations of these notions became deeply embedded 

in civil service job classification rules which required that jobs be classified and 

graded according to objective criteria such as the amount of skill and training 

required for acceptable performance, the relative difficulty of a particular job, and 

the degree of responsibility associated with a position…. Thus, the early 

development of civil service rules and procedures was heavily influenced by the 

ideas rooted in Taylor’s scientific management movement. 

(Edwards 1998:555)  

 

 

However, back at the turn of the 1900s matters were very different, and there was no 

“science” to production. Scientific Management theory itself was amongst the first 

theories of business management developed in Western Society at the beginning of the 

twentieth century, and was at the forefront of what are called the production-led 

theories of industrial management (Merkle 1980).  These theories were developed to 

improve time and resource efficiency, as well as product quality. The theory was 

developed from the empirical studies that FW Taylor conducted in the iron and steel 

industry in the United States in the early Twentieth Century, on how to improve output 

and efficiency– hence the production-led classification. Taylor spent much of his life in 

the iron and steel industry being promoted from the shop floor to management. (Cole 

2004: 16). He was concerned about the chaotic nature of management and production 

in industrial plants at that time, and wanted to improve labour efficiency and 

productivity. He saw it as his mission to remove the “rule of thumb” (Taylor 1911) from 

industrial processes and replace this estimate with “scientific management” a system 
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that meant that everything would be measured, from the weight and quantity of coke 

being shovelled, to the size of the shovel, and even the competence of the shoveller. The 

measurements would ensure minimum effort was expended in gaining maximum 

output. Furthermore, management would be tasked with ensuring that these processes 

were efficient with workers being limited by management to doing what was 

scientifically calculated. Crucially, no longer would the shop floor have a role in devising 

process, as they could not be trusted to do it efficiently.  

 

It is only through enforced standardization of methods, enforced adoption of the 

best implements and working conditions, and enforced cooperation that this faster 

work can be assured. And the duty of enforcing the adoption of standards and 

enforcing this cooperation rests with management alone.  

(Taylor 1911: 83 

 

Unsurprisingly Taylorism, as it came to be known, was widely resented by those on the 

shop floor at the time who saw only a rigid hierarchy been imposed along with 

monotonous work routines. (Braverman 1974).  This shop floor resistance did not stop 

scientific management or variants of it becoming the operational base of most industrial 

production where efficiency is the key concept.   

 

 

3.3.1. How Taylorism relates to the youth justice system – linguistic and 

conceptual similarities 

It is possible, though maybe not strictly necessary for the purposes of this thesis, to 

relate Taylor’s original language to current practice within the youth justice system. 

This does not provide conclusive proof of Taylorist influence, because it cannot, and the 

proof anyway is in the operational stance of the current youth justice system, and in the 

way it has been set and currently operates without any reference to the end user – the 

young person. But to do so illustrates how Taylor’s ideas and language still impact on 

the current discourse. For Cole, who has written on Taylor’s ideas, Taylor’s theory can 

be broken down into 5 steps,  

 

1. Develop a science for each operation to replace opinion and rule of thumb 
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2. Determine accurately from the science the correct time and method for each 

job 

3. Set up a suitable organisation to take all responsibility from the workers 

except that of actual job performance 

4. Select and train the workers 

5. Accept that management itself be governed by science developed for each 

operation and surrender its arbitrary power over worker ie cooperate with 

them 

(Cole 2004:17) 

 

For the purposes of this section however we will return to Taylor’s original language for 

Scientific Management Theory. Although more challenging this approach will give a 

truer measure of just how transferable Taylor’s ideas are. In his text there are a mere 

four steps to achieve a “scientific” process. For the purpose of comparison I have 

devised a Table (3.1)  below, and have numbered Taylor’s suggested steps that 

management should take to move towards scientific management principles in the left 

column in italics (these are Taylor’s actual words), and in the adjacent column next to 

Taylor’s steps are what I would see as the youth justice equivalent. The table is more 

indicative than an exact fit as some steps, such as the development of Key elements of 

effective practice (KEEPs) spreads over two stages. Also a key step that Cole mentions 

above (the  third bullet point), “Set up a suitable organisation to take all responsibility 

from the workers except that of actual job performance” which in the youth justice 

context can be seen as the setting up of the YJB and YOTs,  is not clearly defined in 

Taylor’s original words. Despite this omission we have here a virtual blue print for 

setting up of the “new” youth justice system. 

  

 

 

(In looking at this table I would suggest that Taylor’s steps are read first before looking 

at the corresponding youth justice process. I am aware also that the table also uses 

terms such as the Scaled approach, KEEPS and ASSET which will be more fully analysed 

in the next chapter).  
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Step 
number 

Taylor’s suggested steps to 
achieve a  scientific 
management approach 

A suggested equivalent in the youth 
justice system 

1.  First. They (management) 
develop a science for each 
element of a man's work, which 
replaces the old rule-of.-thumb 
method. 

 Development of “effective practice” 
and “what works” canon 

 Instigation of National Standards 
 Development of ASSET  
 Development of Scaled Approach 

2.  Second. They scientifically select 
and then train, teach, and develop 
the workman, whereas in the past 
he chose his own work and 
trained himself as best he could. 

 Development of Key Element Effective 
Practice (KEEPS) 

 Select and train workers in 
standardised procedures and practice  

 Effective practice qualifications with 
standardised official curriculum 

 Official youth justice courses at  Open 
University 

 Youth Justice Interactive Leaning 
system (YJILS) 

3.  Third. They heartily cooperate 
with the men so as to ensure all of 
the work being done in 
accordance with the principles of 
the science which has been 
developed 

 Promotion of KEEPs to YOTs 
 Annual youth justice conference 
 YOT inspections to ensure standards 
 

4.  Fourth. There is an almost equal 
division of the work and the 
responsibility between the 
management and the workmen. 
The management take over all 
work for which they are better 
fitted than the workmen..., 

 The setting of targets 
 Annual plans, and quarterly data 

returns 
 

Table 3.1. An indicative table comparing the linguistic and conceptual links between 

Taylorist thinking and the youth justice system in England and Wales 

 

The table above, which should not to be taken as anything more than indicative, does 

show how the language that Taylor used and the concepts put across are readily 

transferable to the modern day. Apart, that is, from the third step which posits the idea 

of “hearty cooperation” onto the Youth Justice Board, Taylorism was not conceptually 

difficult to transpose the modern youth justice system.  

 

We will now look at two examples of the influence of Taylor in the youth justice system. 
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3.3.2 The training of practitioners 

The following example further illustrates the links between Taylorist language and 

youth justice managerialism in the training of practitioners – step two in the table 

above. Taylor describes below the need to remove ingenuity from the worker so they 

just follow process. 

 

It may seem that with scientific management there is not the same incentive for the 

workman to use his ingenuity in devising new and better methods of doing the 

work, as well as in improving his implements, that there is with the old type of 

management.  It is true that with scientific management the workman is not 

allowed to use whatever implements and methods he sees fit in the daily practice of 

his work  

(Taylor 1911: 128) 

And later,  

 

To explain briefly: owing to the fact that the workmen in all of our trades have 

been taught the details of their work by observation of those immediately around 

them, there are many different ways in common use for doing the same thing, 

perhaps forty, fifty, or a hundred ways of doing each act in each trade, and for the 

same reason there is a great variety in the implements used for each class of work. 

Now, among the various methods and implements used in each element of each 

trade there is always one method and one implement which is quicker and better 

than any of the rest. 

(Taylor 2007:24) 

 

This approach to a single methodology for achieving a task was highlighted in a review 

done by Kuiak and Hester in 2009 when describing the Professional certificate in 

Effective Practice (PCEP) which Hester taught on. They describe how  

 

The leitmotiv of the course was a relentless presentation of a clear resolution to the 

questions concerning ‘what works’ in preventing juvenile reoffending. Using the 

materials alone (including the 15 topic readers) it would be quite possible for a 

student to get the impression that the ‘holy grail’ had indeed been found. The 
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recent cautionary lessons regarding the application of ‘what works’ arguing that 

this approach was limited in effectiveness and limiting to practice (Harper and 

Chitty 2005) and similar previous warnings were disregarded (Pitts 2005). 

Moreover, the student might also conclude, contrary to the research findings of 

Webster et al 2005), that further debate on the prediction of ‘risk’ and ‘protective’ 

factors was unnecessary and that risk assessment was a neutral, value-free process. 

The presentation of the ‘McGuire principles’ came across as an uncontested answer 

rather than a contested or developing process. The level of critique within the 

materials was minimal in terms of exposure to ‘dissenting’ voices.  

(Kuiak and Hester 2009:7) 

 

A clear invocation of Taylorist thinking about how to train workers into one method, as 

one might choose to find.  

 

 

3.3.3. The drive for “effective practice”, Key Elements of Effective Practice 

(KEEPs) 

In launching Key Elements of Effective Practice (KEEPs) in 2002/03 the YJB can also be 

seen to be operating in a highly Taylorist manner. They are also keeping up the mantra 

of policy neutrality of effectiveness as discussed in the previous section. These are no 

tools to empower young people, or punish them, or give them their “just deserts”. These 

are “technical” and studiously “neutral” manuals designed to aid the smooth running of 

a youth justice machine. The question remains unasked and unanswered however in 

whose favour the neutrality is loaded. This from page four of all the KEEPS, 

 

The Key Elements of Effective Practice are simple manuals that can be used by 

anyone working in the community and the secure estate with young people who 

offend. They describe the features of effective youth justice services and 

interventions, allowing delivery to be shaped by need and local context. They are 

intended to support consistent practice across youth justice services. 

(Key Elements of Effective Practice 2002:4)  
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Here we have the “one method and one implement which is quicker and better than any of 

the rest” axiom. In addition was the original requirement that on page five, 

 

Self-assessment against the Key Elements of Effective Practice has previously been 

a mandatory requirement of YOTs, however, from 2008/09, YOTs will be free to use 

the revised Key Elements of Effective Practice and accompanying self-assessment 

toolkit in line with their local priorities. 

(Key Elements of Effective Practice 2002:5)  

 

In other words it was originally mandatory to follow these procedures, a policy that was 

only eased up six years after their inception. The KEEPs encompassed the areas of youth 

justice that the YJB thought important, or that were suitable in their view, for such an 

approach and were produced in the same format for the following areas. The list of 

KEEPs was 

 

 Accommodation 

 Assessment, Planning Interventions and 

 Supervision 

 Education, Training and Employment 

 Engaging Young People who Offend 

 Mental Health 

 Offending Behaviour Programmes 

 Parenting 

 Restorative Justice 

 Substance Misuse 

 Young People who Sexually Abuse 

 

There were some notable omissions such as, writing pre sentence reports (PSRs), Court 

work, Appropriate adults, communication difficulties, gender, working with minorities. 

Each KEEP had the same format with the same headings whatever the topic. From these 

it would also appear that there is still a belief in politics and at the top of the Home 

office, Youth justice Board who (appear to) think like Taylor that “there is always one 

method and one implement which is quicker and better than any of the rest”. This 
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approach was highlighted above by Kuiak and Hester in 2009 where they described the 

search for the “holy grail”. This desperate desire for unrealistic clarity of causation and 

hence the ability to “fix”, stems from the enormous pressure that politicians have placed 

on themselves through the use and abuse of penal populism. If a politician/political 

party raises crime as an issue that needs to be tackled, then the public/media will 

expect them to deliver on their promises.  

 

Is it also any wonder that politicians, policy makers and practitioners, perpetually 

squeezed for time, money and resources, yet pressed for results, are swift to 

trumpet risk assessment and its quantifiable, restricted and manageable outputs; 

particularly as these outputs will not highlight any potential political factors 

associated with youth offending? 

(Case 2007:93) 

 

 The evidence though does not support the Holy Grail concept as was highlighted by 

Kuiak and Hester in 2009, as the evidence can never be clear and incontrovertible 

enough on which to pin evidence led practice. Not least as Tilley says because, “All 

evidence ......is socially constructed” (Matthews and Pitts 1991:82). In other words there 

is no pure uncontaminated evidence of the sort required for a Holy Grail to be reached. 

And the word “evidence” itself is not uncontested. Thus the use of the word “evidence” 

in this thesis in relation to  “evidence” based practice for example is taken as the 

construct as used by the YJB for their purposes. Even Stephenson an advocate of the 

evidence based approach cautions that  

 

Evidence- based practice draws much of its strength from an audit culture....Both 

approaches are also characterised by an attempt to reduce complexity to 

manageable proportions through the introductions of batteries of guidelines, 

checklists and procedures. 

(Stephenson 2010: 7) 

 

These batteries of guidelines, checklists and procedures are designed to ensure that the 

evidence is a clean as possible.   

 



65 
 

Policy makers have also been hindered by the fact that the very instrument ASSET, that 

was designed specifically to provide evidence is of assessment and intervention 

effectiveness is not reliably utilised, and that on average, “a third of assessment work is 

not of a high enough quality” (HMIP quoted in NAO 2010:22) and that   “Thirty per cent 

of teams were assessed to be at or below the minimum acceptable standard for 

Assessment, Planning Interventions and Supervision”. (NAO 2010:22).  This criticism 

illustrates that ASSET itself is problematic (as the YJB have come to realise with their 

recent review 2013)),   and to have one third of practitioners not filling it out properly 

suggests that either they or the form are flawed. If the fault lies with the practitioners 

than either they should be better trained to use ASSET, or otherwise ASSET should be 

adapted so less mistakes are made. In any event from a Taylorist perspective ASSET is 

not fulfilling its remit properly and is not aiding the efficiency of the process by ensuring 

that resources are committed on the basis of greatest requirement.  

 

Another unfortunate trend linked to Taylorism has been the diminution of the 

importance of the therapeutic relationship between the young person and practitioner. 

As Mason and Prior wrote, “at the centre of effective engagement are relationships” 

(2008:12) and they noted in their introduction to their research that there was a 

“paucity of research” (2008:7) in this area. This would not suggest that engagement with 

young people was at the top of the YJB’s agenda when it came to “effective practice”.  

At this stage it is worth noting that a Taylorist approach based around SMT would 

preclude the importance of the relationship to the justice process because of its 

ineffability and so its inability to be measured and subject to scientific control. It would 

be subject to “rule of thumb” and worker discretion to be scientific. The virtual 

impossibility of measuring the effectiveness of the therapeutic relationship in isolation, 

as opposed to as part of a more general approach, would I suggest mean that it has been 

frozen out of the evidence field. Its impact is immeasurable to a large degree by current 

methods, so it can be deemed unimportant.  Thus the Holy Grail has become the 

“effective programme” and the statistics that can be gleaned from this, rather than the 

relationship with the practitioner and engagement with the young person that ensued.  

 

In the next chapter we will look in more detail at how this obsession with finding the 

perfect programme for working with young people in the form of “evidence” led 
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practice has led to a cul de sac where there is truly no practice that can be demonstrated 

to be evidence led. We will now concentrate on the failure of these Taylorist principles 

within their own discourse. How they failed to take account of the increasing affluence 

of the consumer with their wider choice of goods to purchase and how ultimately as a 

production theory Taylorism on its own has now been supplemented by lean theory. 

This will then be tied into a strategy for freeing youth justice form the grip of Taylorism.  

 

 

 

3.4. The failure of Taylorist principles in the consumer society 
 

The shortcomings of Taylorism became increasingly evident in the 1950-60s in the form 

of the (relatively) affluent consumer, a person unknown, en masse anyway, until that 

time. This entity arrived at a time of the opening up of  international trade, and thus 

became a  person who no longer had to buy a car being produced by the Morris Motors 

Ltd but instead could choose one from French, German, Italian and later Japanese 

producers.  Up to that time to a certain extent producing a good meant it would be 

consumed, as there was little choice to be had, and it made sense to try and produce that 

good as cost efficiently as possible. This point was made by Levitt (1960.50)  

 

Mass-production industries are impelled by a great drive to produce all they can. 

The prospect of steeply declining unit costs as output rises is more than most 

companies can usually resist. The profit possibilities look spectacular.  

All effort focuses on production.  

The result is that marketing gets neglected. 

  

The consumer was important to the extent that they bought what was produced, so 

little research needed to go into them. Instead it went into improving production 

efficiency so as to increase profits.  The advent of the affluent consumer with ever 

increasing choices meant that this was no longer the case and the journey that industry 

has had to take to move beyond this point.   
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In 1989 Professor Malcolm McDonald when reviewing this period wrote,  

 

A recent study of Japanese and British companies in the UK concluded that 87% of 

British firms still have profit maximisation as their major short term goal, whilst 

80% of their Japanese competitors have market share growth as their major short 

term goal. It is a sad reflection on our business schools in the UK that so many of 

our top industrialists still behave like vandals in the way they manage their 

marketing assets. It is little wonder that so many of our famous industries and 

names such as Woolworths, Dunlop, British Leyland and countless others, have had 

to suffer the humility of near bankruptcy, and it is a pity that so many more will 

have to suffer the same fate before we come to our senses and see that marketing 

planning is crucial to our long term survival and prosperity. 

 

There is no escaping the fact that, whatever our size or shape, marketing’s 

contribution to business success lies in analysing future opportunities to meet well 

defined customer needs with products or services that deliver the sought-after 

benefits in a superior way to that of competitors. 

 

(1989: 4/5) 

 

Although he is writing about marketing planning McDonald was berating British 

companies for not wanting to get to grips in a strategic manner with what their 

customer needs were. Through this view of UK manufacturing in the 1970s and 1980s 

we can see how the short-termist inward looking focus on process and profit was 

hugely detrimental to UK industry in that period. This is not to say that the decline in 

British industry is just down to this factor, as Baran and Sweezy (1966) have argued 

that higher wages in the UK compared to other countries, and others such as Kitson 

(1996) that low investment have been instrumental. Industrial decline in the UK was 

down to many factors; however, it can be stated with some confidence that industry was 

certainly not helped by a denial of the power of the consumer. This inward looking focus 

on process was undoubtedly an unhelpful factor for Dunlop, British Leyland and others. 

At that time in the 1970s as we discussed earlier, British Leyland, a hotch potch of 

British car manufacturers drawn together in a time of crisis through political 
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intervention,  (Church 1995) was struggling with Trade Unions while seeking to reduce 

costs and improve production line efficiency without any real thought of the consumer. 

Writing specifically about the down fall of British Leyland /Rover group Brady writes,  

 

Lack of cash and poor management at many levels had meant that the wrong cars 

had been made ...... in too many ranges.  The models had been incapable of 

substantiating the marketing claims made for them, so that Rover lacked 

credibility with the consumer 

(Brady, Lorenz 2005:36) 

 

Efficiency as we discussed was an inward looking process that seemed to preclude 

producing what the customer wanted and to depend on assembly line workers working 

longer hours for the same pay and benefits. The customer in this way of thinking 

appeared to be nowhere.   

 

Unfortunately though it was just these premises that were transferred over to the public 

sector as the managerialist part of NPM, and the legacy from this policy transfer is not 

much better.  From these roots we can see why the efficiency of the process within 

youth justice has become such a mantra for administrators and managers, and why the 

young person within the system has effectively been ignored.  The theory that was 

brought over within NPM espoused these exact practices and as such, the young person 

was not regarded as an important part of the efficient production process.  

 

To return to the private sector, some companies had forgotten their customers just at 

the time when rising real incomes and opening up world trade meant that consumers 

now had more choice and spending power than ever before. It was no longer enough 

just to produce something as efficiently and cost effectively as possible and then expect 

that product to sell, because other manufacturers had turned that strategy on its head 

and were basing production on what their customers wanted and using that strategy to 

drive efficiency - production as a fulfilment of customer need which came to be known 

as lean theory. It is to this theory that we will now turn.  
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3.5. The Toyota Production System (TPS) and Lean theory – the 

consumer drives efficient production 
 

The Toyota Production System and Lean theory lead on from where Taylorism laid off –

scientific management of production but for a consumer driven market. The goal of 

efficiency has been turned from being a purely inward looking process to recognising 

that there cannot be production efficiency without looking at the ultimate consumer of 

the good or service.  

 

The central premise is that “the organisation should be obsessively focussed on the 

most effective means of producing value for their customers.”(McCarron 2006:2). Lean’s 

roots lie in the success of Toyota in Japan and their production methodology which was 

seen as the byword for efficient production that specifically targets minimising waste. 

This has been analysed by a variety of academics including, Krafcik (1988), Holweg 

(2007) to understand what part of their production strategy could be transferred to 

other companies. Again we find ourselves in a process driven framework here, but one 

with a twist, where the customer is central to the operating premise.  

 

There are five principles which underpin this theory according to Womack and Jones 

(1990), the theories developers, as adapted by McCarron (2006) 

 

The basic idea of lean is attractively simple, it is that the organisation should be 

obsessively focussed on the most effective means of producing value for their 

customers. An organisation using lean will approach this challenge by: applying 5 

basic lean principles; focusing on understanding waste and value in its work and; 

training staff who do and manage the work to act as improvement teams to bring 

about change. The 5 principles are: 

Specify what customers Value – Value is what the customer wants and only what 

the customer wants. This requires a precise understanding of the specific needs of 

the customer. It is said (but I have never traced the source) that up to 95% of 
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process activities are non - value adding. This is probably true, depending on your 

definition of value adding vs. supporting and waste in a system 

Understand the Value Stream – The value streams are those activities that, when 

done correctly and in the right order, produce the product or service that the 

customer values. A lean organisation traces and manages all the activities in the 

organisation that deliver value wherever they are and whichever department they 

are in. Activities can be: in whole or part unnecessary and wasteful (and therefore, 

should be eliminated); supporting the value-adding activities (which should be 

reduced as far as possible); and customer value-adding (which should be 

continuously improved) 

 Improve the Flow – In a lean organisation work should flow steadily and without 

interruption from one value adding or supporting activity to the next. This is 

contrasted with the “batching” of work where, for instance a week's expenses 

claims are collected for a manager to authorise in one go. Where it is suitable, flow 

significantly speeds the processing and every effort should be made to eliminate 

obstacles and bottlenecks that prevent flow 

 Pull – The system should react to customer demand, in other words, customers pull 

the work through the system. In non-lean organisations work is pushed though the 

system at the convenience of the operators and so you produce outputs that are not 

required. Most services react to customer demand and so pull the work through the 

system 

Perfection – As the first four principles are implemented you should get to 

understand the system ever better and from this understanding you should 

generate ideas for more improvement. A lean system becomes yet more leaner and 

faster and waste is ever easier to identify and eliminate. A perfect process delivers 

just the right amount of value to the customer. In a perfect process, every step is 

valuable-adding, capable (produces a good result every time), available (produces 

the desired output, not just the desired quality, every time), adequate (does not 

cause delay), flexible, and linked by continuous flow. If one of these factors fails 

some waste is produced. 
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We thus have described here the production process as attuned to the consumer 

society, and a partial explanation anyway for why Japanese car companies in particular 

took increasing amounts of market share in the UK car market (Brady, Lorenz 2005:36). 

The manufacturers unlike their UK counterparts listened to what their car buyers 

wanted, and produced the matching car as efficiently as possible.  

 

Lean theory also draws heavily on the precepts of scientific management principles – i.e. 

maximising efficient production. The key difference is one of consumer interaction. 

With the western model of industrial production economies of scale were to drive 

efficiency savings. Whereas at Toyota the approach was to produce what the customer 

wanted, when they wanted it, which was the key to improve efficiency - they were 

producing cheaply and efficiently cars that consumers wanted.  

 

This theory though from a marketing perspective still has flaws; it is still centred on the 

principle of production. Yes the consumer does at least get a look in now (as a means to 

improve efficiency and thus profitability) however this theory is not centred on them.  

In essence the consumer’s role in Lean or Toyota Production System (TPS) is to improve 

the efficiency of production to reduce waste. They are not there of their own right, and it 

is to this existential issue that we will turn when we look at marketing input in Chapter 

Five  which places the consumer at the heart of the process.  

 

3.6. Chapter summary 
 

In this chapter we traced the theoretical roots of managerialism to NPM and Taylor’s 

theories around production and efficiency.  We looked at the criticisms of NPM and 

managerialism in more general terms looking at the idea of aggrandisement, the 

pushing of effective practice and the myth of management/managerial neutrality. The 

conceptual and linguistic linkages between Taylorism and managerialism were then 

examined with particular emphasis on training of practitioners and of the KEEPs seeing 

how these were close to the idea of Taylor and also expounded the idea of neutrality of 

the managerialist approach. We saw how in conjunction with the moral difficulties 

associated with the “neutral” and effective practice approach, there is a more practical 
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barrier -  one third of all assessments by YOT practitioners have been adjudged to be 

unsatisfactory  thus giving highly inadequate evidence base on which to build policy. 

This then sets the scene to look at how Taylorism manifested itself in the youth justice 

sector in the form of managerialism and the criminological critique of this. 

 

From the last section we have seen that during the period that management theories 

were drawn through NPM to the public sector, the theories themselves were centred 

around the concept of the efficient process. This was a very inward looking model with 

little reference to the consumer of the product or service. Through the decline of UK 

businesses that used this model we can see the negative impact it had on those 

businesses, and why the managerialist project in youth justice has a tendency to behave 

in the way that it does – short- termist, inward looking, ignoring the needs of the young 

people it processes.  We thus have now exposed the theoretical flaws at the heart of the 

managerialist project – a model based on a production theory that takes no account of 

the consumer and focuses obsessively on inward efficiency.  
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CHAPTER FOUR:  MANAGERIALISM IN THE YOUTH JUSTICE SYSTEM – 

MESSAGES FROM THE ACADEMIC LITERATURE AND THE PRIMARY 

RESEARCH PROJECT 

 

 

In the previous chapter we saw how the theories underpinning managerialism had their 

origins in the private sector, and looked at some of the links between Taylorist thought 

and managerialism. Having established the theoretical origins and links we are now in a 

position to look at how this policy transfer played out in practice.  One would expect (in 

theory) that an approach based around Taylorism with its focus on the efficiency of the 

process, should lead to just that, a more efficient and effective system; that re-offending 

rates would have fallen since its instigation as evidence based “effective” practice 

models were brought online.  Certainly this was the impact that Scientific Management 

Theory had on industry in the 1900s as manufacturing techniques were improved, and 

production lines implemented. This positive impact perhaps would be the case if youth 

justice was centred around a regulated production line in a controlled environment 

where all inputs were exactly measured, the impact of each input consistently 

realisable, and the body being processed unchanging, except through the effects of a 

measured input.  This scenario however is not one that is recognisable within the youth 

justice system where the inputs, to use the production terminology, are not measurable 

raw materials but interventions taking place often in highly “unscientific” ways,   in a 

situation far removed from a controlled factory production line. Where the body, on 

which the interventions are being inputted is not passive and compliant, and is subject 

to inputs from many other competing and unmeasureable processes. A Taylorist 

production line this is not.  

 

These problems I suggest can be ascribed to the difficulty of transferring a theory based 

around the efficient production of pig iron and steel onto a system based around 

vulnerable children. It would be surprising if the precepts of Taylorism were to be so 

universal.  I would further argue that the youth justice system really is no place for a 

production line, or a mentality that goes with such a thing. But it is these production 

principles which underpin the managerialist approach, and we find ourselves in the 

worst of all worlds, with a system with an underpinning logic predicated on one 
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environment operating in another setting, which has little in common with the 

environment it was designed for. This mismatch will become very clear as the results of 

survey and academic research are analysed in this chapter.     

 

Chapter Four therefore looks at both how the imposition of outdated business practices 

manifested through the youth justice system, with reference to academic research, as 

well as messages from the survey of practitioners that was conducted for this thesis. 

The chapter will be structured around the areas addressed within the research project 

with a section on the academic research followed by one on the results of the survey 

followed in turn by a discussion on that area. The accounts of the academic research and 

of practitioners will be focussed on in the following areas  

 

4.1. Production led practice  

4.2. Effective practice 

4.3. Assessment of young people 

4.4. Relationships, engagement and participation 

4.5. Deskilling and De-professionalisation of the workforce 

4.6. Diversity of young people 

 

 

4.1. Production led practice  
 

 

Far too much emphasis is placed on measurable outcomes and achievements and 

completing the computer monitoring system effectively    

(Respondent 70) 

 

 

In Chapter Two a detailed review and analysis of a managerialised youth justice system 

was done. It was seen to be characterised by  

 the setting of explicit targets 

 performance indicators to enable the auditing of efficiency and effectiveness 
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 the publication of league tables illustrating comparative performance 

 the identification of core competencies 

 introducing performance targets for YOTs 

 constructing means of standardizing risk conditions – i.e.   ASSET  

 

We can now see how the respondents to the survey saw some of these issues 

 

 

 

4.1.1. Messages from the survey 

 

There is a tick box mentality but practitioners use their own measures and 

objectives in relation to their work with individual young people and these are 

often not recorded (due to the rigidness of ASSET and the lack of time to record). It 

feels like the stats are what matters to those above but at a more grass roots level 

its still the relationship building and one to one time with young people that most 

practitioners still feel is the emphasis and most important part of the work.   

(Respondent 62) 

 

When asked whether there was a tick box mentality for dealing with young people over 

80% of practitioners agreed or strongly agreed.  

 

 

Figure 4.1 Responses to a statement about tick box supervision 

 

Likewise when practitioners were asked to comment on the statement about whether 

they spend too much time in front of their computers over 90% agreed.  
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Figure 4.2. Responses to a statement about time spent in front of a computer 

 

Practitioners indeed spend too much time in front of computers which cuts of from 

the time they should spend working with young people   

Respondent 25 

  

There was also widespread agreement  that there were dangers inherent in this 

approach with  again over 90% of practitioners agreeing with the statement that some 

important outcomes for young perople cannot be measured .  

 

This concern would hit right of the heart of the discussion about ASSET and the way 

that has been framed and what it it is seeking to measure. 

 

 

Figure 4.3. Responses to a statement about measureable outcomes 

 

In youth justice its what’s measured that counts - if you're an Inspector it is, if your 

serving a political master it is, if you're a practitioner or practice manager, not 

necessarily, if your a young person almost certainly not! 

Respondent 45 

 

The pressure on time can also be seen in response to the next two questions about the 

amount of time spent with each young person as part of a YRO  



77 
 

 

A young person is being supervised as part of a YRO. How long would you typically expect each 

session to last? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

Not applicable 1.5% 1 

Less than 15 minutes 1.5% 1 

15 to 30 minutes 23.1% 15 

30  minutes to 1 hour 67.7% 44 

1 hour to 2 hours 6.2% 4 

2 hours to 3 hours 0.0% 0 

3 hours plus 0.0% 0 

Table 4.1. The time spent with a young person on a YRO for each session 

 

Though young people should be seen for 1 hour they are VERY rarely given this 

length of time by YOT practitioners due to high caseloads and other demands on 

their time. Young People also become victims of the 'duty' system and do not always 

have regular contact with the YOT Officer 

Respondent 72 

 

The length of time that you spend with young people in supervision is determined 

by other duties psr office or court or inputting data. If you have 25 plus cases you 

cannot expect staff to spend one hour with a young person...which should be the 

case. 

Respondent 42 

 

What can be seen in the “ideal” scenario that was proposed is that instead of 23% 

spending 15 to 30 minutes in each session the number would drop to 6% which gives 

some indication of time pressure that some practitioners feel. This is backed up by the 

responses that currently the time frame 6.2% would spend 1 to 2 hours which increases 

to 29.2% in the “ideal” situation. 
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In an ideal world how long on average do you think youth justice staff should spend in each 

session with each young person being supervised as part of a YRO? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

Not applicable 4.6% 3 

Less than 15 minutes 1.5% 1 

15 to 30 minutes 6.2% 4 

30  minutes to 1 hour 58.5% 38 

1 hour to 2 hrs 29.2% 19 

2hrs to 3 hours 0.0% 0 

3 hours plus 0.0% 0 

Table 4.2. Ideally, the amount of time spent with a young person on a YRO for each 

session 

 

The findings from this section of the survey are in line with the earlier literature review. 

A system based around targets and bureaucracy.   From the survey respondents there 

was great concern about how the system operates with the tick box mentality required 

to demonstrate that targets are being hit by the system, and that too much time was 

spent in front of the computer compared to face to face contact. Also, that the amount of 

time that practitioners can spend with young people is proscribed in the current 

system.  

 

4.2. Effective practice  
 

I think the effective practice agenda has served to dehumanise the work we do. It 

has become a sausage factory! 

(Respondent 54) 

 

A key plank of the managerialist agenda has been that practice is said to be evidence led 

and “effective”. (For the purposes of this thesis the meaning ascribed to the term 

“effective practice” is the one used by the YJB "practice which produces the intended 

results" (Chapman and Hough, 1998)). This evidence based approach was designed to 

separate the “new” youth justice system out from, as Warner et al saw, the chaotic 
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unscientific approach of what had happened before (Bateman 2010).  However what 

was being proposed in public did not appear to impinge on practice itself.   Hence in 

2010 the NAO concluded from an audit of the youth justice system 

In recent years, however, it (YJB) has carried out little research into the 

effectiveness of interventions, focusing instead on how to improve processes and on 

prevention work, and limiting itself to the publication of guidance on the high-level 

principles of effective practice. 

(NAO 2010:36) 

 And later  

 

Between 2005-06 and 2009-10, the Board spent £6.7 million on research and 

evaluation, equivalent to an average of 8 per cent of its core running costs, or less 

than 0.5 per cent of total expenditure by the Board. However, little research 

published between 2006 and 2009 focused on evaluating the outcomes of 

interventions with offenders, concentrating instead more on processes. 

 

The trumpeting by Lord Warner of a new evidence led approach can in effect be seen as 

at best a facade.  This has been well described by Goldson (2010:155) who highlighted a 

reason for this in that the “trajectory of policy has ultimately moved in a diametrically 

opposed direction to the route signalled by research-based knowledge and practice-based 

evidence.  In other words when it came to a choice between evidence based practice and 

penal populism; it was penal populism that won out. And if one strips away the 

managerialist imperative from the theories currently in widespread use within youth 

justice one arrives at a strange and somewhat disorientating place.  When the illusion of 

“evidence based and “effective” practice are laid bare, there is seemingly nothing there 

to back up the bluster – certainly not scientific rigour. This point was made by Overeem 

and Tholen (2011) who quoted Macintyre about managerial expertise  

 

The idea of managerial expertise thus supports the authority and power of 

bureaucrats and state alike. Yet, Macintyre asks, what kind of expertise is it? And 

his disturbing answer is that there in fact is no genuine managerial knowledge. 

Rather, we are governed by an illusion. We are not oppressed by power and 
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knowledge but by impotence and ignorance. If the manager of a government 

bureaucracy—or of a business organization, for that matter— turns out to be 

“effective” in some issue, we are actually witnessing the medicine man performing a 

successful rain dance. Put differently, managerial effectiveness fulfils a function 

similar to the one Ayer ascribed to “God.” The notion of effectiveness is used to 

sustain and extend the authority and power of managers  

(Macintyre cited in Overeem and Tholen 2011:13-14) 

  

Stephenson no opponent of the current system wrote,  

 

In reviewing the evidence about effectiveness of interventions with young people 

who offend, what is striking is how little rather than how much is known. The 

causes of persistent and serious offending remain opaque..... (2007:255) 

 

 A similar point has been made by others such as Webb (2001) who wrote that evidence 

based research (in social work) was fallacious in the sense that it the evidence was 

never “pure”  as it was contaminated by all kinds of factors that effected results.  

 

...social work simply does not and cannot work in the way that evidence-based 

practice suggests. Research shows that heuristics play a much more decisive role 

even in the face of evidence, than the evidential approach allow for. This suggests 

that social work requires a model which is much more nuanced and sensitive to 

local and contextual factors. 

(Webb 2001:76) 

 

Thus focussing exclusively, as the YJB and to an extent the MOJ and Government, have 

on evidence based practice work greatly oversimplified highly complex situations.  It is 

hard to see how any intervention or course can be defined as “effective practice” when 

there is no clarity on the cause of the offending in the first place.  In a related way the 

House of Commons Accounts Committee (2011) observed this point in the summary of 

their investigation into the youth justice system  
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4. The Board has limited evidence of what interventions work, making it difficult to 

achieve better value for money from the £800 million spent in the system... 

6. The Board lacks sufficient knowledge of what interventions are being used by 

Youth Offending Teams and how well they are working and, consequently, it cannot 

disseminate best practice effectively. 

 

This was matched by the NAO in 2010  

 

Practitioners in the youth justice system do not know which interventions have the 

most impact on reducing reoffending. Seventy-six per cent of Youth Offending Team 

managers agreed with the statement, “it is difficult to find evidence on ‘what works’ 

for certain areas of our work” 

(NAO 2010:8) 

And again 

 

There is little robust information available to youth justice practitioners about 

which activities are likely to be most effective in preventing offending, or reducing 

the risk of further offending. The Ministry and the Board should urgently 

commission joint work to evaluate and improve the effectiveness of activities, 

whether preventative or rehabilitative, that are intended to reduce offending by 

young people 

 

The irony of this situation is stark for a production system based around scientific 

precepts dedicated to “evidence based” practice and “what works” - there is strangely 

very limited evidence to demonstrate what works in terms of effective practice 

interventions with young people.  However this does not stop the terms evidence based 

and effective practice being bandied around as Respondent 59 put it "Effective Practice" 

is a nebulous term normally misunderstood but certainly widely used....” 

 

4.2.1. Messages from the survey 

 

"Effective Practice" is a nebulous term normally misunderstood but certainly 

widely used. The days of Intermediate Treatment, Juvenile Justice and Youth Justice 
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allowing creativity have sadly gone. The key to positive outcome is positive 

engagement. This is not possible with a 15 minute tick box session. 

Respondent 59 

 

"Effective practice" is being developed in the YOS where I work, however, there is 

still a tendency to require referrals to specific programmes or resources that are 

deemed effective by managers or other agencies as opposed to their "effectiveness" 

with individual young people 

Respondent 70 

 

Two questions were asked about effective practice, the first about the concept of 

effective practice being widely understood, and the second about whether it was widely 

used. For both questions the responses were broadly similar with just over 60% of 

respondents agreeing with both statements.  

 

 

Figure 4.4. Responses to a statement about how well “effective practice” is 

understood 

 

The results are well summed up by one respondent who got to the centre of the issue 

around definition versus practice. 

 

Most practitioners can probably quote some effective practise definition but few 

actually really understand the concept of what works and how whilst 

understanding the need for a clear set of protocols and policies there is a more 

important need, to understand that what works for "A" might not work for "B" and 

when this happens they have to alter the plan 

Respondent 49 
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Figure 4.5. Responses to a statement about the use of “effective practice”  

 

If there was broad agreement that practitioners operate in an effective practice 

framework environment there was less clarity around the specifics of what effective 

practice was. Only just over 30% of respondents thought that the YJB made it clear what 

programmes to use with young people 

 

 

Figure 4.6. Responses to a statement about YJB and effective practice 

 

MacIntyre (1984) amongst others would not be surprised by these finding as we saw 

from the extract earlier, “If the manager of a government bureaucracy turns out to be 

“effective” in some issue, we are actually witnessing the medicine man performing a 

successful rain dance” because to him effective practice is only a power play charade. 

And confusion is one of the tools to perpetuate the illusion. Despite Macintyre’s 

scepticism 70% agreed they would like more guidance from the YJB... 

 

The lack of support and guidance from the YJB is appalling. They come across as a 

distant entity. Who are they and what do they do?  

Respondent 48  
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Figure 4.7. Responses to a statement about the amount of guidance wanted from 

the YJB 

 

 

Confusion in practice? 

If we have seen from the survey that the term effective practice is one which is 

recognised there is a degree of confusion about what it means in practice. Just fewer 

than 60% of respondents agreed that their colleagues tend to use the same approach 

with all young people. 

 

 

Figure 4.8. Responses to a statement about approaches to working with young 

people  

 

And as well over 80% of respondents agreeing that it was immediate resources rather 

an effective practice that drove their interventions. 

 

I have worked in different YOTs and found that the practice and programmes used 

with young people are different and the understanding of what effective practice is 

varies. Also the latest pressure of budget cuts and shortage of staff makes it more 

difficult for the YOT workers to implement creative methods with young people and 

help them fully develop if they cannot offer resources and options 

Respondent 25 
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Figure 4.9. Responses to a statement about the effect of resources on 

interventions 

“Effective practice” sessions? 

When it came to the make up of the sessions and the theory base that underpinned it, 

this was how respondents saw the situation now in terms of approaches to practice that 

were being currently used for working with young people 

What approaches to practice do you think are most frequently used for working with young 
people in your YOT? Please tick those that are most used. 

Answer Options 
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

An approach based around cognitive behavioural theory 
(CBT) 

63% 38 

An approach based around building a therapeutic 
relationship with the young person 

45% 27 

An approach based around (functional) family therapy 
22% 13 

No particular approach/theory 
30% 18 

An approach based around multi systemic theory (MST) 
20% 12 

An approach based around brief solution based theory 
47% 28 

An approach based around increasing desistance factors 
28% 17 

An approach based around increasing resilience factors of 
the young person 

53% 32 

An approach based around increasing participation of the 
young person 

62% 37 

An approach based around constructing identity and 
increasing the agency of the young person 

22% 13 

Other 
10% 6 

Any other approaches 9 

answered question 60 

skipped question 12 
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Figure 4.10 Approaches to practice most used with young people 

 

In this table cognitive behavioural approach was the most used followed by approaches 

based around increasing participation and resilience. Perhaps most remarkable in an 

evidence based regime was that “no particular approach/theory” was used 30% of the 

time, or to look from another perspective was the sixth most popular approach to 

practice.  

 

The order changed somewhat when the question was rephrased from frequency of use 

to approaches that are/would be most beneficial when working with young people. This 

can be seen as which approaches that practitioners themselves think are most effective.  

In this case there was more support for the building of therapeutic relationships and 

increasing participation and resilience. The support for cognitive behavioural 

approaches had dropped markedly from 63% to 50%.  
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What approaches to practice do you think are/would be most beneficial when working 
with young people in your YOT? Please tick those that you think would give best 
outcomes. 

Answer Options 
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

An approach based around cognitive behavioural 
theory (CBT) 

50.0% 30 

An approach based around building a therapeutic 
relationship with the young person 

63.3% 38 

An approach based around (functional) family 
therapy 

55.0% 33 

No particular approach/theory 
6.7% 4 

An approach based around multi systemic theory 
(MST) 

41.7% 25 

An approach based around brief solution based 
theory 

56.7% 34 

An approach based around increasing desistance 
factors 

43.3% 26 

An approach based around increasing resilience 
factors of the young person 

61.7% 37 

An approach based around increasing participation 
of the young person 

63.3% 38 

An approach based around constructing identity and 
increasing the agency of the young person 

55.0% 33 

Other 
8.3% 5 

Any other approaches 
6 

answered question 60 

skipped question 12 
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Figure 4.11 Approaches to practice that would be most beneficial for working 

with young people   

 

Fascinatingly the no particular approach/theory in this table had completely 

disappeared into “all other responses” so made up less than 6.7% of responses. So it is 

clear from this table that an approach based on building relationships, increasing 

participation and increasing resilience are the ones deemed by practitioners as most 

effective. And that an evidence led framework has led a significant number of 

supervision sessions to have no particular theoretical base at all. 

 

 

4.3. Assessment of young people 
 

Managerialism is based on Scientific Management Theory (SMT) which has at its basis a 

“scientific” methodology which is used to increase efficiency and production. In order to 
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make practice within youth justice more efficient or effective the intention was to use 

scientific methodology i.e. evidence led practice, to gain this outcome. The purpose 

being that all programs being used on young people are scientifically proven to be 

effective – no longer the whims of individual practitioners or teams (“rule of thumb” as 

Taylor called it). This approach makes great sense when dealing with inanimate objects 

that need to be processed more efficiently i.e. the inputs into iron production, however 

is far more problematic when dealing with inputs into the process that themselves are 

not measurable in a fully “scientific” manner. A kilo of iron ore is a scientifically 

measurable quantity and is not subject to professional judgment. The same cannot be 

said for an assessment of the Living arrangements or Family and personal relationships 

(Two of the ASSET categories of a young person which need to be assessed by a 

practitioner at an initial meeting). These factors are scored out of four, with four 

demonstrating the highest risk factor, and, according to the Scaled Approach the score 

will determine the amount of input given. This approach stresses the importance of 

professional judgment in these assessments, however, they are done necessarily very 

quickly and it would be near impossible for a practitioner to do such a rigorous and 

scientific assessment on the basis of one interview based in their office. As Respondent 

59 put it 

ASSET is entirely subjective and no two workers will formulate the same 

conclusions on a young person. Adolescence is a particularly difficult period in 

young people's lives and ASSET does not allow for a holistic view of the young 

person. 

Respondent 59 

 

Evidence, as might be deduced from the realities of cursory tick box assessment, is not 

rigorously scientific as the Scaled Approach and its proponents would have us believe. It 

is worth noting that ASSET is centred in the risk factor prevention paradigm (RFPP), has 

dominated youth justice practice since the election of New Labour in 2007 (Case 2007. 

Mahoney 2008). As Case writes 

The jewel in the actuarialist crown is the ‘risk factor prevention paradigm’, (RFPP) 

a pragmatic crime prevention model that uses risk assessment and survey to 
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identify factors in the key domains of a young person’s life (family, school, 

community, psycho-emotional) that statistically increase the likelihood of (official 

or self-reported) offending (‘risk’ factors) or decrease its likelihood (‘protective’ 

factors). Identified risk and protective factors are then used to inform ‘evidence-led’ 

interventions that aim to reduce risk and prevent offending 

 

(Case 2007:92) 

 

ASSET, actuarialism, and the Scaled Approach 

Although ASSET has it supporters (Baker 2002 and Baker el al 2005) serious questions 

have been raised by academics (Sutherland 2009) and Inspectors (HMIP 2006) as to its 

suitability in its present form as a basis for sentencing proposals and as a base for the 

Scaled Approach. In its present actuarialist form it is really quite unsuited for anything 

other than an analysis of young people’s deficits and their risk factors. This is something 

that the YJB have indicated they have become aware of through the changes in 

AssetPlus in argued document which has just been released. The reasons they give for 

changing ASSET, 

 

 It is out of date (current framework is over 10 years old) with developments in 
the research base which has moved on from primary focus on risk factors to a 
greater focus on way in which a young person’s positive influences can be 
enhanced so as to promote desistance 

 It does not adequately address and allow analysis of key policy areas such as 
speech, language and communication needs, where young people are involved 
in or at risk of group offending, and restorative justice 

 It has limited application within secure establishments which impacts upon the 
quality of sentence planning for young people in custody 

 It is cumbersome in its design and associated processes 

 It makes poor links between assessments and intervention planning 

 It has been negatively implicated in inquests following deaths in custody 

(YJB 2013) 
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They have proposed AssetPlus as a replacement 

AssetPlus is a new assessment and planning interventions framework developed by 

the YJB to replace Asset and its associated tools.    AssetPlus has been designed to 

provide a holistic end-to-end assessment and intervention plan, allowing one 

record to follow a young person throughout their time in youth justice system.     

With a renewed focus on professional judgement of practitioners, AssetPlus will 

enable better-focused intervention plans to provide improved outcomes for young 

people currently within the system and those at risk of entering 

(YJB 2013) 

 

4.3.1. Messages from the survey 

When looking specifically at ASSET there were concerns about its performance which, 

similar to the academic analysis, highlighted its ability to capture factors apart from 

risk. 

 

 

 

Figure 4.12 Responses to a statement about ASSET 

 

And once again it is the welfare needs of the young person which come out as seen 

below with over 80% of respondents agreeing with the statement  
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Figure 4.13 Responses to a statement about the importance of welfare needs  

 

There is far too much focus on risk paperwork when actually with most young 

people supporting and building a relationship would reduce the risk more 

significantly 

Respondent 51 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In discussion how useful practitioners found ASSET as a tool  

 

How useful do you find ASSET as 

Answer Options 
very 

useful 
useful 

of some 

use 
no use 

Rating 

Average 

Response 

Count 

An assessment tool 13 28 18 4 2.21 63 

A prompt when conducting 

assessments 
12 32 15 3 2.15 62 

A consistent way or recording 

information 
13 26 20 4 2.24 63 

A mechanism for informing the 

development of  a supervision plan 
9 33 18 3 2.24 63 

A predictor of risk of harm 9 27 21 6 2.38 63 
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A predictor of risk of re-offending 7 27 21 5 2.40 60 

A mechanism for determining how 

much intervention a young person 

should get 

7 30 19 6 2.39 62 

A tool for engaging with young 

people 
3 11 22 27 3.16 63 

A mechanism that allows young 

people to participate to their 

supervision plan 

3 10 25 24 3.13 62 

Table 4.3. Rating the usefulness of ASSET   

 

It was deemed most useful as an assessment tool, a prompt for questions, and 

consistent way of recording information and least useful as a tool for engaging young 

people and allowing young people to engage in their supervision plan. This can be seen 

quite clearly below in the chart – with the lower number indicating more usefulness 

 

 

Figure 4.14 Responses to a statement about the usefulness of ASSET 
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Finally there was good agreement that the “scaled approach” was a somewhat 

mechanistic way to work with young people. 

 

 

Figure 4.15 Responses to a statement about the “Scaled Approach”  

 

I believe that ASSET when used appropriately can be a useful tool for professional’s 

assessment, but it is not child friendly and does not ingratiate workers to families. I 

think that when taken into assessment interviews it is actually a barrier to 

communication and that practitioners should be encouraged to used more creative 

interactive tools / methods for conducting assessments and then in put their 

analysis of these onto the ASSET. 

Respondent 7 

 

As an  interesting linked issue to how other factors impact on supervision apart from 

risk, when asked what determined the amount of time they spent with a young person 

the highest rated was welfare need, followed by ASSET score 

 

The listed factors help determine the amount of time spent with a young person being supervised 

as part of a YRO. Please rank them in order of importance  when an average practitioner decides 

how much time to spend with an individual young person - with 1 being the most important. 

Answer 

Options 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Rating 

Average 

Response 

Count 

ASSET score; 14 11 13 17 4 6 1 3.12 66 

whether the 

young person  

turns up on 

time; 

5 4 13 7 21 13 3 4.30 66 

responsiveness 6 16 11 21 8 3 1 3.33 66 
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to supervision; 

how busy the 

worker is; 
5 2 9 8 11 20 11 4.85 66 

level of welfare 

need of the 

young person 

29 18 7 2 8 1 1 2.23 66 

gut feeling 

about the young 

person 

5 14 11 9 8 16 3 3.92 66 

other factor 2 1 2 2 6 7 46 6.24 66 

Table 4.4. Responses to a question about what determines time spent with a young 

person  

 

 

Again this shows how ASSET fails to capture some of the factors deemed important by 

practitioners and would support a move to AssetPlus and also an approach that took 

welfare needs more centrally as part of the assessment process.  
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Figure 4.16 Responses to a question about what determines time spent with a 

young person  

 

Although it became apparent form the survey that practitioners think that ASSET has its 

uses particularly assessment tool, a prompt and a way of structuring interviews there 

was widespread dissatisfaction amongst many of the respondents about its failure to 

capture all necessary information and its emphasis on risk and measurable outcomes at 

the expense of a more holistic approach. There was also concern about the scaled 

approach and its mechanistic approach. It would seem though that the YJB has also been 

listening to some of the research on this issue as AssetPlus at least appears to make an 

attempt to more beyond just the approach predicted around RFPP.  

 

4.4. Relationships, engagement and participation 
 

 

Truth is, the work with the young person is only as effective as the relationship 

built. The worker has to be emotionally and bureaucratically astute and the young 

person has to be willing. If any area of this fails, the whole thing fails miserably. 

Justice system, Schmustice System, it all boils down to relationships and its worst, 

sales, with on-target expectations. 

Respondent 3 

 

Within the managerialised youth justice system all the targets have been about 

improving the internal efficiencies of the system by managing processes more 

efficiently. Until recently how to engage with the young person has scarcely figured in 

any of the research, although engagement has now been promoted into a KEEP (2008). 

As a consequence of this attitude there is a dearth of research in the youth justice 

system around effective engagement of young people, (Mason and Prior 2008, 

Stephenson et al 2011).  This I will suggest is not accident as the production logic that 

underpins managerialism sees no value in the relationship or engagement as a process 

worth focussing on. 
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Before we attempt that question it is worth defining what “engaging” within the youth 

justice system means. For the purposes of this thesis, I will take Mason and Prior’s 

definition that engagement is 

 

concerned with the question of how to gain young people’s interest and willing 

participation in interventions or programmes of interventions intended to prevent 

or reduce offending’  

(2008:12)  

There is some discussion about whether this definition is adequate as well as confusion 

amongst practitioners about the difference between participation and engagement (YJB 

2010:19) There is at least some recognition now within the system about the 

importance of engaging young people/getting proper participation. 

 

Whatever happens it clearly makes no sense if interventions are planned in 

accordance with effective practice research but few young people participate. 

Programmes do not simply work on individuals but rather through them. 

(Stephenson et al 2011:75) 

 

Thus belatedly there is recognition of a problem but little idea of how to deal with it.  

This ineffectiveness was commented on by the recent Centre for Social Justice report in 

January 2012 into youth justice which looked at the importance of relationships and of 

participation.   

 

We recommend that young people subject to community sentences and their 

families be given the opportunity to share their views of the YOT and to make 

suggestions as to how it might be improved. This can be achieved by a number of 

means, such as youth forums, involving young people in decision making (such as 

recruitment of staff) and ‘meet the manager’ meetings. 

(2012:121) 

 

This had been preceded by the National Youth Agency (NYA) report in November 2010 

looking at young people’s participation in the youth justice system. Again 
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managerialism was named as a culprit by YOT practitioners as a barrier to participation 

by young people 

 

• Culture within youth justice system doesn’t encourage user participation. YOTs 

are governed by National Standards and reporting requirements, focused mainly 

on managing risk and reducing reoffending. 

• YOT practitioners repeatedly spoke of having too little time and appropriate 

methods and resources to engage with young people in a meaningful way. 

• YOTs are multi-disciplinary teams and different organisational employment 

practices can make it difficult to have consistent participation practices across the 

organisation. 

• Staff do not understanding participation, different professional training and 

values, and lack of commitment from management. 

• Young people on statutory orders may not want to participate. 

 

(NYA 2010:19) 

 

 

4.4.1. Messages from the survey 

 

it is my experience that the engagement of the young person depends on various 

factors like the quality of the relationship with the YOT worker, his/her past 

experiences with the system, their attitude etc. The experience of the worker is also 

a factor. I believe that the YOT worker will need to find creative ways to engage the 

young person and will need to find their real needs and try to address those 

Respondent 25 

 

Gaining trust and learning about the young person and building rapport, is 

essential before any meaningful supervision can take place 

Respondent 9 

When looking at the section on Effective practice there was clear support from the 

survey for an approach based around building relationships, increasing participation 

and engagement. Over 80% agreed with the statement 
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Figure 4.17 Responses to a statement about the importance of engaging young 

people  

 

It is some cause for concern that In the current system respondents disagreed that staff 

are always given the space to engage with just on 70% disagreeing with the statement 

 

 

Figure 4.18 Responses to a statement about the time given to engage with young 

people  

 

One outcome that was agreed due to this approach was that participation is often 

tokenistic with 94% of respondents agreeing with the statement 

 

 

Figure 4.19 Responses to a statement about tokenistic participation  
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With a further corollary to that with over 70% of respondents agreeing – perhaps 

unsurprisingly that young people turn up but don’t engage 

 

Figure 4.20 Responses to a statement about non engagement of young people in 

supervision 

These findings were highlighted by the next set of questions  

 

 

stro ng ly  

a g re e

p a rtia lly  

a g re e
d isa g re e

stro ng ly  

d isa g re e

Ra ting  

Ave ra g e

Re sp o nse  

Co unt

28 24 4 2 1.66 58

4 16 26 11 2.77 57

16 26 10 5 2.07 57

25 28 5 0 1.66 58

33 22 3 0 1.48 58

13

59

13sk ip p e d  q ue stio n

Answe r Op tio ns

I would like to work with young people  in a more 

participative manner

ASSET encourages the right amount of participation from 

young people in their orders

a nswe re d  q ue stio n

Ple a se  ra te  the  fo llo wing  s ta te me nts  a b o ut the  " the ra p e utic  a ll ia nce " b e twe e n yo ung  p e rso n a nd  p ra ctitio ne r,  a nd  p a rtic ip a tio n o f 

yo ung  p e o p le  in the  yo uth jus tice  syste m

Outcomes for young people would improve if the system 

encouraged more participation from them

An effective therapeutic relationship is at the heart of 

successful engagement with young people on court orders

Are there any thoughts about engagement and the participation of young people from your experience and practice, that you would like to 

share

I would like more training in how to build effective 

relationships with young people
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Figure 4.21 Responses to questions about participation and engagement with 

young people   

 

With nearly 90% agreeing that an effective relationship lay at the heart of successful 

engagement, over 90% agreeing that outcomes would improve if the system 

encouraged more participation, and nearly 95% stating that they would like to work in 

a more participatory manner; it is clear from above that the for the respondents anyway 

a system that encourages relationships engagement and participation is one that will 

work most effectively at reducing offending 

 

 

4.5. Deskilling and de-professionalisation of the workforce 
 

Not enough weight is given to the professional judgement of a work with regards to 

the amount of contact a young person should have with a most people relying on 

what the computer tells them to do. 

Respondent 2 

 

With the setting of targets and the emphasis of the speedy processing of young people 

the de-professionalisation/deskilling of practitioners has been an almost inevitable 

consequence. Pitts wrote “De-professionalisation holds many advantages for criminal 

justice system policy makers and managers with an iconoclastic and homogenising bent.”  

(Pitts 2001). The thrust of the argument being that a de-professionalised workforce 

would be easier to control, more likely to follow procedures, and cheaper to employ. 

This was echoed by Case in 2007  

 

Protestations that ASSET ‘requires considerable professional skill and expertise’, 

and creative and dynamic decision-making (Baker et al., 2004: 81) have been 

countered by claims that the ‘technicization’ and ‘routinization’ of youth justice 

practice deprofessionalizes and neuters practitioners, robbing them of their ability 

to use discretion and experience when assessing risk and targeting interventions 
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(see Hughes et al., 2002; Robinson, 2003). Pitts (2003) labels this process 

‘korrectional karaoke’. 

(Case, Youth Justice 2007:99) 

 

This was also echoed in the Probation Service 

 

A process of 'Taylorisation' occurs whereby the practitioner is wholly assimilated 

into the role of operative of the machine, mechanically applying the rules and 

criteria – for the assessment of risk – already set down in bureaucratic injunctions 

devised by others. The old skills of the practitioner and relations of trust with the 

client are recast as a set of indicators to be observed and classified by means of 

templates. In this way the probation practitioner becomes just another arm of the 

punishment and surveillance apparatus. The deskilling of the probation officer is no 

more clearly illustrated than by the fact that the risk analysis templates such as 

OASys can equally be implemented by prison officers. In the practical day to day 

working of the service there has developed a strong tendency towards the 

fragmentation of skills. 

(Fitzgibbon 2007) 

And again, 

 

The net effect of the managerialization of both probation services and probation 

practices is an increasingly micro-managed process of production in which 

officially prescribed ‘tools’, ‘programmes’ and ‘knowledges’ (each now products in 

their own right), come to be bestowed with more investment, status and ‘trust’ than 

the practitioners—or ‘obedient functionaries’ (Nellis, 2003)—reluctantly entrusted 

to use them. 

 

(McCulloch & McNeill 2007 235) 

 

We have a lot of research pointing in the direction of a de-professionalised workforce. 

The effects of this approach were neatly summed up in a report on care for older people 
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If managers impose a command and control culture that demoralises staff and robs 

them of the authority to make decisions, poor care will follow. The Future of 

Leadership and Management in the NHS (2011), a major study of health service 

leadership by the King’s Fund, called for leadership development to extend ‘from 

the board to the ward’, to give individuals ‘the ability and the confidence to 

challenge poor practice’. All care organisations should adopt this approach. 

(Commission on Dignity in Care for Older People 2012:19) 

 

 

This would exactly match the description I argued earlier of the parameters of practice 

moving from the discourse of social sciences to that of business and management – a 

production line mentality to processing young people going through the criminal justice 

system where a compliant workforce would be an asset. 

 

4.5.1. Messages from the survey 

 

Although this was not a key part of the survey the feeling of de-professionalisation was 

picked up from some of the comments made. Thus 63% of respondents agreed with the 

statement that, “The emphasis on “effective practice” has stifled more creative approaches 

to working with young people” 

 

 

Figure 4.22 Responses to a statement about the impact of effective practice on 

creativity 
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4.6. Diversity 
 

Equality issues need to be addresses throughout system especially with police and 

magistrates, should not be just for YOTs who largely deal with race tokenistically. 

Respondent 52 

 

The youth justice system rightly comes under scrutiny for the overrepresentation of 

minority ethnic groups, and its approach to race, culture and gender issues for those 

within it.  In a report on the youth justice system for the Equality and Human Rights 

Commission (2010) the authors wrote 

It has become increasingly clear that different ethnic groups are unequally 

represented within the criminal justice system (CJS). According to a recent 

Government report called Race and the Criminal Justice System, ‘members of our 

black communities are seven times more likely than their white counterparts to be 

stopped and searched, three and a half times more likely to be arrested, and five 

times more likely to be in prison’ (Jones and Singer, 2008:viii). While black groups 

are over-represented in the criminal justice system, there is a pattern of 

underrepresentation for some Asian groups. 

(May et al 2010: ii) 

Whilst this report was mainly looking at the operational policing reasons why this 

overrepresentation came about, the authors also looked at some of the underlying 

factors. 

Social exclusion, educational underachievement and school exclusion interact to 

form a web of disadvantage, bringing young black people disproportionately into 

contact with crime and the criminal justice system as both victims and offenders 

(House of Commons Home Affairs Committee, May et al 2010:8) 

In other words the overrepresentation of young black people in the most deprived and 

disadvantaged groups  in society is a key driver behind their overrepresentation within 

criminal justice.  However despite the knowledge around the overrepresentation being 

widely acknowledged the system though is still is seen as being too focussed around the 



105 
 

needs of its majority constituent, young white males. Too often groups and courses have 

been set up with one constituent body in mind. It is true that this group is the single 

largest cohort within the youth justice system as a report for the YJB looking at young 

women in the youth justice system in 2009 comments  

Most offending continues to be perpetrated by boys and interventions have been 

designed to meet their needs 

 

(Arnull & Eagle 2009:5) 

 

There is still little evidence about ‘what works’ with girls in the youth justice 

system. Nonetheless, qualitative data indicates that girls and boys prefer 

interventions which are stylistically different; girls prefer the building of one-to-one 

relationships and a female-only environment, whereas boys prefer more structure 

and rules. However, work directed at criminogenic needs appears to be of most 

value with both boys and girls, and this is congruent with research into effective 

interventions (Harper and Chitty, 2005). 

(Arnull & Eagle 2009:5) 

This outcome is not surprising in view of the explicit managerialist desire to maximise 

efficiency and ensure costs savings. Shoving all “offenders” on a single generic course or 

treating them in supervision all the same way regardless of race, ethnic background or 

gender is a way of saving money if not of meeting individual needs. 

 

4.6.1. Messages from the survey 

 

Not enough training around diversity and discrimination 

Respondent 43 

 

There was partial – not strong – agreement that the YJB paid sufficient attention to 

diversity issues 
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Figure 4.23 Responses to a statement about YJB response to diversity 

 

There seemed to be some confusion though because nearly 80% agreed that the YJB 

paid “lip service” to diversity issues 

 

There is a concern that the BME group is over represented in the Youth Justice 

System but that is an issue for society at large and I am concerned that if the Youth 

Justice Board addressed it they'd make it more of the bureaucratic nightmare we 

currently experience and compound the problem.  

Respondent 3 

 

 

Figure 4.24 Responses to a statement about YJB paying lip service to diversity 

issues  

 

This second statement was firmed up on by responses to the following statement  
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Figure 4.25 Responses to a statement about diversity getting buried amongst 

other issues  

 

This would explain the results to the commitment statement, but highlights the reality 

of the situation where issues about diversity get buried. When asked about the priority 

that issues around diversity should be afforded there was clear agreement about its 

importance.  

 

Figure 4.26 Responses to a statement about the prioritisation of the over 

representation of young BME people 

 

A clear steer to the YJB comes through agreement with the statement that working with 

diversity issues is appositive way to build relationships 92% also agreed that  

 

Figure 4.27 Responses to a statement about diversity issues as a positive way to 

build relations with young people  
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It is clear from the results that practitioners strongly believe that the 

overrepresentation of young BME people in the youth justice system should be a 

priority for the YJB. Over three quarters also think that the YJB pays lip service to this 

issue. What might be deduced also from this research that the proceduralised and 

managerialised youth justice system by focussing on process and efficiency has 

continued to ignore the needs of young BME people – in effect pretending that they do 

not exist as a separate group with very different needs.  However and encouragingly 

practitioners overwhelmingly think that working with factors associated with race and 

gender are a positive and effective way of working and engaging with young people. 

This point was picked up by Respondent 2 who commented 

 

Young people should not all be treated the same. Interventions should be based 

solely on the Young persons individuality and current circumstances. Diversity and 

culture should be taken into consideration always but so should the young person's 

'lived in' experience rather than what we assume because of race, gender, age 

(Respondent 2) 

 

This is an area that will be raised again when looking at the benefits of an approach 

based around value co-creation – that the process starts with the contextual situation of 

the young person and moves out from there. That these contextual issues might well be 

issues around race and gender then gives an excellent basis for ensuring that these 

areas become part of the rehabilitative process.  

 

4.7. Discussion around the overall survey results 
 

There were no real surprises when it came to the results of the survey, and they were 

much as one might expect from reading the literature about the impact of 

managerialism on the youth justice system. What seemed to come across to me from the 

numbers as well as the comments was an overwhelming feeling of frustration about the 

way the system is set up with too much emphasis on tick box process and not enough on 

the engagement and participation of the young person. This of course is a direct 

consequence of aligning the system with a production led ethos which was designed 
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without any concept of engagement with a customer, that has the achievement of 

process driven targets as a central ethos, and these results underlie the necessity of a 

realignment away from this axis. The realignment I will be suggesting should be to a 

consumer orientated approach which I will suggest will answer many of the concerns of 

practitioners around the target driven process orientated system and indeed managers 

and administrators around the efficient use of resources. 

 

 

 

4.8. Chapter Summary 
 

In the past three chapters we have looked at the origins of the youth justice system and 

seen a system little more than one century old which has been driven by different social 

and political currents from the outset. We saw how the way was prepared for 

managerialism by the actuarialist and corporatist approaches. These ensured the shift 

to a more managerialist approach was not too much of a paradigm shift. In our research 

of managerialism we looked that the origins of this movement in the public service 

reforms of the 1980’s we saw how NPM changed how public services were managed. 

We saw how this presumption was imported into the public sector in the 1980’s to 

improve efficiency and how it transmuted in the youth justice system principally to 

managerialism. We then looked specifically at the youth justice system and saw the 

impacts of NPM – effective/evidence led practice, emphasis on targets, speed and 

efficiency, with the effect of the diminution of the therapeutic relationship and 

practitioner deskilling, the pushing of effective practice, and the negative impact on 

working with diversity. The results of academic research coincided with the results 

from the primary research project.   

 

Thus the problem is exposed, but how can the youth justice system move away from 

this unsuitable approach to managing justice in England and Wales. No compelling (for 

politicians anyway) alternative has been produced from within the criminological 

discourse, so I would suggest once again we need to look outside this discipline for a 

tenable model. For this we will return to the discipline of business, marketing and 
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management where the origins of NPM lie. It is here that the tenets underpinning 

managerialism can be exposed, and it is where they have been displaced. But by what; 

and is that “what” transferable? This will be the subject of the next two chapters when 

we will see how the private sector traced the path that youth justice will need to take, 

moved away from a production focus, cast off an obsession with inward looking 

efficiency, and started to engage with the consumer. 
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CHAPTER 5: VALUE CO-CREATION WHAT IT IS AND ITS ORIGINS 

WITHIN THE DISCIPLINE OF MARKETING   
 

 

In order to propose value co-creation - a marketing theory - as a model for practice 

within youth justice it is essential to be clear about its origins, theoretical development 

and the language that surrounds it. Tracing value co-creation’s origins and development 

within the marketing discourse, apart from contextualising the theory, also serves 

another purpose; the process will highlight the suggested theoretical journey that youth 

justice practice could take away from its current managerialist predicament.  For 

strange as it may seem, in the target driven, internal efficiency focussed, production led  

purgatory that youth justice currently finds itself, it  is in a similar situation 

/predicament to that from which  marketing theory and practice had to emerge from in 

the 1980-90s. A place where it was constricted by a view of customer relationships that 

was centred around the production needs of business. (Sheth, Parvatiyar 1995) 

 

Entry into the discipline of marketing and specifically marketing theory will be required 

to achieve the aims of this chapter, as it is in this discourse that value co-creation theory 

originated. Choices have been made about where to concentrate research efforts. The 

literature review and subsequent analysis therefore, though broad, has been designed 

and implemented specifically around the planned outcome of this thesis – how to 

integrate value co-creation into youth justice - and the structure of this chapter also 

reflects this. One choice is that this chapter will stick mainly to the conventional analysis 

within the discipline. Most conspicuously this will be seen in the description of the 

marketing eras which takes the mainstream view of marketing development within the 

Western world and does not subject it to a critique.  This approach will allow the reader 

from the social sciences discipline who may not be conversant with how, why and 

whens of marketing theory and eras and all the arguments therein, a good enough 

understanding of how theory and practice has developed. Arguments around what 

constitutes eras along with dates, are not really important to the outcome of this thesis. 

This approach will allow the thesis to move swiftly onto the key period of time - the 

development of relationship marketing model and then onto value co-creation theory. 

The background to the changes that occurred will be analysed as marketing developed 
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from an activity focussed around the production orientated approach of business – i.e. 

focussed solely around the transaction of the good to a relationship based approach 

suitable for the consumer society. There are parallels to be drawn in this change of 

approach which I will be suggesting that the youth justice system should be heeding.  

 

This chapter is also not a critique of the consumer society and marketing’s role in the 

exploitation of the consumer, although this is mentioned in this chapter in relation to 

Zwick et al (2008). The critique has been done cogently and powerfully elsewhere, most 

notably Hall, Winlow and Ancrum (2008) where the impact of the consumer society on 

those marginalised by that society is investigated. Their withering critique of marketing 

and branding experts and the role they play in creating consumption and sustaining 

patterns only underlies the sophistication of the marketing campaigns used by major 

brands. This has also been researched by Schor (2005) who looked particularly how 

children are marketed at.  And as we will see value co-creation would be one of the main 

tools in their arsenal for ensuring that their marketing “works” by making the consumer 

feel valued as well as giving further insight into consumption habits. Thus value co-

creation as a theory has dirty hands in terms of consumer exploitation, and could be 

seen in terms of Strain theory as one of the factors that leads to “strain” as vulnerable 

consumers are encouraged into relationships with firms intent on exploiting them 

without the means to acquire the product that they so desire.  

 

5.1. Marketing - Definitional changes and a comparison with youth 

justice 
 

As one might expect from a theoretical and practical discipline the definition of 

marketing is not an uncontested affair. As Hunt (2010), a leading marketing theorist 

wrote, “(H)ow to define Marketing has proved to be a contentious issue for decades”, 

(2010:60) with the definition having been drawn and redrawn over that period. It is 

worth looking at these changes in a little more detail as it shows the journey that 

marketing theory and practice have been on. In 1985 the American Marketing 

Association (AMA) defined marketing as  
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The performance of business activities that directs the flow of goods and services 

from producer to consumer or user 

 

In contrast the current definition according to the AMA defines marketing as  

 

The activity, set of institutions, and processes for creating, communicating, 

delivering, and exchanging offerings that have value for customers, clients, 

partners, and society at large. (Approved October 2007) 

 

One does not have to be a marketing expert to see that this is a huge change of emphasis 

over a twenty year period, particularly in terms of the direction of the flow of 

communication, as the definition moves from one around from  

 

a) marketing being production based and the performance of business activities to 

aid the process of selling -  a course of action which can be characterised as a one 

way communication  process from seller to buyer  

 

To  

 

b) Marketing being consumer orientated, an activity, set of institutions or processes 

centred around exchanging offerings that have value. Here, by definition, the 

communication process has in part at least to be two way and the issue of 

value gets drawn in (something that will be looked at later).  

 

 

5.1.1. Comparison of marketing’s direction of travel to that of youth justice 

As alluded to in the introduction to this chapter the position that youth justice, with the 

dominance of the effective practice model finds itself in now, is not that different to 

where marketing theory had to move from in the 1980-90s and early 2000s. It is 

interesting to note how it got itself to this position and the definition of marketing gives 

a good clue.  Youth justice has moved, to use the words from the definition above, from  
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a) The activity, set of institutions, and processes for creating, communicating, 

delivering, and exchanging offerings that have value for customers, clients, 

partners, and society at large.  

 

The period in which this description would have described the dominant model of 

practice, was that of the pre-managerialist period where youth justice sat within a social 

work and youth work arena. At this time the relationship was a key part of social work 

practice (Trevithick 2003). It has moved instead to – as we saw in the earlier chapters -   

 

b) The performance of business activities that directs the flow of goods and services from 

producer to consumer or user  

 

which can be characterised largely as production orientated one way communication 

from the practitioner to the young person which is determined by targets set by the 

management and by the Youth Justice Board.  

 

This change in emphasis has been somewhat over simplified to make a point, but is 

done in the knowledge that it reflects the direct of travel that has already been 

discussed in the earlier chapters. In itself this direction of travel it is not surprising due 

to the fact that the business theories imported with NPM were all centred around the 

earlier definition of production sales and marketing where pushing a product, or in this 

case an intervention, is systemic within the paradigm that the process was/is ensconced 

in – something we will return to later in this chapter when goods-dominant logic is 

examined. 

 

It is the change in emphasis in marketing theory and practice that will be mapped in 

more detail as the development of marketing theory is examined later in this chapter; 

from being centred around the marketing of the object/service, goods - dominant logic 

(Vargo and Lusch 2004) – production based marketing, to being centred around 

creating value, service - dominant logic (Vargo and Lusch 2006) – consumer based 

marketing. It is enough to note at this stage that the definition of marketing has moved 

the activity from that of purely transactional business activities involving one way 
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communication to one of more generic activities/processes involved in value and 

exchange, crucially where communication is two way.  

 

Marketing thus can be seen as a highly dynamic discourse with its own definition open 

to academic redrawing on a fairly continuous basis. The reason for this will become 

apparent as we see how the role of marketing has changed over the years often in 

reaction to conditions in the sales market.  

 

5.2. The origins of marketing 
 

5.2.1. Conventional marketing eras – Keith (1960),Bartels (1974), Dawson 

(1969), and Kotler and Keller (2006) 

The conventional wisdom within mainstream marketing text books splits marketing 

theory and practice into different eras, although there is some argument about what 

these eras are or what should define them (Jones 2007). According to convention, which 

will be followed in this section, the evolution of marketing into a crucial business 

function in many firms was first recognized by Robert Keith (1960), an executive at 

Pillsbury, an American company. According to Keith, marketing evolved into its present-

day prominence within Pillsbury during four distinct periods beginning after the simple 

trade era in American history. Keith called these periods the production era, the sales 

era, the marketing era, and the marketing company era. However, this four section era 

has subsequently been added to by Bartels (1974), Dawson (1969), and Kotler and 

Keller (2006) with the addition of the pre-production era and the relationship 

marketing era.  

 

 

I. The Simple Trade Era  

Prior to the Industrial Revolution, people made most of what they consumed. Any 

excess household production could be brought to town and sold or traded for other 

goods. This type of economy is commonly referred to as a pure subsistence economy. In 

a pure subsistence economy, there is little need for marketing (to facilitate exchanges), 

since each household produces what it consumes. 
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However, with the advent of the Industrial Revolution, businesses rather than 

households became the producers of many types of goods. When the producers of 

products are not also the consumers of those products, exchanges must take place. Thus 

serious thinking about the exchange process that is marketing began in the wake of the 

Industrial Revolution. The evolution of marketing into the most important business 

function in many firms was first recognized by Robert Keith (1960). 

 

II. The Production Era  

The production era is so named because many companies' main priority was the 

reduction of the cost of production – marketing was an insignificant part of the 

production process. Companies felt that exchanges could be facilitated merely by 

lowering manufacturing costs and, in turn, passing along the cost savings to customers 

in the form of lower prices. This focus on production (which lasted until the 1920s) was 

fuelled by such milestones as Ford's invention of the assembly line and Taylor's 

scientific management movement (Haber 1964). These two innovations made business 

managers aware that mass production resulted in steeply declining unit costs of 

production. In turn, the declining unit costs of production made profit possibilities look 

remarkable. 

 

III. The Sales Era  

The next era of marketing evolution is called the sales era because many companies' 

main priority was to move their products out of the factory using a variety of selling 

techniques. This came about as consumer demand was saturated and companies found 

that they could no longer sell all the products that they produced, even though prices 

had been lowered via mass production. Another factor in this approach was the Great 

Depression staring in October 1929. The amount of disposable and discretionary 

income that consumers had to spend on necessities and luxuries decreased dramatically 

as the unemployment rate rose. Firms now had to get rid of their excess products in 

order to convert those products into cash. In order to get rid of products, many firms 

developed sales forces and relied on personal selling, advertising signs, and singing 

commercials on the radio to "move" the product. Levitt (1960) noted that these firms 

were not necessarily concerned with satisfying the customer, but rather with selling the 
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product. This sales orientation dominated business practice through the 1930s until 

World War II, when most firms' manufacturing facilities were adapted to making 

machinery and equipment for the war effort.  

 

IV. The Marketing Department Era  

Firms realized that they needed a set of criteria to determine which products would be 

manufactured and which would not, as well as a new management function that would 

incorporate many related functions such as procurement, advertising, and sales into one 

department, the marketing department. It was also at this time that many firms realized 

that the route to higher profits was no longer just to manufacture a variety of products, 

but to satisfy their customers. The change in company thinking or purpose from that of 

manufacturing products to that of satisfying customers was revolutionary from a 

marketing perspective, as marketing departments became central to the management 

function of many firms, and many companies changed their thinking or purpose from 

that of manufacturing products to that of satisfying customers. Firms with a customer 

orientation attempted to create satisfying products that customers would want to buy. 

Beginning in the 1960s some firms had implemented this customer-oriented philosophy 

to the point where the marketing department set the agenda for the entire company. 

These types of firms are referred to as marketing companies. 

 

 

V. The Marketing Company Era  

Firms that have moved from simply having a marketing department that follows a 

customer orientation to having the marketing department guide the company's 

direction are called marketing companies. In marketing companies, the marketing 

department sets company operating policy, including technical research, procurement, 

production, advertising, and sales. Marketing is the basic motivating force for all 

activities within the corporation, from finance to sales to production, with the objective 

of satisfying the needs of the customer. Firms that practice this philosophy of bringing 

all departments together with the objective of satisfying their customers are practising 

the marketing concept. The marketing concept states that if all of the organization's 

functions are focused on customer needs, profits can be achieved by satisfying those 

needs. The satisfaction of customer needs can be accomplished through product 
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changes, pricing adjustments, increased customer service, distribution changes, and the 

like. Today, some firms take the marketing concept one step further by establishing 

long-term relationships with their customers, as discussed below. 

 

 

VI. The Relationship Marketing Era 

Relationship marketing is the process whereby a firm aims to build long-term satisfying 

relations with its customers in order to retain the customers' loyalty in buying the 

firm's products. Kotler (1997), pointed out that the need for customer retention is 

demonstrated by the fact that the cost of attracting a new customer is estimated to be 

five times the cost of keeping a current customer happy.  The intention of relationship 

marketing is to take the marketing concept one step further by establishing long-term, 

trusting, win-win relations with customers in order to satisfy the customer, foster 

customer loyalty and encourage repeat buying.  

 

It is at this point the conventional account of marketing history can be closed as it has 

brought marketing up to date, and a more critical account of relationship marketing 

embarked upon. However before so doing it is necessary to understand the tools of the 

marketer and is to these that we will now turn.   

 

 

5.3. Production led marketing in operation  

 

5.3.1. The 4Ps and the marketing mix 

The traditional emphasis, in focusing marketing on tangible goods as the centre of 

exchange within a production orientated approach has led to a formulation for 

marketing, the 4Ps (McCarthy 1960) which has become the standard marketing and 

selling tool. The 4Ps describes a method for choosing which part of the “marketing mix” 

a company is going to use to sell its goods. The marketing mix is the choice of marketing 

and selling tools that a company uses when bringing a good or service to market. 
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The 4Ps are: 

 •Product (or Service) 

 •Place 

 •Price 

 •Promotion 

 

Thus the skill of a marketer and seller is using the right balance of the 4 Ps to increase 

sales through: 

 heavily discounting an item for a short period, e.g. a winter sale to shift winter 

clothing before spring–  an example of using price  

 changing part of the product so it is more easily differentiated from its 

competitors e.g. a car manufacturer adding an extended three year warranty to 

their car – an example of using product,  

 deciding where to sell it, e.g. an organic beef farmer choosing to take a stall in a 

local farmers market as oppose to supplying a supermarket –an example of using  

place  

 deciding what is the best method/medium to promote your product e.g. a 

manufacturer of washing powder deciding to do a viral marketing campaign on 

the internet as opposed to traditional TV or direct mail marketing  - an example 

of using promotion 

Often several of these “Ps” will be mixed together something called “the marketing mix”. 

Since the 1960s, McCarthy’s 4Ps have been expanded to the 7Ps ,  with another three 

being added - people, process and physical evidence (Chartered Institute Marketing, 

2009), and have since had 4 Cs added. (Lauterborn 1993) to recognise the importance 

of the consumer/customer.  

• Customer value: it is the value that you provide that determines your position 

in the sector or market/s 

• Cost: think of what the customer has to pay 

• Communication: engage customers in meaningful interactions 

• Convenience: make it easy for customers to choose you  
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The important point to note is that all these Ps and Cs to an extent have one function, to 

sell a good or service to you, and the Ps and Cs are based in a production based 

methodology.  It was the better use of the Ps and Cs that RM was able to achieve, 

something that will now be looked at.  

 

5.3.2. RM leads to the more effective exploitation of the consumer  

As part of RM companies through use of technologies had begun more effectively 

monetizing relationships with existing customers such that they become more efficient 

at exploiting them (their existing customers). These criticisms were cogently 

summarised by Fitchett and McDonagh in 2000. 

 

In summary, we identify the following characteristics of organization–consumer 

relationships. 

1. Terms of reference.  The organization defines the interaction it has with its 

consumers as a relationship only if it is considered to benefit organizational 

interests (e.g. secure growth, increase repeat consumption). 

2. Relational basis.  The organization defines and regulates the terms and 

conditions of the relationship. Consumers have little opportunity to specify their 

own terms and/or can alter them only if sanctioned by the organization. 

3. Opportunity to vary relational terms.  The organization, due to the relational 

basis, can adapt, modify and change the terms of a customer relationship without 

negotiation. Consumers are tied to relational terms. 

4. Relational conflict.  When disagreement in the relationship emerges or either 

party fails to comply with the agreed relational basis, organizations have a greater 

opportunity to arbitrate on the resolution arrangements and have a greater 

capacity to impose penalties 

(Fitchett and McDonagh 2000: 218) 

 

As can be seen from these criticisms of RM, it was not a paradigm shift as some such as 

Gummesson (1997) claimed at the time, and in fact it was just a way of using modern 

technology which has allowed greater and more cost effective data tracking of 
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consumer relationships by companies to exploit these more efficiently. As Zwick points 

out, 

 

The increasing difficulty in delighting and retaining customers, however, has not 

changed the primary ground rule of firm–customer engagements: the relationship 

is still one dominated by the firm, but with a need for an increasingly intimate 

involvement with the customer (Vandermerwe, 2004). 

(Zwick et al 2008:171) 

Most fundamentally RM fails to address power imbalances between producer and 

consumer so that marketing is still being done “at” consumers – the one way 

communication that was mentioned in the definition above.     

 

Prior to the internet, traditional branding was by and large the exercise of a 

narcissist, the brand manager, who was preoccupied with creating a specific image 

for the brand, primarily through corporate communications shouting how 

wonderful the brand is, then passing on the desired image to consumers. Any voices 

diverging from this image had to be suppressed. 

(Christodoulides 2009:142) 

 

And he goes on, “Now however due to the shift in power Command and control branding 

simply cannot be tolerated online” (Christodoulides 2009:142) This has major 

implications for marketing as consumers gained more power through the internet 

(Christodoulides 2009, Wind and Ramaswamy, 2001).  This meant that the potential 

existed to rebalance power through forming online communities, (Denegri-Knott et al., 

2006; Kozinets and Handelman, 2004). 
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5.4. The changing power dynamic between producer and consumer 

weakens the relationship marketing paradigm  

Criticisms of RM do not end with theoretical worries about consumer exploitation and 

the one way nature of the transaction. As a model to help companies increase sales and 

profitability it was also under pressure, as in some markets it was no longer adequate 

for its main purpose, of shifting goods and services. In increasing numbers of sales 

markets the consumer has moved on from being passive predictable partner to 

something more empowered and difficult to predict (Arnould et al 2006: Firat et al, 

1995; Arnould and Thompson 2005, 2007).  This shift occurred as consumers became 

increasingly networked up and started to use the internet in particular, as a means to 

increase power in relation to companies selling goods and services. This has meant that 

the old certainties for marketing such as the 4Ps and the relationship marketing model 

have become increasing obsolete in certain markets. These factors will now be 

examined.  

I. Fickle consumers 

Because of the power relationship with the consumer, Goods – dominant logic (G-DL) 

methodology led companies to employ product standardisation as a strategy for 

minimizing production and distribution costs. (This is what the Rover Group were 

trying to achieve in the 1980s, by reducing the number of models of cars they were 

producing at any one time).  This is a sensible strategy to maximise profitability if you 

can be sure that your standardised goods will be consumed – something that Rover 

Group were unable to do. In other words to employ this technique effectively for cost 

minimisation  as Ducker (1974) suggest it is essential to know what your consumers 

want so you produce what they want, when they want it, at a price they can afford 

(production as a fulfilment of customer need).  However, it has become increasingly 

clear that the traditional methodology of utilising demographic factors such as gender, 

social class, income, education, or other kinds of statistical analysis to predict 

consumers’ behaviour or which goods they decide to buy is no longer fit for purpose 

(Pongsakornrungsilp 2010)). Or, as Zwick puts it 
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This has become more difficult in the era of postmodern markets (Holt, 2000) 

characterized by an unmanageable and fickle consumer sphinx (Gabriel and Lang, 

1995; Firat and Dholakia, 1998) 

(Zwick et al 2008:171) 

This criticism is particularly pertinent as one of the key attributes/selling points of the 

relationship marketing approach was that it was designed to improve the predictability 

of consumers through tracking their purchasing habits. Companies spent millions of 

pounds on customer relationship management (CRM) technology to track consumer 

spending habits to ensure that the “relationship” was being effectively exploited.  Of 

course the company stressed the importance of the relationship and the benefits that 

would accrue from it to the consumer – accruing points on loyalty cards linked to cash 

spent, like the Nectar, American Express, Air miles, and Tesco club card, are a good 

example of this. They in return would get better intelligence on the buying habits of 

their key customers, thus being able to better predict their future consumption habits, 

while the customer got some points which they could redeem against further purchases. 

However if consumption patterns in many consumer areas can no longer be predicted 

as effectively as before to justify huge expenditure on CRM technology then it is clear 

that the days of RM are numbered in these less predictable markets. The Return on 

Investment (ROI) figures would not add up and it would be hard for a marketing 

executive to press for investment in new and funky customer tracking software which 

would not help improve sales. The model was at the same time also fatally undermined 

by the rise of the networked and more empowered consumer. 

II.  RM challenged by active networked consumers 

Businesses could probably have lived with decreasing returns on the relationship 

marketing investments and would have probably sharpened up their RM act if the 

internet had not emerged as a weapon of mass destruction on RM. Now, in an era of 

mass communication through the internet, consumers could club together to impact on 

products, and punish companies that failed to change.  

 

With access to unprecedented amounts of information, knowledgeable consumers 

can make informed decisions. For companies accustomed to restricting the flow of 
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information to consumers, this shift is radical. Millions of networked consumers are 

collectively challenging the traditions of industries as varied as entertainment, 

financial services, and health care. 

(Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004:4) 

 

This shift in balance has been more cynically surmised by Zwick  

 

A quickly growing literature in academic and trade journals has sprung up to 

spread the gospel of the consumer’s charmed transformation from a passive 

recipient of messages and commodities to an active interpreter and maker of both, 

a transformation often expressed by the neologism “prosumer” 

(Zwick et al 2008:167) 

 

There are any number of examples of this behaviour manifesting itself, and it would 

seem that the public has a large appetite for such stories. At the time of writing (April 

2013) this news story about Virgin media and their insensitivity was the most read 

article on the BBC Website  

 

Dead customer Virgin Media bill goes viral on Facebook 

 

A broadband bill sent to a deceased man, which included a fine for late payment, 

has been shared more than 53,000 times by Facebook users 

While the unfortunate action of bills being sent to those who have recently died is 

far from new, the viral nature of this complaint should serve as a warning to 

companies, said one social media expert.  

"Corporations are very good at promoting themselves, they recognise that everyone 

needs a Twitter and a Facebook account, they are aware the networks exist but 

they don't have the strategies in place to deal with the issues that can arise from 

those networks," said Dr Lisa Harris, head of the digital marketing masters 

programme at the University of Southampton. 
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"If they do make a mistake they should say that they are human using the channels 

they have created themselves." 

"A lot of people as a result of seeing this will now think, 'I had that problem as well' 

- it can mushroom. Companies need to recognize that people have more power than 

they used to." 

(BBC website 2013) 

 

This story is enough to strike terror into the heart of all marketing executives and 

illustrates how uncontrollable bad news stories have become.  

Within the academic discipline of marketing these weaknesses and issues did not go 

unnoticed and these were first fully and comprehensively explored by two academics 

Vargo and Lusch in 2004. They slightly shifted the terminology from that of production 

led to something they called Goods-dominant logic (G-DL). To more fully explore the 

weakness in the RM approach it is necessary to examine the foundational logic that 

Vargo and Lusch (2004) propose that that system of marketing is based upon.  

 

5.5. Goods-dominant logic 
 

Goods-dominant logic was a term coined by Vargo and Lusch (2004) to explain how 

marketing theory had become entrained into Western Capitalist thought. What they 

were describing in effect was what this thesis has called the production led/orientated 

approach of business, as Ng et al describe 

 

GD Logic pervades contemporary business thinking due to a long history of an 

industrial era where economic growth was achieved through a country’s ability to 

produce an excess quantity of goods and then export this excess to generate wealth 

(Ng et al 2012:4) 

 

In this logic they continue 
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Traditional thinking, or the dominant logic, within manufacturing firms is based 

upon tangible units of production, be it materials or equipment, products or 

services. This tradition thinking dates back to the work of Adam Smith (1776) 

which characterises goods through their exchange value. 

(Ng et al 2012:4) 

 

Thus the value of the good or service lies at the point of exchange when it is paid for. 

There is no value in what happens afterwards – this is a transactional, production led 

economy with value determined either before as stock or inventory or at the point of 

transaction. Marketing was based upon or subservient to this dominant logic and its 

role was merely to shift the produced goods.  And although there were academic 

advances in marketing theory, they never really got beyond the value of a good being 

transactional and determined at the point of exchange, with all the power being vested 

in the seller of the good or service.  

For example, a major contribution to the discourse was made by Peter Ducker (1974) 

when he examined the difference between marketing and selling. This difference is best 

summed up in his classic management handbook Management: Tasks, Responsibilities, 

Practices (1974:58) in which he wrote 

….fifty years ago the typical attitude of the American Businessman towards 

marketing was “the sales department will sell whatever the plant produces.” Today 

it is increasingly, “it is our job to produce what the market needs” …….It is the 

whole business seen from the point of view of its final result, that is, from the 

customer’s point of view 

 

Hence, 

 

The aim of marketing is to make selling superfluous. [It] ... is to know and 

understand the customer so well that the product or service fits him and sells itself. 

Ideally, marketing should result in a customer who is ready to buy.  

(Drucker 2001:21)  
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Now this concept although undoubtedly focussed around the customer rather than just 

the firm gives an idea of relationship marketing and lean theory. However the aim is still 

about the transfer of the good and thus fits in with the Goods-dominant paradigm. 

Relationship marketing was exactly based around this logic. The firm took an interest in 

their customer only is so far as the sale (transaction) was made, and the relationship 

was strictly on the terms dictated by the company.  The purpose of this relationship was 

to make the production output of the company more profitable by ensuring that all 

goods produced would be sold. One does not have to be entirely cynical to see the 

benefits accruing almost entirely to the companies running these schemes. Their efforts 

however were hampered by the paradigm under which they were operating. They were 

working under the theory that the exchange of the “Good” was the key event. This 

meant that the closing of the sale and transaction was the beginning and end of the 

marketing and sales process. What happened before the transaction, and to a certain 

extent afterwards were really not relevant, though with customer loyalty cards the 

intention was to encourage loyalty to your brand with small discounts to encourage 

repeat purchases. Under this paradigm what happened to the good/service post 

transaction was unimportant. 

 

This exploitation of the relationship for commercial ends also explains why RM theory 

was no longer adequate to explain the changes brought by the internet. It was in a sense 

destined to fail as soon as consumers gained some power equality (agency) in the 

consumer market. This theme was explored by Denegri-Knott et al, 2006; Kozinets and 

Handelman, 2004) and Pongsakornrungsilp who wrote, 

 

Consumers are seen as being increasingly powerful in consumer research inasmuch 

as they are increasingly forming groups (Baron, 2006) that create opportunities 

for them as consumers and pose a potential threat to companies. 

(2010:62) 

 

Few people like to have things done at them least of all sales , so increasing consumer 

power was likely to lead to problems with this model as consumers banded together in 

formal and informal alliances.  A good example of such is TripAdvisor an online 
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community which rates holidays, hotels, restaurants and the like. Each user can relate 

the experience they have had and thus pass their experience of value or lack of the 

online community.  There have been some complaints that the consumer has got too 

powerful as this item from the BBC website illustrates with consumers demanding 

freebies to ensure a positive review. (BBC website 2012)   

 

Thus RM found itself in deep trouble as a theory that was meant to increase 

profitability. Consumer predictability was decreasing and more troubling still, one 

administrative error could go viral on the internet undoing hours of patient work 

building relationships of trust with customers. To reflect what was happening out in the 

field a new marketing theory was required which could deal with these radical changes 

in the behaviour of consumers. One that fully engaged with the consumer society that 

had emerged and could work with empowered consumers. Thus, marketing academics 

and practitioners required a new paradigm (Grönroos, 1997; Gummesson, 1997; Sheth, 

1996), with Shostack’s (1977) call to marketers to “break free” from goods marketing 

being the most celebrated. It is these developments which are of most interest to this 

thesis as it is from here that the concept of value co-creation stems. 

 

5.6. Enter service dominant logic (S-DL) 

Under attack for increasing irrelevance, marketing theory was desperate to escape the 

tight corner it was in, to prevent itself becoming irrelevant. Vargo and Lusch responded 

and produced an alternative paradigm in 2004 and named it service-centred dominant 

logic which got shortened down to service-dominant logic (S-DL). In this model which 

was developed over a period of a few years, with collaboration from other marketing 

theorists, ten foundational premises were eventually settled upon which underpin this 

logic which  have been copied in the table below. This is the most recent version 
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(Vargo and Lusch 2008) 

Table 5.1. The Ten foundational premises of Vargo and Lusch 2008 

Before focussing on those parts of the table that are most implicated in the 

interdisciplinary transfer – i.e. those that are directly involved in the process of value 

co-creation, all of the foundational premises will be examined in turn and their 

relevance to the transfer evaluated.  

 FP1 – Service as a basis of exchange 

 FP2 - Indirect exchange masks the fundamental basis of exchange 

 FP3 – Goods as a mechanism for service provision – value in use 

 FP4 - Operant and operand resources 

 FP5 - All economies are service economies 

 FP6 – customer as co-creator of value 

 FP7 – The enterprise cannot deliver value, but only offer value propositions 
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 FP8 - The customer a co-creator of value 

 FP9 - All social and economic actors are resource integrators 

 FP10- Value being determined by the user 

 

 

FP1 -Service as a basis of exchange 

“In the past the product was the end point of the consumer experience. Now it is the 

starting point.” 

(Nike manager as quoted in Ramaswamy (2008:9)   

What Vargo and Lusch describe in this premise is a system where it is the service 

rendered by the good that is important rather than the good itself. This was not 

something they made up themselves but rather drew on the work of other scholars. 

Hence Gummeson (1995, pp. 250–51, argued that, “Customers do not buy goods or 

services: they buy offerings which render services which create value...” and Ramires 

writing in 1999 “Value resides, and strategically this is crucial, in the actions and 

interactions which the acquired resource makes possible or supports.” (1999:51) In real 

life this can be seen in the actions of companies such as Nike from the quotation above, 

and Apple and their i-Tunes product. The value of an i-Tunes player for the consumer 

lies not in the purchase of it – it is useless compared to say an old transistor radio where 

value could be gained as soon as it was taken out of its packaging (batteries inserted!) 

and turned on. Value comes when the purchaser goes online at the Apple website, signs 

up to i-Tunes, downloads their favourite songs and listens to these in the order they 

choose. Thus the original purchase of the i-Tunes player is a tiny part of the value that 

will eventually play out of the transaction. Apple creates more value for itself (profit) by 

encouraging the customer to pay to go to its website and pay to download from the i-

Tunes store. The customer gains value by downloading the songs he/she wants and 

playing them in the order they want. And so the process continues... 
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Within youth justice this premise describes how an effective therapeutic relationship 

operates – “the application of operant resources - Knowledge and skills” of both parties. 

Without the engagement of both parties a therapeutic relationship cannot occur. 

 

FP2 - Indirect exchange masks the fundamental basis of exchange 

This premise describes how over time exchange moved from the direct one-to-one 

trading of specialised skills – i.e. as in a traditional agricultural economy, to the indirect 

exchange of skills in vertical marketing systems and increasingly large, bureaucratic, 

hierarchical organizations (Vargo & Lusch 2004:8). The skills-for-skills nature of 

exchange became masked by its very indirectness, as the participants started using 

intermediaries.  

This premise although relevant to S-DL is not strictly applicable to this thesis because in 

a one to one supervision session between practitioner and young person  the exchange 

of competencies and knowledge – operant resources is very direct, and not masked.  

 

FP3 - Goods as a mechanism for service provision – value in use 

The key point that Vargo and Lusch were making here is that the good is merely as 

mechanism for obtaining value. Now this might be for the consumer or for the company 

or for both (co-creation) however the good itself matters only in the context that it 

creates value in use. In highlighting value in use it can be argued that Vargo and Lusch 

are only returning to the concept of value that existed in pre-industrial times where 

items/goods/produce/services were produced at a local level for use at that time  

The economic logic in pre-industrial societies was based on self-production for 

immediate use. People provided for their own needs at family and community level.  

(Ballantyne and Varey 2008:12) 
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This changed in the industrial revolution when as Tofler (1980) argued producers were 

split from consumers and marketing then became a means for shifting those produced 

goods to consumers.  

Thus goods moved from being items of personal value-in-use to items with a 

marketable exchange value (for a first hand account, see Smith, 1759; Smith, 

1776). 

(Ballantyne and Varey 2008:12) 

 The key figure in this discussion due to his influence has been Adam Smith.  Smith, in 

The Wealth of Nations (1776) ignored previous definitions of value (Vargo and Lusch 

2004,) and declared according to Dixon (1990) that “wealth consisted of tangible goods, 

not the use made of them” (Dixon 1990, p. 340).”  This narrowing down of the meaning 

of value needs to be contextualised as it fitted in with the desire of economists to turn 

their putative science into one comparable to Newtonian Mechanics. Thus, economics 

evolved into the science of matter (tangible goods) that is embedded with utility, as a 

result of manufacturing, and has value in exchange (Vargo and Lusch 2004, 7).  

 

There were dissenting voices at the time such as Bastiat who argued  that value should 

not be so narrow and that exchange in value was key (1860: 43), as well as Ricardo 

(1817) who made the distinction between  exchange value and value in use.  Despite 

these criticisms Smith’s view of value became the one used to measure value and thus 

the economy. In effect it was the simplest, and most scientific, in Smith’s usage of the 

word, way so to do. This has been one of the stumbling blocks for value co-creation 

theory to overcome. We will return to the notion of value later as it is in the removal of 

value from the Smith camp to that of Bastiat which lays the foundation for S-DL and 

value co –creation. 

 

So it can be seen that defining the meaning of value is an arguable position within both 

economics and marketing disciplines. Value is a dynamic perspective which can be 

understood to be perceived as having different meanings. Building on Adam Smith’s 

(1776) theory of value, Vargo and Lusch (2004) have argued via S-D logic that there are 

two ways of viewing value: value in transaction and value in use. In order to understand 
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value in S-D logic, it is necessary to take this idea further through Holbrook’s concept of 

customer value (Holbrook, 1994, 2006) and use his typology of value (interactive, 

relativistic, preference, experience). On the basis of this Pongsakornrungsilp (2010, 64-

65), argues that “value is ‘uniqueness’ in that it provides intangible value and different 

meanings for different people or in different situations and activities.” This is a useful 

concept as it allows for the individualisation of value creation, as what I may find 

valuable one day may not have the same value the next day. This has important 

ramifications for youth justice practice as we will see in the next section as young 

people in chaotic lives often have wildly differing needs from day to day, and this 

dynamism needs to be built into any model that works with them. (Something that a 

system built around process (G-D logic) singularly fails to do) 

Value in use then re-unites producer and customer as Ballantyne and Varey explain  

When marketers switch to a value-in-use perspective, customers today are revealed 

as both producers and consumers who determine what is of value. The strategic 

role of the supplier then is to support the customer’s value creating processes with 

both service activities and goods that render service (see also Gummesson, 1993, 

p.205; Vargo and Lusch, 2004a). Thus the strategic imperative for a supplier shifts 

to interacting as a service provider wherever and whenever worthwhile 

opportunities arise. 

 Ballantyne and Varey (2008:12) 

 

Value within youth justice – a look forward  

Within the context of this thesis, value in use, is a useful concept because it too unites 

the YOT practitioner with the young person that they are working with in a common 

cause – how to gain value from the service (value offering) being provided by the YOT 

worker i.e. supervision within the remit of a Court order. In a G-DL framework there 

is a split between the two protagonists as the YOT practitioner gives interventions to 

the young person with little account of their impact on the young person– tick box 

supervision in a production oriented system.  Value for the supervising officer and 
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YOT resides in the young person attending appointments and helping the YOT hit 

their targets. Measurements are quantitative rather than qualitative and it is enough 

that the young person is being seen. For the young person value resides in getting 

through the order, and doing just enough to avoid breach, although there may be 

exceptions who really do benefit from the system as is currently set up.  

Under an S-DL paradigm in contrast both parties would see the intervention as a 

means for the young person to gain value from the court order. The key phrase here 

being that “the strategic imperative for a supplier shifts to interacting as a service 

provider wherever and whenever worthwhile opportunities arise.” (Ballantyne and 

Varey 2008) This phrase hints at how value co-creation might occur with the 

practitioner looking out for “worthwhile opportunities” to arise. This is a concept that 

will be returned to when the practical implications of value co-creation in the youth 

justice system are examined more fully in Chapter Seven. 

 

FP4 - Operand and operant 

 In G-D logic the consumer is very much seen as an operand – an entity that something is 

done to, with the selling organisation being perceived as operant – someone/something 

that carries out an operation. Thus in the G-DL model the operant sales person sells a 

good to an operand consumer in a transactional manner with no thought of long term 

relationships   S-D logic changes the whole equation around such that the consumer also 

becomes an operant, or to put it another way becomes operant. The consumer under 

this paradigm is a source of competence for the company and they can inform the 

company about how they use the product/service, how it can be improved. Under S-DL 

with the purchase of a value proposition is an exchange of competencies, and the sales 

person and the consumer are both operants involved in this activity.  

This is a key concept for this thesis, and it will be referred back to it in the next section 

when how S-D logic can inform youth justice practice is looked at. A situation where 

young people on orders become a source of competencies for the youth justice 

practitioner and young person to use together in the process of value co-creation. In 

effect both are operant. Thus if we refer to the statutory role of the practitioner as being 
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to prevent offending then under this new paradigm the way that this is done is to utilise 

their own as well as the competencies of the young person to achieve this aim. By way 

of contrast if we translate the concept of operand and operant to the present youth 

justice system we can see that the practitioner would be seen as the operant and the 

young person as the operand – the person who something is done to - classic G-DL 

practice.  

 

FP5 - All economies are service economies 

 

This premise is really a restatement of FP1-  service is the fundamental basis of 

exchange. It is inconceivable if FP1 holds true that FP5 cannot also be true. This position 

was made by Schulz and Gnoth (2008:131) 

 

With the above we argue that this FP5 is redundant, considering FP1 and FP3. FP3 

clearly elaborate the reasons why goods have lost their importance to a super 

ordinate understanding of the service provision. FP1 additionally underlines the 

roots of service as the fundamental basis of exchange 

 

In terms of this thesis as the above has made clear this premise has little extra to add to 

the argument. 

 

FP6: The customer is always a co-creator of value 

 

In S-D logic, business strategy starts by understanding the customer’s value 

creating processes and selecting which of these processes the supplier wishes to 

support. The positioning within the customer’s processes defines the support and 

thus the scope of the value proposition. Planning for co-creation is outside –in as it 

starts from an understanding of the customer’s value-creating processes, and aims 

at providing support for better co-creation of value. Value co-creation demands a 

change in the dominant logic for marketing from ‘making, selling and servicing’ to 

‘listening, customizing and co-creating’. 
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(Payne et al 2008:84) 

In this extract Payne et al describe how an understanding of the customer’s value 

creation processes is the start of the process of co-creation. This is the aspect of S-DL 

that was picked up by academics interested in Value co-creation and has been 

developed as will be seen by Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) amongst others. For the 

purpose of the thesis this aspect will be picked up in Chapter Seven where the value 

creating processes of the young person in the youth justice system is analysed 

 

FP7 – The enterprise cannot deliver value, but only offer value propositions 

The role of the enterprise within S-DL is not to deliver value as is the case within a G-DL 

paradigm. It can only make suggestions through the good about how value can be 

created because value creation ultimately belongs to the consumer. This process will be 

more clearly seen in Chapter Seven where the role of the YOT worker is to propose value 

propositions to the young person on the order.  

 

FP8: A service centred view is inherently customer oriented and relational 

This FP directly supports FP6 and singles out the importance of the interactive and 

relational process. A service centred view on a microeconomic level helps understand 

the deeper personal motivations and consequences of actions taken. It offers the 

opportunity to reflect, uncover direct exchange (see FP2) and understand where value 

is created. This re-focuses attention to those focal points where interaction directly 

takes place and value is created in-use, when two individuals/departments exchange 

information. In terms of youth justice this FP underscores the importance of 

collaboration between YOT worker and young person. So although the concept of this 

interaction is quite new for businesses for social workers used to therapeutic 

relationships this FP is part of “traditional” relationship centred practice. 
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FP9: All social and economic actors are resource integrators 

This FP underlines that co-creation is a joint enterprise and it erodes demarcation 

between producers and consumers; as all resource integrators come together in an 

“exchange encounter” to co-create value. Resource integration takes place in a value 

network. “A value network is a spontaneously sensing and responding spatial and 

temporal structure of largely loosely coupled value proposing social and economic 

actors interacting through institutions and technology to: (1) co-produce service 

offerings, (2) exchange service offerings, and (3) co-create value,‟ (Lusch, Vargo and 

Tanniru 2010:20). Within a youth justice “value network” the clear implication of this 

would be that the space would be the supervision session for example or the pre-court 

assessment when the young person and practitioner explore what co-created value 

would be for the young person. 

 

FP10: Value is always uniquely and phenomenologically determined by the 

beneficiary 

This FP reflects the difficulty of measuring and predicting value-in-use as it is co-created 

in the market place. Value is created where interaction takes place. It cannot be easily 

predicted or determined in advance as it evolves through co-creation. Fortunately the 

youth justice system is used to the unpredictability of relationships between 

practitioner and young person and for the youth justice system value is not business 

critical.  

This FP gets to the heart of the value co-creation process. This will involve the 

practitioner working in a child centred manner so as to elicit form the young person 

what they regard as of value, and then taking this information and turning it into a plan. 

The process for doing this will be explored in Chapter Seven.   

Having explored the foundational premises of S-DL we are now in a situation the 

purpose of the thesis is to make them relevant to the youth justice system. This will be 

done by focussing on the area which a received most interests – that of value co-
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creation. It is this concept that has really driven Vargo and Lusch’s concepts on and it is 

the one that is most relevant to youth justice system.  

5.7. Enter value co-creation 

Although value co-creation is mentioned within SD-logic a number of criticisms have 

been levelled at Vargo and Lush’s treatment of it especially Groonros (2010) suggesting 

that their definition was limiting to the concept of co-creation.  The idea though has 

really been taken on furthest by Prahalad and Ramaswamy who have concentrated 

specifically on the value creation system, particularly co creation. In 2000 writing in the 

Harvard Business Review in an article entitled Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2000) "Co-

opting customer experience", Harvard Business Review, January-February 2000 wrote  

BUSINESS COMPETITION used to be a lot like traditional theatre: On stage, the 

actors had clearly defined roles, and the customers paid for their tickets, sat back, 

and watched passively. In business, companies, distributors, and suppliers 

understood and adhered to their well-defined roles in a corporate relationship. 

Now the scene has changed, and business competition seems more like the 

experimental theatre of the 1960s and 1970s; everyone and anyone can be part of 

the action.  

Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2000:1) 

 

This analogy is effective as a description of how the landscape around marketing and 

selling has changed. And although ground breaking in their article Prahalad and 

Ramaswamy had not invented a new process, they had merely empirically observed and 

analysed what was happening on sales floors and in corporate boardrooms across the 

US and other industrial nations. Selling and buying due to new technology in particular 

were activities that were getting more and more interactive and firms doing well like 

Nike, Amazon, Apple and Google, were ones which were harnessing/harvesting the 

competencies of their customers. This though, was not a selfless communal act - they 

were using the intelligence and insight of their customers to give them competitive 

edge, to increase profits and create value for themselves.  To utilise Vargo and Lusch’s 

terminology, they decided to regard their customers as operants, and use their 

customer’s competences for their own benefit. In doing this they had found a 
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mechanism to monetize their relationships, and through the effective use of those 

relationships increase their sales and profits.  

 

In a 2004 article Prahalad and Ramaswarmy refined co-creation to by adding the 

concept of value. Hence from the introduction on page 6, 

 

The changing nature of the consumer-company interaction as the locus of co-

creation (and co-extraction) of value redefines the meaning of value and the 

process of value creation. 

(Prahalad and Ramaswamy 2004:6)  

 

and they go on to write, 

 

Informed, connected, empowered, and active consumers are increasingly learning 

that they too can extract value at the traditional point of exchange. Consumers are 

now subjecting the industry’s value creation process to scrutiny, analysis, and 

evaluation. Consumer-to-consumer communication and dialogue provides 

consumers an alternative source of information and perspective. They are not 

totally dependent on communication from the firm. Consumers can choose the 

firms they want to have a relationship with based on their own views of how value 

should be created for them. 

(Prahalad and Ramaswamy 2004:6)  

 

This in theory  has fully turned the consumer into an operant being as they now can 

control their relationship with the firm and most importantly choose what relationships 

they want with whom and when based on their view of what is most full of value for 

them. One key driver for this change as we saw has been the internet which has enabled 

consumers to join together in formal forums organised by companies or to set their own 

up.  Twitter response teams have become part of the management of a company’s brand 

to rebut consumer criticism and ensure that it does not go viral.  

 

A more positive view of customer company interrelationship comes through Nike. As  

Ramaswamy and Gouillart (2010) explain 
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A good example of the power of co-creation is Nike: in just a couple of years, Nike 

increased its share of the $3.6 billion U.S. running shoe market by almost 15% – 

from 47% in 2007 to 61% in 2009. In 2006, Nike launched a program called Nike+ 

that allows runners to motivate themselves to run, monitor their training progress, 

and get information about the best running routes. In addition, Nike involves 

runners in testing and designing upcoming running shoes, and provides retailers 

with tools allowing them to customize their employee training programs. The 

growth has been astonishing. Two years into the program, runners logged the 100 

millionth mile on Nike+ and in just another two year it has catapulted to over 260 

million miles with over 1.5 million runners participating. And Nike is not only 

accelerating its growth in the shoe market, it is also reducing its risk and costs by 

spending less money on advertising and gaining market share through positive 

word of mouth. 

 

 

We have now seen the basics of G-DL, S-DL and value co-creation theory. To summaries 

some of the key differences between the models I have drawn up an example of a 

fictional person buying a washing machine and added in a liberal sprinkling of the 4Ps 

and the S-DL FPs.  

 

Buying a washing machine – a simplified and stereo-typified comparison of Goods 

dominant logic (G-DL) and Service-dominant logic (S-DL) to help draw out the differences 

between the two paradigms (any similarity to real life is purely coincidental!)  

1) The G-DL paradigm – transactional logic and “The two agendas” 

Agenda A - my desire to buy a washing machine that will do its job as cheaply as 

possible. 

 

Agenda B - a company’s desire to take as much money off me as possible when I buy the 

machine 
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Under this paradigm before buying a washing machine (4Ps – product) I would read 

the glossy marketing/sales material put out by the manufacturer designed to hook me 

in (4Ps – promotion). I would then go to a shop (4Ps place) look at the best price (4Ps 

price) I can get for the machine which I think best fits my needs, and try and negotiate a 

discount with a sales person who in all probability has little understanding of my needs, 

and sees me as just another customer to process. Here then there is a basic disconnect 

of wants and purpose – two parallel agendas in operation. I want guidance on what 

machine to purchase – I do not want to be sold an expensive turkey, but I want to get 

the best deal. The sales person is interested in me only in so far as I might help them 

hitting their sales targets and they simply see me as a means for getting their quarterly 

bonus/keeping their job etc. Thus if I ask questions about reliability this will likely 

trigger another sales response, to sell me an extended warrant , which is often 

unnecessary but will boost their commission. Likewise I will be encouraged into a credit 

deal, on which they get commission as well, whether I want it or not.  Once the sale is 

closed for the shop and manufacturer it is game over, and they can go looking for their 

next sale, and possibly bombard me with extended warranty and servicing offers.  

What we can see here is a system which is transactional in nature, designed to empty 

my pocket of as much money as possible in the shortest possible time with no real 

thought about what my needs are, or for any “relationship” with me. I am “operand” in 

their eyes – something be processed. And all that a relationship marketing approach 

would likely add to this brief transactional affair would be a desire to collect my name 

and contact details so I could be bombarded with future offers. 

 

2) S-DL paradigm – “co-creating value” – (An idealised version of the experience for 

theoretical exposition only) 

The single agenda - for me to create value for myself through purchase and use of 

a value proposition (the washing machine) and for the company to aid this 

process as much as possible so as to create as much value for themselves from 

this process 
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Under this paradigm (FP1) service as a basis of exchange,  when I buy a washing 

machine I am not really that interested in the washing machine itself as a “White Good”, 

and nor is the seller of that value proposition  (FP7) just interested in “selling” it to me – 

the transaction.  What I am really interested in, apart from its cost, is how well it will 

wash my clothes – the service that it provides, (FP3 - value in use). Thus before buying 

my machine I examine websites (Which? for example) that compare and contrast the 

washing machines on offer to see which best match my needs – i.e. doing the family 

wash to the specifications that I want. I will pay particular concern to other purchaser’s 

reviews and value most highly those that will use the machine in the same way that I 

plan to – i.e. other families (FP10 – value determined by beneficiary).  Also, because I 

care about these things as I am responsible for the cleanliness of the clothes in my 

household, I will research which wash powder/liquid works most effectively with what 

particular machine. Again I am not buying the good, the powder; it is the washing 

effectiveness of that product that I am purchasing. The powder is merely an “offering” – 

(FP7 - a value proposition) - to clean clothes rather than an end in itself. It is up to me 

to create value from its use through getting clean clothes for my family.  

Back to the washing machine. From the perspective of the company the journey has 

only just started as I will be regarded as an (FP4 -operant resource) to be tapped for 

my expertise (competencies) as regards the washing experience. They will hope to 

utilise my and other consumer’s expertise in improving and hopefully recommending 

on to others their product. This relationship fostering of course is not selfless, I can be 

used to improve their product, and in effect I become a co-opted member of their 

Research and Development team which should improve the product, as it is testing in 

real life than in laboratory conditions. (This can save them costs in their consumer 

testing as I am a willing accomplice).  Also by interacting with me they will hope that I 

feel more loyalty to them and will feel moved by that loyalty to buy more of their 

products like clothes driers, irons, ovens etc. In other words a relationship has been 

formed. 

Thus in simplified terms the washing machine manufacturer provides value for me not 

by selling the machine but by producing a machine (value proposition) that washes my 

clothes to the standard I want (FP1). The value for me in this good is in its use and in 
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planned use (FP3) – I no longer need to worry about my children getting their clothes 

dirty as I know I have the capacity to easily clean them. The manufacturer through 

judicious tapping my competencies (FP4) will hope to collect together a list of 

improvements that can be designed into the next model of machine to enhance 

my/another purchaser’s value in use. They will also hope that I will use my good 

experiences to promote their machine to other potential customers. 

 

 

5.8. Criticisms of S-DL and value co-creation 
 

 

With any theory that is part of shifting a paradigm there will be criticism, and with 

Vargo and Lusch’s, there is no exception to this rule. However criticism has been 

remarkably muted in some respects, perhaps because they were building on the work of 

many of their colleagues, and what they have described actually is not that 

revolutionary. It was a matter of marketing theory catching up with practice.  

 

5.8.1. Too difficult compared to 4Ps 

The conventional criticism of value co-creation is that it is difficult to practically use as a 

marketing tool with fixed measures compared say to the 4 Ps. The 4 Ps can easily be 

taught to any sales person/marketer, and can also be easily measured through Return 

on Investment (ROI).  It is a different matter when, how to measure the value that a 

consumer of a washing machine is deriving from that product 6 weeks or 6 years after 

purchase, is the consideration. How can a company practically help me co-create value, 

and then measure the value that has been created? It is a complex conundrum when it is 

so much easier to do market research on pricing and placement of goods pre-sale, and 

then measure your success in terms of sales. Also, this is probably not the glamorous 

role some marketing experts would see for themselves. Instead of being able to hail 

themselves as creative geniuses supercharging sales through their cutting edge 

marketing strategy created in blue sky thinking workshops in the OXO Tower, they find 
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themselves relegated to an after sales service team monitoring Twitter and Facebook 

and rebutting criticisms.  

 

 

5.8.2. No paradigm change – marketing as usual 

Of more interest for this thesis is the criticism by Zwick and colleagues which is that 

nothing really has changed at all. S-DL is marketing business as usual.  Zwick et al argue 

that co-creation is no more than the expropriation of free consumer labour and 

ideas/competencies their central thesis being that  

 

Co-creation, which proffers the notion of corporations’ relationships with 

customers as being a form of mutually beneficial social cooperation through 

which the joint production of value occurs, represents an attempt to mobilize 

and appropriate the general intellect of consumers. The question then becomes: 

how do autonomous consumers generate value that marketers can appropriate 

and subsume under capital? 

 (2008:179) 

 

And then more pointedly  

 

From a Marxist perspective, therefore, co-creation also signifies the exploitation of 

consumers even if co-productive activities are engaged in voluntarily and, at times, 

with a significant degree of enjoyment. 

(2008:180) 

 

These are valid criticisms to a certain extent particularly when looking at how some 

large corporations use value co-creation. For them it is a way to increase profits and 

undoubtedly many of the activities described by them as value led are in fact production 

led – i.e. co-production rather than value o-creation. Cova and Dali introduce the idea of 

the double exploitation of the consumer where they describe  

 

First, consumers are not generally paid for the know-how, enthusiasm and social 
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cooperation that they contribute to marketable commodities’ manufacturing 

process. 

 

Second, customers typically pay what the marketing profession calls a ‘price 

premium’ for the fruits of their labour, as the use value provided by co-created 

commodities is said to be higher than that which can be achieved through 

standardized production’s rationalized systems. 

 

(Cova and Dali   2009:327) 

 

Cova and Dali   also introduced the idea of “working consumers” where “by the means of 

immaterial labour, add cultural and affective elements to market offerings. Working 

consumers’ contribution increases the market value of these offerings, even if they 

generally work outside the control of producers.” (2009:333,) 

 

(The idea of a working consumer co-creating value is a concept we will be taking 

forward to Chapter 7 where young people on orders can be seen a “working consumers” 

in their court orders. ) 

 

These criticisms ask the question who is getting the best deal here out of value co-

creation. Clearly Apple with their i-products and Google with their Android phone 

system, with their co-created apps are businesses that are making huge extra profits 

through regarding the sale of the device as the “beginning of the customer journey”. 

They are effectively harvesting the needs and competencies of their customers and have 

blurred the line between being a customer and a developer.  The value proposition is 

still very much managed by the company that puts it out to market, and they control it 

through production. In other words the power differential between the producer of the 

value proposition and the co-creating consumer is not addressed. This is an issue that 

needs to be addressed by the marketing theorists in order to make co-creation more 

real, and prevent it going the same way as RM. To do this business will have to get to 

grips with the idea of the relationship as Payne writes 
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Third, our research stresses the importance of each and every encounter between 

customer and supplier, and how together these encounters make a cumulative 

contribution to co-created value. This suggests that organizations require a long-

term view of customer relationships, which does not fit well with the short-term 

financial goals that tend to drive Western capital markets. It also implies a revision 

of the traditional planning cycle to take account of differing relationships. 

Communication and value propositions should also be adapted to reflect the length 

and history of the relationship and the needs of different customer segments. Long-

term customers who are familiar with the supplier may be better able to build their 

learning whereas new customers may need a totally different type of 

communication scheme. 

(Payne et al. 2008:93) 

 

The desire for short term profitability is a huge obstacle to be overcome at any size of 

business. 

 

In summary there has been resistance to the ideas of value co-creation and S-DL within 

marketing mainly I suspect because the ideas have done away with the certainties that 

surround the 4 Ps. These criticisms though important in the discipline of marketing are 

much less so outside of it. And in many ways the criticisms that Cova and Dali and Zwick 

et al about consumer exploitation are ones that can be used for positive purpose in the 

youth justice system once the profit motive has been removed.  

 

 

5.9. Chapter summary 
 

This chapter placed the thesis firmly in the discipline of marketing to better understand 

value co-creation and the origins of S-DL and its predecessor G-DL. The definition of 

marketing was looked at including the theoretical direction of travel which was 

contrasted to that of the youth justice system. The difficulties that RM encountered 

were looked at especially that of increasingly unpredictable, fickle and networked 

consumers. G-DL as the basis of RM was examined as a prelude to moving onto S-DL, 
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and the theories of Vargo and Lusch and have helped move marketing away from its G-

DL and 4 P’s premise to one where the exchange is no longer based around the good and 

embedded value within it, but that of service. This was taken one stage further when the 

theories developed around value co-creation were shown as a pragmatic response to 

the modern marketplace.  In looking at some of the criticisms of Co-creation and S-DL 

the ideas of the “double exploitation” of the consumer and the “working consumer” 

were noted.  These criticisms go to the heart of the problem in the private sector, the 

desire for profit will skew any relationship due to the desire of the producer to 

maximise return on their investment. In other words the profit motive will always mean 

that power balance between producer and consumer in favour of the producer will tip 

the balance towards the exploitation of the consumer. 

 

The imbalance of power is a statutory fact in the youth justice system so this it would 

seem to me would not be an issue particularly as this imbalance should not be 

contaminated by the profit motive within a YOT. Likewise the exploitation for extra 

profit should not be an issue unless payment by result takes off in an unforeseen 

manner. These are matters to be more fully dealt with later when the application of 

value co-creation within youth justice will be fully examined. However before we get to 

that point,  as part of the context  setting,  it is important to look at the existing 

interaction between marketing theory and the public sector, and it is to this that the 

next chapter will turn. 
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CHAPTER 6: RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN MARKETING AND 

PRODUCTION THEORY IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR 
 

The capacity to bring about voluntary behaviour change is far too valuable to be 

limited to the marketplace 

(Hastings 2007:3) 

 

If the last chapters have been a more historical analysis of the youth justice system, the 

impact of business theory on the public sector in the form of NPM, and of marketing 

theory, the intention of the current chapter is to bring this analysis up to date. This will 

allow the current wave of business and marketing theory and practice to be examined in 

the context of the public sector, in preparation for the introduction of value co-creation. 

What we will see is how in other areas of the public sector particularly the Health 

sector, more “progressive” forms of business and marketing theory have started to 

evolve in response to the need for efficiency as well as demands to make health care 

more patient focussed.  

 

To aid the analysis this chapter will be divided into three sections 

Section 1 will be focussed on social marketing and will examine how marketing theory 

has interacted with the public sector.   

Section 2 will be focussed on lean theory and examine how production theory has 

updated in the public sector.  

Section 3 will focus on co-production theory and examine how this well meaning 

movement is being co-opted by local and national Governments for their own ends.  

 

6.1. Marketing in the public sector - Social Marketing origins and 

definitions 
 

In 1951 Wiebe asked the following question “Why can't you sell brotherhood and 

rational thinking like you sell soap?” (1951:679), which, in the conventional history of 

marketing is seen as the starting gun for the association between marketing theory and 

improving the public good. Although the mention of brotherhood somewhat dates this 
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piece the central goal of the article has served as a declaration of intent by academics 

over fifty years, to expand marketing’s horizons and apply marketing concepts to social 

problems. The next notable academic discussion was not then until the early 1970s (the 

marketing company era in the previous chapter) from a time when marketing as a 

profession and a discourse was trying (for want of a better expression) to work out its 

role in the world. For some this meant rejecting its pure sales and transactional focus 

and looking out for a more socially useful role. Thus we turn to the Journal of marketing 

from 1971 and an article written by Kotler and Zaltman which appeared to borrow 

quite heavily from Wiebe. To quote  

Can marketing concepts and techniques be effectively applied to the promotion of 

social objectives such as brotherhood, safe driving, and family planning? The 

applicability of marketing concepts to such social problems is examined in this 

article. The authors show how social causes can be advanced more successfully 

through applying principles of marketing analysis, planning, and control to 

problems of social change 

(Kotler and Zaltman 1971:1) 

 As the idea developed the name social marketing was born to describe the philosophy.  

Kotler, Roberto and Lee (2002) defined it such 

The use of marketing principles and techniques to influence a target audience to 

voluntarily accept, reject, modify or abandon a behaviour for the benefit of 

individuals, groups or society as a whole. 

(Kotler, Roberto and Lee (2002: 5) 

Andreason in 1995 defined Social Marketing as  

The application of commercial marketing technologies to the analysis, planning, 

execution, and evaluation of programs designed to influence the voluntary 

behaviour of target audiences in order to improve their personal welfare and that 

of their society 

Hastings uses Lazer and Kelley’ definition for his book  
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Social Marketing is concerned with the application of marketing knowledge, 

concepts and techniques to enhance social as well as economic ends. It is also 

concerned with analysis of the social consequences of marketing policies, decisions 

and activities 

(Hastings 2010:9) 

What is apparent from all the definitions above is that the definition of social marketing 

has scarcely changed over a forty year period. As might be expected this gives quite a 

clue to its underpinning practice, theories and logic, as G-DL was firmly ensconced at 

that time.  

 

6.1.1. Social marketing (SM) in the UK 

SM came relatively late to the UK having been trialled in the developing world first 

(Manoff 1985, Walsh et al 1993) as a means of raising health awareness and family 

planning. The slow development of SM in the UK was in part due to the marketing 

theory at its theoretical launch not really being fit for purpose. This period was the 

marketing company era where the importance of marketing to businesses was 

recognised, however the aim of marketing was highly transactional, to seduce new 

customers into buying products. This worked well in fast moving consumer markets but 

less so in the public sector where the consumer did not yet exist –they were still 

unbranded service users. So although there may have been a will to expand marketing 

into the public sector and some marketing academics such as Kotler and Zaltman 

(1971) wanted to expand the influence of marketing into the public sector, the market 

and the required tools as in the required data bases were not developed yet. It was not 

until the idea of the public sector consumer of services, as opposed to service user, and 

the associated technology came along to “capture” consumers and to quote White 

(2013) “Customer relationship management (CRM) and data –mining became the 

buzzwords in marketing”  (White 2010)  that the environment and tools that were 

required for SM were finally in place. At this point development became more rapid as 

the consumers/service users could be targeted more effectively through databases. The 

movement came out into the open academically in the UK in the 1990s when the Centre 

for Social Marketing at Strathclyde University in Scotland was opened and a more 
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vigorous academic debate occurred about how this resource could be used in the UK 

public sector. The major breakthrough for SM came in 2005 when it became part of the 

legislative process and became part of a White paper. Writing in 2007 Stead et al 

commented 

Last year in the UK, the potential of social marketing was recognized in the White 

Paper on Public Health, which talks of the ‘power of social marketing’ and 

‘marketing tools applied to social good’ being ‘used to build public awareness and 

change behaviour’ . The National Social Marketing Centre, led by the National 

Consumer Council and the Department of Health, has been established to ‘help 

realise the full potential of effective social marketing in contributing to national 

and local efforts to improve health and reduce health inequalities’. 

 (2007: 189)  

Academic journals have been developed with the Journal of Social Marketing first 

publishing in 2011 with the Social Marketing Quarterly having started in 1995.  

 

6.1.2. Social marketing (SM) and relationship marketing (RM) – the 

relationship between the two  

As will be seen the theoretical and practical development of SM and RM are so 

interlinked that in order to find the theoretical underpinnings of SM it makes sense to 

examine those of RM first as it was from these theories and practice that SM was 

developed. Relationship marketing itself, as was seen in the previous chapter, is a 

relatively new marketing theory, hence Hunt (2006:74) commented that RM was “not 

even in the marketing vernacular until Berry (1983) first used it in the early 1980s”.  It 

was following this period that social marketing got its theoretical legs too, so the 

development of the RM followed by those of SM some years later should not be a 

surprise. Thus when Andraesen (1995:14) writes that for the social marketer ‘consumer 

behaviour is the bottom line’, and Hastings writes that social marketing uses the tools 

and lexicon of marketing with guides talking about the use of the 4Ps as a basis for any 

“campaign” (Hastings 2010:71 and Grier, Bryant 2005:329) there should not be 

surprise that the theory and practice underscoring both RM and SM are largely similar. 

Indeed because the theoretical base of Social Marketing is so firmly wedged within RM 
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theory, arguably, it can be critically analysed in the same way. This point was made by 

Spotswood et al (2012:164) 

...there seems to be a reluctance by some commentators to acknowledge or debate 

the ethical, ideological, practical and academic consequences of using non-

voluntary and non-cognitive forms of behaviour change; of expanding social 

marketing beyond the economic exchange and 4Ps frameworks and embracing 

emerging disciplines such as behavioural economics. 

 

The principal difference between the two, it would appear, lies in the market sector that 

these techniques are being used, rather than any more substantive differences. In the 

private sector these techniques are called RM, and in the public sector SM, and it is 

apparent that the techniques of RM can be adapted across from marketing soft drinks to 

children to ensuring an anti smoking campaign is more effectively targeted. Hastings 

(2010) in Social Marketing: Why Should the Devil have all the Best Tunes? gives 18 case 

studies of where this has happened. Most are in the health sector but include an anti 

racism programme, as well as a marketing strategy to reduce prison numbers in the UK 

in association with the Rethinking crime and punishment (RCP) initiative. (The main 

block and reason for failure, in his view to success were seen as the public’s demand for 

“harsh approaches” (2010:230) akin I would presume to penal populism as previously 

discussed.) 

 

6.1.3. Social marketing in the public sector in the UK 

The health sector in the UK has been the firmest proponent of social marketing 

techniques. A paper has recently been published by the Department of Health (2013) 

entitled, Social Marketing Strategy for Public Health England.  This strategy document 

has social marketing as the key tool for improving health outcomes in four key areas 

from reducing smoking to drug use amongst young people. In its words “Social 

marketing will seek to change behaviours that can lead to poor health outcomes, through 

four discrete programmes”  

and  
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These four have been prioritised because they address those segments of the 

population who are greatest users of health services, because there is prior 

evidence that marketing can have an impact in these areas and/or because a 

strong case can be made that people’s lifestyles are amenable to change.  

(DOH 2013) 

 

6.1.4. RM/SM and youth justice 

In contrast to the Department of Health the impact of RM/ SM on the youth justice 

sector has been relatively small compared to the effects of other parts of the NPM 

project that were looked at in earlier chapters. This is probably due to a combination of 

factors including a lack of a singular message to sell, as opposed to health for example, 

where a healthy lifestyle is something that can be marketed/sold. Also as Hastings 

(2010) pointed out the concept to be marketed needs to satisfy a need i.e. reducing 

smoking, and there are few of these that are publicly popular in criminal justice – apart 

perhaps from locking more people up for longer.   Other campaigns such as Scared 

Straight,  though not strictly a social marketing campaign, but which used social 

marketing tools, were found to lead to more offending from those who took part 

(Petrosino, et al 2003).  Also in the early days of NPM marketing public services just was 

not a priority, compared to the wholesale reform and restructuring that was seen to be 

required. In youth justice this has also been the case with little emphasis on marketing 

youth justice. Marketing as a concept was and is still given space at the end of each 

annual youth justice conference which the publicity for the event below describes  

Publicising positive stories and activities through the media can increase public 

confidence in the youth justice system and this award celebrates the exciting and 

creative communications work that is carried out by youth justice practitioners 

across England and Wales. 

(YJB 2010) 

 

So there is a nod to the importance of marketing, with an additional inducement that, 

“The winner will also receive exclusive use of the YJB's winner's logo.”  Thus we have here 
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recognition that it is important that the message being given out by indicial YOTs is 

significant, as it can impact on local media in particular. 

 

Marketing theory in the forms of social marketing and the public sector are well 

acquainted in certain areas like health. The criticism that can be levelled at such an 

approach is that the service user is still the operand as the techniques used are very 

much still production led, with the aim of giving messages as conceived at the DOH 

across, rather than actively soliciting the contribution of the target audience to gain the 

same result. Health promotion being done at rather than with.  

The health sector has not only embraced social marketing but also other developments 

in production theory as will now be explored. 

 

6.2. The evolution of production theory in the public sector 
 

As was established in Chapter Three the production theories that underpin 

managerialism have been superseded in their own discourse. Efficiency as an end 

product in itself has been supplanted by the idea of efficiency emanating from satisfying 

customer demand. The production theory that has led the way in this thinking, the 

Toyota Production System (TPS) has since been translated over to Western economies 

and has been renamed   lean production.  In this section the introduction of lean to the 

public sector will be examined after a brief recap of its central tenets, as well as a look at 

some of the political “wind” that is blowing it into the public sector. This will be 

followed by an examination of its limited impact so far on the youth justice system. 

 

 

6.2.1. Lean - what is and where it came form   

Lean is focussed around production efficiency and firms only producing what is 

required by the consumer– in order to minimise waste/reduce costs. This is done by 

discovering what the consumer wants and tailoring production around that 

requirement.  Through this approach waste is reduced and profits should be enhanced. 

(Powell, Rushmer, Davies 2008:17). In Chapter Three Lean was evaluated as one 
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successor to Taylorist thinking in the private sector, adopted by companies seeking to 

improve their profitability through maximising efficiency.  

 

To reprise the main premises as described by Nave 

 

There are five essential steps in lean: 

1. Identify which features create value. 

2. Identify the sequence of activities called the value stream. 

3. Make the activities flow. 

4. Let the customer pull product or service through the process.  

5. Perfect the process. 

(Nave 2002:74-75) 

 

 

This is a simplified representation of lean, however it is important note how much of an 

advance the theory is over Taylorism even in this form, which, to reprise, had no 

conception of customer value or interests.  

 

6.2.2. Lean in the public sector  

The positive points that lean possesses in a public sector setting have been described in 

a review done for the health service, 

 

Lean thinking has several strengths. It encourages staff to look at processes in a 

customer- or patient- focused way, which fits well with other policy initiatives. Its 

main focus (on value for the customer) can be addressed in conjunction with other 

tools and approaches; and it is seen as a bottom-up change process, which is more 

conducive to staff involvement. Moreover, lean can assist in identifying and 

addressing different types of ‘waste’ in processes and thus make health care 

delivery more streamlined and more pleasant for patients and for staff. 

(Powell, Rushmer, Davies 2008:19) 
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These concepts are attractive to politicians particularly the concept or removing waste. 

“Lean focuses on the removal of waste, which is defined as anything not necessary to 

produce the product or service” (Nave 2002:74).   

 

There is emerging evidence that a system based around lean principles can benefit the 

public sector as a whole and the health service in the UK, Lean thinking approaches have 

been applied in health care settings with some success in reducing waste (Powell, 

Rushmer, Davies 2008;iii). Research has also been undertaken into how Lean 

production can operate within the public sector. None of it at this point (Radnor and 

Walley 2008) is particularly conclusive although where it had been tried there was 

evidence of some improvement in efficiency. This point was echoed by Zokaei et al 

(2010) in a report for the Welsh Audit Office although broadly positive, they wrote that 

at this stage that it would be “unreasonable to make grand claims” (2010:4), about lean 

theory in relation to public services, and that further research was required.   

 

The one area of public services where lean has been taken on with some enthusiasm is 

the NHS. The requirement to make the NHS more cost effective is a high priority for any 

Government due to its huge budget. Thus finding a system that can reduce waste has 

been a high political priority which has filtered down to research. Powell, Rushmer and 

Davies have done a systematic evaluation of the main successors to Taylorist thinking,  

looking at its successor models,  Total Quality Management (TQM)/ Continuous Quality 

Improvement (CQI), Business Process Reengineering (BPR), The Institute for Healthcare 

Improvement (IHI)’s rapid cycle change, Lean thinking and Six Sigma. They note in 

relationship to lean that  

 

The NHS Modernisation Agency and its successor the NHS Institute for Innovation 

and Improvement have endorsed the use of lean thinking principles in their 

approach to service redesign in the NHS for several years and produce a range of 

tools to assist hospitals in redesigning processes in line with lean thinking. 

(Powell, Rushmer, Davies 2008:18) 

 

According Morrow et al (2010:238) “there is strong evidence of the widespread use of 

Lean across the healthcare sector (Young and McClean, 2008; Radnor and Boaden, 2008; 
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Brandao de Souza, 2009)” Writing about the “The productive ward” a lean concept 

designed to free up staff to care Morrow et al (2010) write       

 

The programme has been well received by a range of stakeholders because it 

frames Lean in a way that creates an emotional connection and it emphasises what 

can be gained at a local level – time to care. Support, in terms of central resourcing 

and senior executive and board level backing, as well as the availability of 

accessible materials and support from an external change agency (the NHS 

Institute), have been key facilitators in the adoption and implementation of this 

particular innovation. 

 

(Morrow et al 2010:251) 

 

So although there is no compelling evidence at this stage that adopting a lean approach 

in youth justice would be beneficial, there is increasing evidence from the public sector 

and  NHS in particular that well  thought through and implemented  lean systems can 

have a positive  impact. This underwhelming assessment should be set against where 

we are now; with a system outdated management theory has been impacting on the 

youth justice system for over a decade, with little evidence of improvements in terms of 

statutory requirements which can be directly ascribed to it.  What Morrow highlights is 

that  

 

Taken together this research shows that Lean initiatives are well received when 

they are connected with establishing lasting improvements to healthcare services 

that align with the professional values of staff who work within them. .  

(Morrow et al 2010:251) 

 

This final point is crucial in terms of transference to the youth justice system in that 

practitioners must feel that lean helps achieve value co-creation with the young person 

“lasting improvements”.  . 
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6.2.3. Criticisms of Lean in the public sector 

The main criticism that is levelled at lean is that it is cost cutting by another name, that 

it leads to the menialisation of work and that it can be partially adopted. The implication 

being that it would implemented as a radical approach to empowerment and efficiency 

and then adopted as part of a cost cutting agenda and true lean model would never 

appear. The chief criticisms of lean stems from the private sector as articulated in 

Chapter Four, are around the menialisation of the worker as the desire for a smooth 

automated process leads to more automation. In fact as Zokaei (20010:7-8) argues the 

opposite should occur, 

 

Far from turning the worker into the adjunct of the machine, true lean insists on 

frontline employees’ ability to make decisions, to absorb variety and to react to 

quality issues as much as possible, for example, stopping the line to fix the problem 

which on the surface appears to be even disruptive to the continuous flow. Simply 

put, Jidoka is about putting the thinking back into working. 

 

 

6.2.4. Political acceptability of lean 

Lean theory has made inroads into public services and the Health sector thorough a 

desire to control costs that is politically driven. Both the Welsh and Scottish 

governments have commission reports on lean which are favourable, as far as they go. 

(Radnor 2006, Zokaei 2010).  A more brash example of its political favour comes from 

the publicity for the 4th annual Lean Government conference which occurred on 20th 

September 2012. This is an annual conference dedicate to getting lean established in the 

public sector, 

 

A capacity crowd descended upon the Barbican for the opening of Public Service 

Events' 4th annual Lean Government conference. Featuring a keynote address from 

Francis Maude, Minister of State for the Cabinet office, the conference boasted a 

programme of high profile speakers, discussing how lean thinking can transform 

public sector performance. If an organisation is to improve, it must be constantly 

searching for ways to do better, said Maude; this is the fundamental ethos of lean 

(Public service events 2012) 
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From, the Director of Government Procurement Projects at the Government 

Procurement Service in the publicity for the same conference 

 

The Government Procurement Service has the triple task of substantially reducing 

its headcount whilst dramatically increasing its public sector business and 

delivering huge cash savings. Lean is a key means to achieve this and is proving a 

great success. This case study shows how, in a time of rapid change, through staff 

involvement in lean, one can deliver exceptional results and increased staff 

motivation. 

(Chown 2012) 

 

Rhian Hamer, from the MOJ gave a joint presentation entitled “Will Lean transform the 

Public Sector? “ Where in one slide, “the possible outcomes of the encounter between Lean 

and the Public Sector?” are looked at namely; 

 

 Lean Techniques Transform the culture of the recipient organisation 

 Lean is modified to make it more compatible with the culture of the organisation 

 Lean is adopted in a superficial manner while making little impact on the 

organisation 

 Lean is captured and used to maintain and reproduce the existing roles and 

structures of the recipient organisation 

 Source: Lozeau, Langley & Dennis (2002, p.537) 

(Hamer2012) 

 

Here he looked at how the interaction between public sector and lean could end up with 

four potential outcomes he suggests from full cultural transformation through to lean 

being ceasing to exist in anything apart form name “captured and used”. 
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6.2.5. Lean in youth justice 

As part of this research the terms “lean”, “lean thinking”, and “youth justice” and 

“criminal justice” were typed into Google and Google Scholar.  From these searches 

there was not one article or book that mentions lean in the youth justice system and 

very few relate to it in criminal justice - the main one that does is cited below. This is 

clearly new territory for the MOJ and criminologists. As was stated earlier the main 

proponents of lean thinking have been the Department of Health. So far it has had 

limited published impact in the criminal justice system, though an announcement below 

gives some ideas about how the Government would see a lean approach in a press 

release form 28th June 2013 entitled  

 

 Damian Green: ‘Digital Courtrooms’ to be rolled out nationally  

 

With the sub heading 

 

Courtrooms will be fully digital by 2016 ending the court service’s ‘outdated’ 

reliance on paper, Justice Minister Damian Green said today. 

 

And some comments within it 

 

National policing lead on criminal justice Chief Constable Chris Eyre said: ‘This 

strategy is the culmination of a great deal of work to plan for a lean, modern and 

responsive criminal justice system in an era of significant austerity and enormous 

change. 

‘Digitisation and simplification of criminal justice systems will ensure that scarce 

police resources can be used more effectively for the benefit of victims and 

communities. 

‘Victims and witnesses will receive better support and information through the use 

of modern technologies and proposals to make processes more efficient such as 

police led prosecution of simple and uncontested matters in the magistrates courts 

and case management initiatives led by the judiciary.’ 

 (Green 2013) 
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The emphasis here, though not specifically name checked, is on lean thinking with the 

reduction in blockages and the focus more on the end user – the victim and witness.  

 

 

6.2.6. Discussion around lean theory in the public sector and conclusions 

There is no conclusive proof that lean works in the public sector – “promising” might be 

a good description. As Radnor et al wrote in a report for the Scottish executive entitled 

Evaluation of the Lean Approach to Business Management and its Use in the Public Sector 

(2006)  

  

Analysis from the research with organisations in the Scottish public sector, 

together with evidence from the literature, indicates that Lean is transferable to 

the public sector and can be used to develop more seamless processes, improve 

flow, reduce waste and develop an understanding of customer value. Lean is most 

suited to organisations with high volume, repeatable tasks that allow greater 

standardisation and integration, supported by a less hierarchical management 

structure that allows empowerment and engagement of the workforce. 

 

(2006: 5) 

There is no reason why this description could not be applied to the youth justice system, 

particularly with the recent tendency for power to devolve from the YJB.  At the same 

time there is also no proof that Taylorism works either, and in fact there is a good deal 

of circumstantial evidence as the Francis report (2013) into Mid Staffordshire NHS 

Trust spelled out, that Taylorist thinking has had disastrous consequences.  

 

Building on the report of the first inquiry, the story it tells is first and foremost of 

appalling suffering of many patients. This was primarily caused by a serious failure 

on the part of a provider Trust Board. It did not listen sufficiently to its patients and 

staff or ensure the correction of deficiencies brought to the Trust’s attention. Above 

all, it failed to tackle an insidious negative culture involving a tolerance of poor 

standards and a disengagement from managerial and leadership responsibilities. 

This failure was in part the consequence of allowing a focus on reaching national 
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access targets, achieving financial balance and seeking foundation trust status to 

be at the cost of delivering acceptable standards of care. 

(Executive summary Francis report 2013:1) 

 

With the first reason for the breakdown in care being, “A culture focused on doing the 

system’s business – not that of the patient” (Francis 2013:2). A Taylorist approach 

through and through. The patient at least gets a look in with lean.  

 

In view of the requirement for there to be some kind of mechanism to drive efficient 

resource utilisation in today’s budget reduction climate, it makes sense to use a 

production model to enable this, but one which is more up to date than Taylorist 

approaches. Lean, I would suggest, fits that particular requirement, not least because it 

is focussed around the end user – the patient or young person in the youth justice 

system. It also has political currency and there is an emerging evidence base within the 

public sector for its effectiveness.  However implementation on its own would only be a 

partial solution to making youth justice system more orientated to the young person  

because it is solely focussed around resource efficiency and the needs of managers and 

administrators, and not those of the young person or patient in the system. This is what 

makes lean so attractive to politicians and administrators who can see it as an updated 

form of managerialism.  However, it does at the very least introduce the idea of the 

consumer to the process even if in a tokenistic way, and posits this patient/young 

person/offender nominally anyway at the heart of the process. Later I will argue that to 

balance the production focus of lean, it is necessary to attach a customer focussed model 

of practice, a role which value co-creation is ideally positioned to fulfil.  

 

6.3. Co- production theory 
 

In recent years there has been an attempt to co-opt the consumer into the production 

system – again most notably in the health sector in the UK. The term for this movement 

is Co-production theory, and it is important to separate co-production from value co-

creation theory. This is necessary because one is based on G-DL and production led and 

the other S-DL and consumer orientated and they are very different ways of looking at 
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the same problems. Both also have “co” in their title hence there can be some confusion. 

Hence some co-production enthusiasts as well as commentators, co-opt the word “co” 

all kinds of ways, hence co-design, co-work and co-creation. This differentiation is 

something that Professor Ng thought important too 

 

Oh, just to clarify. Value co-creation isn't co-production. Co-production is helping 

the firm shape its value proposition (users helping Nokia with the next phone, or 

better software, or even a better cafe). Value co-creation is bringing in your own 

contextual resource to achieve the beneficial outcomes with the firm at the point of 

consumption/experience (remember, we are still talking about value-in-use?) 

There is a difference 

(Ng 2010) 

 

The dis-association will also help because it helps define value co-creation more fully by 

describing what it is not.   

 

6.3.1. Co-production – what it is 

One of the major criticisms labelled at Co-production is that there is no set and agreed 

definition of it – at time of writing in autumn 2013. One definition which is useful to 

understand the broad concept of the idea is that co production is about how services 

‘work with rather than do unto users’. (Cummins, Miller 2007) This definition gives the 

idea of co-production as a cooperative act. However is rather too broad to be useful. The 

definition that tends to be used now comes from Boyle and Harris 2010. It is used by 

New Economics Foundation (NEF) and National Endowment for Science Technology 

and the Arts (NESTA) also who have extensive articles on Co-production 

 

Co-production means delivering public services in an equal and reciprocal 

relationship between professionals, people using services, their families and their 

neighbours. Where activities are co-produced in this way, both services and 

neighbourhoods become far more effective agents of change. 

(Boyle and Harris 2010 quoted in NEF 2011) 
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In the 1970’s through the 1980’s this would not have seemed such a radical concept. 

However in the managerialised atmosphere currently that pervades youth justice in 

particular, the idea of delivering services in an equal and reciprocal way is challenging 

to current orthodoxy and practice. 

 

There are some fairly widely agreed principles that underpin co-production 

 

 Recognising people as assets: transforming the perception of people from 

passive recipients of services and burdens on the system into one where they are 

equal partners in designing and delivering services. 

 Building on people’s existing capabilities: altering the delivery model of 

public services from a deficit approach to one that provides opportunities to 

recognise and grow people’s capabilities and actively support them to put these 

to use with individuals and communities. 

 Mutuality and reciprocity: offering a range of incentives to engage that enable 

people to work in reciprocal relationships with professionals and with each 

other, where there are mutual responsibilities and expectations. 

 Peer support networks: engaging peer and personal networks alongside 

professionals as the best way of building knowledge and supporting change. 

 Breaking down barriers: dissolving distinctions between professionals and 

recipients, and between producers and consumers of services, by reconfiguring 

the way services are developed and delivered. 

 Facilitating rather than delivering services: enabling public service agencies 

to become catalysts and facilitators of change rather than sole providers of 

services themselves. 

 

(NEF 2011:4) 

 

 So where did the idea of co-production come from?  Writing in 2011 about the youth 

justice system Faulkner wrote  

 

Public administration scholars have identified a ‘new public governance’ which 

they see as now beginning to emerge (Osborne (ed), 2010). They distinguish it from 
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NPM by its emphasis not on the performance of individual services but on the 

outcomes of partnerships and other forms of collaboration, co-working and co-

production between different government departments, local authorities, services 

and other bodies such as voluntary organisations and user groups. 

(Faulkner 2011:18) 

 

From which it can be deduced that public administration theory is the soil from which 

this plant sprang. Co-production can thus be seen as another reform of public 

governance – one that it proponents hope will supersede NPM. 

 

6.3.2. History of co-production  

Co-production as a concept first emerged in the social sciences in the 1970s nearly four 

decades ago. The idea was first articulated by Elinor Ostrom, at Indiana University, who 

coined the term ‘co-production’ in a series of studies of the Chicago police in the 1970s. 

Ostrom was trying to explain why the wholesale adoption of centralised service delivery 

through large institutions was less effective than people had predicted. Through the 

example of the police she developed the term co-production as a word to convey what 

was missing when the police abandoned their close involvement with the public on the 

beat, and became more distantly involved in patrol cars: it was that element of 

successful policing- the production of an effective community safety response - that only 

members of the public could provide in alliance with the police to make sure services 

worked.   

 

Writing in 1980 Whittaker added  

 

Coproduction is especially important for services which seek transformation of the 

behavior of the person being served. By overlooking coproduction, we have been 

misled into an over-reliance on service agents and bureaucratic organization of 

human services. We need to examine the ways in which agencies can organize to 

facilitate the types of coproduction most appropriate to the services they seek to 

deliver. We have too often come to expect that agencies can change people and 

have forgotten that people must change themselves. 

(Whittaker 1980:246)) 



166 
 

 

 

This is a crucial distinction and one that was very much created by the managerialist 

agenda   

 

In the early 1980s, the language of co-production largely disappeared from use. UK 

policy-makers favoured market approaches and an increasingly managerialist 

culture, which emphasised the separate interests of service producers and 

consumers, rather than the value of collaboration. 

(Needham and Carr 2012:2) 

 

This concept was then taken on by Edgar Cahn in 2004 in his book No More Throw Away 

People. Cahn used coproduction to explain how the time dollars and time banks that he 

created could be used to transform public services. Since that time this idea has spread 

from the US to other countries including the UK where, it is has amongst others been 

taken up by the NHS. The dedicated website http://www.timebanking.org/ lists a 

number of projects where this approach is taken. 

 

6.3.3. Criticisms of Co-production theory 

Because Co-production theory makes multiple claims about what it is in terms of 

engaging with people and power equality it makes senses to start the criticisms at this 

point.  

 

I. Just another production theory – power imbalance  

 

Co production as a concept, though well meaning, has its roots in Goods dominant logic 

and the production oriented approach. The rather obvious clue to this is in the word 

“production” in the title “co-production” which rather betrays the roots of the theory. It 

would imply that co-production theory is a production orientated theory and thus sits 

within the G-DL paradigm with the difficulties that goes with this in relation to the 

delivery of public services.  

 



167 
 

The nature of the production oriented approach was brought out by Sam Hopley the 

chief executive of Timebanking UK, in a Guardian interview in September 2010 where 

the question was asked what differentiates co-production from other theories.  The 

answer Hopley gave was that in co-production the service is produced around the actual 

needs of the consumer – of that service – so that they become partners in production  

 

The challenge will be when people come to fully understand how coproduction 

alters the relationships between commissioners, providers and users. That it 

challenges our view of who the customer is.  

Since it is the customer that creates the demand for any service provided, (this) is 

for me the most important question, and we don't ask it nearly enough. 

 (Hopley 2010) 

 

This point would similarly have been made by a prescient sales manager at British 

Leyland in the 1970s-80s when answering the question of what to do to prevent large 

stockpile of unsold Marinas and Allegros developing. Ask the car buying customer what 

car they want and produce it.  It was a question that had already been answered by 

Toyota and others in Japan through lean production theory that orientated the 

production to the wants of the customer.  

 

Thus in the UK in public service provision,  co-production theorists have come up with 

an answer to improving services – involve the end user. Co-production is one term used, 

the personalisation of services another. This concept works superbly well when 

manufacturing cars however the approach raises questions within the public services, 

namely, how to manage the disparity in power and resources between the parties. 

 

 

II. Imbalance of power between service provider/producer and the service 

user 

Unlike the purchaser of a car the consumer of a public service generally does not have 

multiple choices around who will provide their service. Generally, choice is constrained 

by geography or local/health provider budget.  If the consumer of health services is 

dissatisfied with the provision they are receiving they cannot normally just walk away 
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and choose another provider, unlike the car purchaser who can trade in and choose 

another make. This is doubly the case for more elderly people trapped at home or in 

care homes. How can they access the power required to become a genuine customer or 

consumer, rather than a mere service user being masqueraded as a consumer (to tick 

some managerialist boxes no doubt). So the co-production of services continues to be on 

the terms of the agency that holds the finances and thus power. There is little reciprocal 

power held by the consumer of the service. It is akin on one level to the relationship that 

existed in the RM era when consumers held little power compared to the selling 

companies. For service provision to be truly fair and just power must be equalised. 

Calling a service user a consumer does not do this. It is tokenistic at best and deeply 

disempowering at worst, just as another action, the designation of their title from 

service user to customer is without proper agreement. A consumer is not a title to be 

bestowed at political whim, rather an existential being that gains that given name from 

the act of consuming and choice. 

 

This is not to say that some co-production cannot work very well and I have heard 

numerous anecdotal examples of such, from attending co-production meetings. 

However the process requires a real effort form those providing the service and holding 

the budget to rebalance the power within the relationship. Otherwise the process will 

cease to be co-production and end up as some damaging tokenism. 

 

 

III. Government co-option of service consumers for their own ends 

The dangers of co-production and the more insidious side to the whole affair are 

explained (unwittingly) in a short (puff) piece below from the Guardian from November 

2012.   

 

Experiments in formal co-production have already started from Denmark to Malaysia, and 

here in the UK. The prime minister of Singapore has made it clear in the last six months 

that the future of Singapore public services will rely on a co-production model. 

Government departments and local services are now been shaped to involve the citizen in 

service design and delivery. 

(The Guardian 2012)  
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This does not sound like citizen empowerment and grass roots activism. Rather it is top 

down business as usual Government, imposing a solution on citizenry whether they like 

it or not. The inclusion of Singapore on the list would suggest also something more 

sinister - that co-production itself can be co-opted by the state for its own needs, and 

can be an effective way for governments to better control citizens. The Government of 

Singapore is no bastion of political individualism and radical empowerment. (Lingle 

1998, Roy 1994). 

 

The attraction of co-production for Governments is that unpopular decisions about 

spending can be pushed onto the “consumer” of the service that will be affected – in the 

name of participation, with blame for unpopular decisions being removed from 

Government. It would also handily allow the state knowledge about the views of its 

citizens as it goes about canvassing ideas.  Other criticisms have come from blogs. A 

quote from The Guardian website on 22nd March 2012 in discussion of Co-production in 

health. It neatly sums up some of the more cynical views about co-production  

 

.......I'm finding the preposterous bollocks spouted by these policy types even more 

grating than usual, partly because it's exactly these kinds of people with their ivory 

tower thinking that lie behind Lansley's bill.  

Co-production has been flavour of the month in policy circles for some time, 

especially around social care, but apart from woolly notions of 'working together' 

nobody seems able to articulate a clear definition. Yet they are still capable of 

attributing all manner of positive outcomes to it, presumably by some kind of 

mystical process.  

As for the article, exactly what does 'embedding co-production in the relationship 

...to upset the power balance' actually mean? Unless these people get some training 

in plain English and make a concerted effort to communicate their ideas effectively, 

I will stick to my view that most of their ramblings are nothing more than pseudo-

intellectual posturing. 

Guardian (2012) 

And another  
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Citizens are not like a jack-in-the-box, just waiting for someone to push a button or 

latch to release their potential engagement in co-production. They will pick and 

choose when and where to participate according to their own preferences. 

Guardian (2012) 

 

6. 4. Chapter summary  
 

It is clear from above that at best co-production is a partial solution to gaining 

engagement and participation. The theory vests too much power in the hand of the 

service producer/provider and though encourages empowerment there is a danger that 

it does so on the terms of the service provider without actually delivering the tools for 

this event to occur. So how can participation and engagement be enmeshed in public 

services in a way that puts the beneficial outcomes of the young person at the heart of 

the process? Social marketing does not provide the answer as this is Relationship 

Marketing by another guise with all the issues around power and “doing to” rather than 

“doing with” that have already been discussed.  We have also seen how production 

theory has developed away from the public sector in the form of lean and also how this 

is beginning to impact on parts of the public sector – particularly the health service. 

 

The danger inherent in all these approaches is that (economic) power still resides firmly 

with the producer of the service. To get around this issue focus has to swap from the 

service provider to that of the service user. They have to be the beginning and the end of 

the premise with the service provider taking a “backseat” in the form of providing 

“service offerings”. In other words power has to be handed over to the user. For youth 

justice to escape its production routes a more radical vision is required, one which steps 

away from public services as a production model centred around a primitive view of 

efficiency, to one based around the consumption of the individual, or to rephrase, where 

the young person in the youth justice system is still regarded as a consumer with 

competencies to be tapped. One where the consumer is not an honorific title bestowed 

magisterially on a service user but an actual existential being able to exercise choice 

about the beneficial outcomes they want.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN: DEFINING VALUE CO-CREATION IN THE YOUTH 

JUSTICE SYSTEM - WHAT IT MIGHT LOOK LIKE 
 

From a marketing theoretical perspective, then, co-creation strategies are no 

longer designed to control demand in the traditional way by first scrutinizing and 

then satisfying customer needs. Rather, the idea is for marketing to position itself 

as a mere facilitator and partner of consumer ingenuity and agency. Proponents of 

this updated view argue that since use value is now determined by the customer 

(the ‘value-in-use’ notion) and commodities represent mere resources for further 

appropriation by these entrepreneurial consumers, all marketing can do is offer 

‘value propositions’, or suggestions, to consumers (Vargo and Lusch, 2004). In 

short, to be successful the modern marketer is encouraged to adopt the role of a 

facilitator of social communication and cooperation. 

(Zwick et al 2008:  173-174) 

 

 

Twenty five years ago it would have appeared quite outlandish to propose a business 

management and marketing theory originally developed to help businesses increase 

their profits, as a model to improve outcomes in the youth justice system in England and 

Wales. The idea of doing so would have run counter to the ethos of public service that 

existed at that time, such was the separation between business and public sector 

management techniques. In contrast, now, the idea of business consultants working in 

areas of the public sector is commonplace, if not expected. To recap, it was New Public 

Management (NPM) which heralded the change and allowed a business management 

theory, Taylorism, to become the basis of much current managerialist practice within 

the youth justice sector in England and Wales.  The proceeding chapters have traced this 

process, so perhaps this section of the thesis, and in particular this chapter, should be 

seen as an update of business theory in current usage in the public sector, or in 

computer parlance, a reboot of the system.  
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What this chapter aims to demonstrate is that within the youth justice sector, just as it 

was as in the private sector, value co-creation theory is a model that is not only 

congruent with the strictures of the consumer society, but has evolved specifically to 

deal with the special conditions that operate in this environment. Value co-creation has 

come about because of the growth in consumer spending power and choice, – i.e. the 

rise of the consumer society - to provide firms with a theoretical framework to manage 

these changes from a production society, to a highly networked consumer society. It is 

fully congruent with the paradigm of choice and enables businesses in a structured and 

methodical way to harness the competencies of consumers for their own benefits and 

give them competitive advantage/increased profits etc. This is mainly through the 

medium of increasing the engagement of consumers and endeavouring to get them to 

participate in a form of value co-creation.  

 

In addition as the results from the primary research survey made plain allied with other 

research from the YJB, A Review of Techniques for Effective Engagement and 

Participation (YJB 2010) there is a desire amongst practitioners to work in a way that 

centres on building a therapeutic relationship and that increases the engagement and 

participation of the young person. These are the central premises of value co-creation as 

well.  Thus the purpose of this chapter is to see how this theoretical framework for 

encouraging participation and harvesting competencies can be transferred over to the 

youth justice system, which a very different environment to where value co-creation 

was conceptualised. Despite the operational environment being different I will suggest 

that because value co-creation is a result of the changes in consumer society – the rise of 

the networked consumer (Chapter Six) – it is perfectly placed to deal with those same 

consumers in a different environment, subject to some modifications. 

 

This transfer, I will propose, is timely because despite the recent pronouncements from 

the YJB about effective practice and promoting the effective practice network, they are 

still promoting production led practice and continue using the term “effective practice” 

in the way that it has been for the past decade or so. There has been no redefinition of 

“effective practice” away from its production roots and as such “scientifically” driven 

“updates” around effective practice are still a Taylorist answer to a production led 

question that moves youth justice system and practice within it no closer to engaging 
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with young people on the territory occupied by a consumer society.  In other words a 

production focussed question is being asked by the Youth Justice Board in their effective 

practice portal– how can we make youth justice more effective and more efficient in its 

use of resources?  This from their web portal  

 

The YJB defines effective practice as "practice which produces the intended results" 

(Chapman and Hough, 1998). We support this definition and aim to drive better 

outcomes for children, families and victims of crime through: 

 maximising the availability of practice deemed effective at producing the 

results for which the youth justice system is accountable, namely, 

 reducing offending and reoffending by children and young people 

 reducing first-time entrants to the youth justice system 

 reducing the use of custody 

 assisting and supporting the youth justice sector to develop the evidence base 

 learning from the body of evidence we collectively generate to give the best 

possible practice advice to the sector. 

 

(YJB: 2013)  

 

These results are all about the needs of the YJB – its production requirements - with no 

hint of the consumer. It is akin to the more “scientific” approach that the BL 

management took in the 1980s to manufacturing the Marina or Allegro which ended up 

in modernising production lines (at great cost to labour relations), which ultimately was 

no answer to British Leyland’s underlying real problem – they were producing cars no-

one wanted to buy, though they produced these unwanted cars more efficiently (when 

factories were not on strike, and which then had to be inefficiently stockpiled) The 

management at BL were asking the wrong question - how to make manufacturing 

process more efficient - rather than asking, why won’t consumers buy our cars?  

 

This chapter therefore is the start of the process which aims to see how the right 

questions can be asked within youth justice about making practice more orientated 

around the young person and their competencies, so they become engaged in the 

process of rehabilitation, with the intention of them stopping/desisting from offending.   
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This I will argue comes from focussing practice within youth justice onto the young 

person  and acknowledging the influence of the consumer society that they are growing 

up in and which surrounds them, rather than a repudiation of this everyday reality.  

This approach also takes account of the daily lives that most young people live 

surrounded by consumer messages at all times (Norris 2006).  It truly must be 

challenging for a young person,  a fully signed up member of the consumer society,  on a 

YRO to enter a YOT for 15 to 30 minutes once or twice per week for a supervision 

session, and  have all the trappings and statuses that accrue from such membership (of 

the consumer society) stripped away during that session, as choice is denied, 

participation encouraged only for the end of the YOT worker, as they are shunted 

through an “effective” practice process,  and then have to re-enter that same consumer 

society again – apparently on the road to rehabilitation. All the time with that chief 

signifier of the consumer society that surrounds them, the Smart phone, on the table in 

front of them or on silent in their pocket.  Disorientating and confusing it must be. 

 

Thus I will suggest it is imperative to move youth justice practice from an inward 

looking primitive productionism, to a model which embraces the society that young 

people develop in and the competencies that they utilise to negotiate their daily lives.  In 

so doing the impact of consumerism - I.e. strain theory - can also be analysed 

particularly for those convicted of acquisitive crimes. Doing this, I will argue, can lead to 

truly effective practice as it will allow these competencies already existing and 

constantly being used in their daily lives by the young person, to be used in their own 

rehabilitative project, as opposed to the production led approach which ignores these. 

No longer will they need to return to the 1950’s when entering a supervision session, 

and instead the finely honed skills they have acquired to survive (and prosper) in 

society can be utilised to help find a better pathway for them.  

 

However the transfer of value co-creation though is not a simple interdisciplinary 

transfer as there are many potential barriers from the use of language to the 

requirements of National Standards. This chapter will start looking at what will be 

required to aid the transfer, starting with the language and a definition.  
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7.1. Creating a definition of value co-creation for youth justice - issues 

to be dealt with 
 

This section will provide a theoretical exploration of how value co-creation would be 

applied within the youth justice system. It asks what would value co-creation actually 

mean theoretically and practically to a youth justice practitioner sitting across an 

interview room from a young person on a twelve month YRO, and how they would go 

about achieving this process of co-creating value? In addition the needs of the other 

stakeholders in the youth justice system will need to be considered. What is value for 

the sentencing court, the YOT, YJB, MOJ, the victim of crime, the public, and politicians.  

 

There are a number of considerations and difficulties to be addressed before a 

definition of value co-creation can be developed that is transferable to the youth justice 

system. These centre around  

 

I. Issues of  language and lack of firm definition of S-DL and value co-creation in the 

marketing discipline 

 

II. Ensuring that any definition meets the needs of all stakeholders in the youth 

justice system. 

 

7.1.1. Issues around the language, compatibility, and the lack of firm 

definition of S-DL and value co-creation in the marketing discipline 

In seeking to define value co-creation in practice within youth justice it would be 

natural to look to a definition within its home discourse which could be transferred 

over. A problem with this course of action arises because  

 

At this stage of the development of the S-D logic, fuzzy definitional problems 

associated with many of the terms used remain. 

(Ballantyne 2011:203) 

 

The reason for this fuzziness is because as Brodie explains SD Logic is still in a pre-

theoretic stage (Brodie et al. 2011). How to apply SD logic and value co-creation to the 
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market place has not been worked up into practical and easy to use formulations as 

compared to 4Ps and marketing mix for the G-DL marketing paradigm.  That means that 

there are a number of interpretations of how to apply value co-creation within 

marketing (Payne et al 2008). The newness of this paradigm could potentially provide 

some difficulties for this research, as there could be a tendency for the fuzziness to be 

transferred between disciplines.  However this thesis has endeavoured to get around 

this issue by sidestepping some of the problems that are intrinsic to the business 

discourse and would not apply to youth justice.  

 

Some of the difficulties inherent in this process were raised by Vargo and his colleagues 

when discussing this very issue within the marketing discipline.  

 

This exploration of value co-creation raises as many questions as it answers. For 

example: What exactly are the processes involved in value co-creation? How can we 

measure co-created value and value-in-use? How does information technology 

influence the ways in which value can be created effectively? What approaches do 

we need to understand the sociotechnical context of value creation? What are the 

research methods appropriate for understanding value as an emergent quality? 

(Vargo, Maglio, and Akaka 2008:151) 

 

Not least is the problem in financial and accountancy terms about how co-created value 

to be measured. It is all well for marketing departments to put resource into value co-

creation but how is the return on investment (ROI) to be measured? With the 4Ps and 

their ilk it is far easier to do this as the costs of a marketing campaign can be accounted 

for along with sales outcomes.  

 

Some of the same issues might well be expected within the interdisciplinary transfer of 

S-DL. However because the concept being transferred over is the process of value co-

creation on its own, which is only one part of S-DL, there are fewer issue around 

fuzziness, as the concept of value co-creation has been well defined by Prahalad and 

Ramaswamy (2004), Ng (2010) and others. The term value does not have to have a 

financial number or meaning attached to it. Also the measurement of ROI is less 

pressing. A financial return is not (yet) widely expected from rehabilitation within the 
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remit of a YOT, though Payment by Results (PbR) and Social impact bonds are 

established within the criminal justice system and for companies operating within their 

remit a financial return is now part of the equation.  

 

In addition the existing language which goes with the G-DL version of value is a problem 

as Vargo and Lusch explain,  

 

This (the language) presents a problem for any attempt at discussing and 

describing a counter paradigmatic view, such as S-D logic. Often, there are no 

generally acceptable, counter-paradigmatic, or even neutral, words available. 

Thus, it often becomes convenient, if not necessary, to employ a G-D logic lexicon to 

describe an S-D logic foundation. 

(Vargo and Lusch 2008:2) 

 

An example of this issue in the youth justice discourse might be the use of the term 

“effective practice” one which is central to the mission of the YJB. For them this term 

means practice which is effective and it is used as a managerial, technocratic, value free 

expression, as was seen in Chapter Three. Because of this the meaning that has been 

attached to the term and is generally understood by it – as seen by the question in the 

research project -  I cannot use the term “effective practice” in this thesis without 

reference to the YJB definition, which implies a production led process which has been 

assessed by the YJB. So although I may argue that value co-creation would be an 

“effective” way of rehabilitating young people the term effective is already “owned” by 

the YJB definition so use of the expression will link it with the YJB.  

 

7.2. A definition of value co-creation in youth justice 
 

Due to its clarity, a definition created by Professor Ng will be used for this thesis. Her 

clarity of definition comes from her practical approach to value co-creation, rather than 

seeing it as purely a theoretical construct. Thus for Ng in consumer markets, 
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Value co-creation is bringing in your own contextual resource to achieve the 

beneficial outcomes with the firm at the point of consumption/experience  

(Ng 2010) 

 

In this definition Ng directly ties the concept of value to the (beneficial) outcome, hence 

getting around the issue of fuzziness around what value is. Although this definition 

makes sense within the marketing discourse, the marketing language is not helpful 

within social sciences discourse so for the purposes of this thesis I have adapted her 

definition. (with my changes/additions in bold)  

 

(In youth justice) value co-creation is bringing in your own contextual resource to achieve 

beneficial outcomes for all parties at the point of consumption/experience over a 

specified contact period. 

 

In this definition in the case of a YRO supervision there would be two immediate parties 

the young person and the supervising officer bringing their own contextual resource. 

However there would be a third party present in the statutory process, the sentencing 

Court and the State, who would be represented by the supervising practitioner.   

 

7.2.1. How the interdisciplinary transfer was achieved - Word substitutions 

 

a) “all parties” – a term that invokes a statutory interest in the value co-

creation process for other stakeholders 

For the purpose of this thesis the term “with the firm” has been replaced with “all 

parties” to reflect the fact that within the youth justice process there may be many 

parties involved in just one case, from the young person themselves, through their 

family, school, the supervising practitioner, additional support agencies and the like. In 

addition it also reflects the requirement that the frame of interest needs to be widened 

for statutory purposes to the supervising court, any victims and the public as a whole, 

not withstanding claims on beneficial outcomes that politicians may have.  This then 

clearly differentiates value co-creation within statutory youth justice from the 

consumer environment where there usually is no statutory interest, and normally many 
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fewer involved parties.  For the sake of clarity for the rest of this thesis the term “all 

parties” will refer to the  

1. The young person 

2. The supervising officer – who represents the court,  who may however, have 

other outcomes that they are seeking, which are independent of the courts 

3. The sentencing Court – which represents society as a whole including any 

victims 

A more thorough analysis of this term will be done in 7.3. 

 

b) “Specified contact period” – a term that acknowledges the statutory time 

frame as set by the sentencing court order 

The addition of the term “specified contact period” after “at the point of 

consumption/experience” reflects the point that the process takes place within a 

statutory context in a the time frame set by a Court for a specified period and is not one 

decided by the young person.  This does not necessarily mean that value co-creation 

needs to stop at the end of a Court order.  Indeed, if value co-creation means anything, 

the consideration of how value co-creation will continue to be supported in the post 

Court order phase would have to be a major goal that was set during the main specified 

contact period. In other words, to use the Nike quotation from Chapter Five, “In the past 

the product was the end point of the consumer experience. Now it is the starting point” the 

order (the product) is no longer is a standalone experience – the beginning and end 

point of interaction. It can now be seen as the start point of the young person’s value co-

creation experience.  

 

7.2.2. How the interdisciplinary transfer was achieved - Definitions  

 

a) “Contextual resource”  

By “contextual resource” the definition of context as developed by Dey & Abowd 

(2000:3) within computer programming is being utilised. For them “Context is any 

information that can be used to characterize the situation of an entity”. (This definition 

although from a different discipline comes from research to understand what “context” 

is in order to make computers more context aware and thus more useful to humans. 

Computer programmes are now being written specifically for Tablets/Smart phones 
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which are continuously updating their contextual situation I.e. their location, the likes of 

the main user, their use of predictive text, voice recognition etc, in order to make their 

information more relevant for the user). Thus for a young person (“entity”) subject to 

statutory supervision, contextual resource would refer to their own context and would 

be any resource that they decided to bring to the supervision. I.e. it would be anything 

that the young person thinks is significant to them – characterises their situation. Thus 

using the example of the young person being supervised on a YRO, in this model it is 

their choice about what resource to bring to the process in terms of quantity and 

quality. Are they going to engage with the process, and if so how much, and how often? 

Will they bring positive insights or wait for the practitioner to come to solutions? Will 

they sit back and perhaps be disruptive, or will they await positive affirming signals 

from their YOT officer before deciding what level of resource to commit?  

 

For a YOT worker contextual resource can be seen as professional skills, experience and 

knowledge, that they bring to the situation. They have decisions they have to make 

about how much resource in terms of time and money to commit to the process. With 

these professional skills they can deduce how best to co-create value with the young 

person/facilitate the process of value co-creation. Thus when they assess how best to 

work with the young person they will use any information that is useful.  This should 

mean that they would be in contact with the family and professionals who have most 

contact with the young person so they can discover as much information (context from 

the definition above) as possible in order to, “to characterize the situation of an entity” 

(young person).  

 

b) “Value” 

 In her definition of the process “value co-creation is bringing in your own contextual 

resource to achieve beneficial outcomes for all parties at the point of 

consumption/experience over a specified contact period” Ng has defined value as being 

linked to beneficial outcomes that are achieved. However there are alternatives. 

Grönroos for example, defines value as  

Value for customers means that they, after having been assisted by the provision of 

resources or interactive processes, are or feel better off than before. 

(Grönroos, 2008:303) 
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This is a useful definition as it links the concept of value to the beneficial outcomes 

achieved i.e. the young person feels (“assisted” or “feel better off”) in a more concrete 

manner which is more clearly defined as opposed to the more vague concept of 

beneficial outcomes. The key point though in any definition for value, is to return to 

Vargo and Lusch’s (2008) FP10 definition; that “value is always uniquely and 

phenomenologically determined by the beneficiary”. The beneficial outcomes definition of 

Ng is useful, because it fits in with the foundational premise of Vargo and Lusch and ties 

the definition of value to the young person, the YOT officer and at one remove, the 

statutory judicial system. Each party in the process has value which they are seeking to 

achieve – which can be seen as a set of objectives which is unique to them. What the 

process of co-creation does is unite the value objectives of all parties together so all get 

beneficial outcomes – value - out of the process. The skill of the practitioner (and a lot 

will be required) comes in ensuring that the outcomes desired by him/her and the state 

do not overwhelm those of the young person. For this reason it would always be 

essential for the practitioner to check that value from the order for the young person 

was always uniquely and phenomenologically determined by the beneficiary – that the 

beneficial outcomes being selected really did reflect what the  young person wants. If 

this is not the case then value co-creation is not occurring, and some kind of co-

production is happening instead. This model thus has a high bar to get over to be 

functional. It requires a relationship of trust, good communication between the parties; 

participation of all parties – all factors that one might expect form a good supervisory 

relationship, and the advantage or maybe disadvantage is that there is little grey area in 

the process. Either the process is value co-creation or it is not.  

 

 

7.3 “Beneficial outcomes for all parties” - what this term would mean in 

practice 
 

In using value co-creation in the youth justice sector the concept of beneficial outcomes 

is a key area to be defined. In the commercial world generally beneficial outcomes for 

the process are accrued by two main parties   
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 The consumer creating value form the service/product 

 The firm  creating value by harnessing the competencies of the consumer 

 

There are other entities who gain, such as investors however they are generally 

removed from the process itself. 

 

In contrast within the youth justice system apart from the young person and their 

supervising office there are other interested parties such as the supervising courts and 

indeed, to widen the process right out society as a whole. The difference with the 

private sector is that there is a statutory interest that these other parties have, so that 

they have to, in a sense be, be a (removed)  party to the process of value co-creation to 

make sure it is fulfilling its statutory remit. Quite how this might work will now be 

looked at.  

 

7.3.1 The young person  

As the young person is the focus of the value co-creation process there is little more to 

expand on at this point except to remember that the most important and key beneficial 

outcome is that of the young person. If the focus of beneficial outcome/value co-

creation drifts onto any other party then the process ceases to be value co-creation and 

becomes something else. It moves from being a consumer orientated approach back to a 

production oriented approach and most likely would drift into some form of co-

production, as discussed in Chapter Six.  

 

The other scenario when the beneficial outcomes would cease to originate from the 

young person would be if they refuse to take part in the process of value co-creation - 

they are not interested in complying with their Court order. Under those circumstances 

the consumer orientated model ceases to be operational as there is literally no 

consumer to orientate it around, and no value can be created from this approach for the 

young person. As the young person has in a sense abrogated their role of value co-

creator it is for the state and the practitioner to “get” their value and achieve their own 

beneficial outcomes. How they would do this will be looked at shortly; however, it is 

likely to involve reducing the risk to society that the young person presents. To do this I 

would suggest that an updated production model of justice based around lean theory 
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can take be instigated – one that does not necessarily require co-operation.    This will 

ensure that the value requirements/beneficial outcomes required by other stakeholders 

within the statutory system, the Courts, victims etc would be satisfied.  How this would 

occur will be more fully explored in Chapter Nine when the obstacles to value co-

creation are discussed. 

 

7.3.2 The practitioner 

The co-creation of value for the practitioner is not as direct as for the young person as 

they are merely helping the young person in the creation of value. Grönroos described 

this in the marketing discourse. 

 

The task undertaken by suppliers can be labelled value facilitation 

(Grönroos, 2008:306) 

 

He takes this definition a step further in 20011 where he described  

 

The service provider is not the value creator and may therefore only take on the 

role as either a value co-creator or a value facilitator. If the customer invites the 

firm to take part in the customers value co-creation process as a co-creator the 

firm may get the opportunity to engage in the customer’s value co-creation process. 

 

(Grönroos 2011:16) 

 

Thus the role of the practitioner is to provide value offerings (FP 7 from Vargo and 

Lusch (The enterprise cannot deliver value, but only offer value propositions). These value 

offerings would be advice, empowerment, advocacy, courses, counselling, job 

interviews, health appointments etc to ensure that value is extracted from the youth 

justice process by the young person. 

 

This would mean a practitioner and a young person (on a YRO) engaging in an 

environment where the practitioner was through judicious use of value propositions 

actively encouraging the young person to discuss their hopes, needs and aspirations for 

the future –the beneficial outcomes they wanted, and analysing with the young person 
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what they could bring to the table to achieve these goals. The process would be centred 

around the young person and their contextual resources and competencies, with the 

role of the practitioner being to focus on what support they could provide the young 

person to encourage the creation of value on that order.  The advantage of this approach 

is that the form of intervention would be tailored to the needs of the young person – 

their contextual requirements. More gender and culturally specific work could then take 

place as there was no longer the need to process young people efficiently. Time could 

and should be spent on working on issues specific to the gender and race of the young 

person if it was agreed that this approach would be useful.  .  

 

7.3.3. “Beneficial outcomes” for other stakeholders  

If the focus is broadened out further from the two main protagonists to that of the other 

main stakeholders in the process, the sentencing court, the YOT/YJB/MOJ/ Government 

the role of value and the associated beneficial outcomes is statutorily set as to prevent 

re-offending. This is from the YJB website which describes its mission... 

 

 works to prevent offending and reoffending by children and young people under the 

age of 18 

 ensures that custody for them is safe, secure, and addresses the causes of their 

offending behaviour. 

 

The beneficial outcomes being sought can clearly be seen in these two statements – 

prevent offending, ensure safe custody and address causes of offending behaviour. 

There would be little divergence that I can see between these outcomes and those of a 

young person who wished to stop offending. Value can be defined for this broad group 

as a process or beneficial outcome that prevents re-offending. This does not mean that 

they have to be actively involved in the process of value co-creation because value as 

was seen in the earlier chapter does not have to be an immediate occurrence it can be 

seen as potential. 

 

For Courts,  beneficial outcomes would be that the Court Order was fulfilled, for Police 

they may be that a convicted young person was rehabilitated so would not be arrested 

again, or punishment.   
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For direct victims of crime once gain beneficial outcomes would be something personal 

to them. It may be a reduction in fear of future crime, a desire to see punishment 

administered or being part of a restorative process.   

 

All these parties have a stake in the justice system and thus in the beneficial outcomes 

being set by the young person and youth justice practitioner. The skill of the 

practitioner would be to make sure that the process remained firmly focussed on the 

beneficial outcomes as originated from the young person, yet also included the 

beneficial outcomes of statutory stakeholders. I have suggested above that this may not 

necessarily be too difficult as many outcomes would be convergent, however some 

creativity and skill would undoubtedly be required to prevent the focus slipping from 

the outcomes of the young person to those of other parties. In which case we would be 

back in a production oriented process.  

 

7.4. An examination of how value co-creation might work in practice 

in the youth justice system for a young person on a YRO 
 

When looking at the changes that would be required for value co-creation to become 

integral within the processes within the youth justice system, there are a range of 

approaches that could be taken. From whole-scale abolition and remoulding of the 

system to one where the minimum number of changes that need to be made to allow 

value co-creation to operate, are implemented. It is this minimalist approach that is 

being proposed here, as it requires the least procedural changes, and builds on existing 

strengths within the system. The following sections therefore examine the changes that 

would need to be made and follows the track of a young person through the system 

from an initial assessment through to the imposition of a community sentence. For the 

purposes of the model it has been assumed that ASSET has been superseded by a less 

deficit and risk driven assessment tool, which when the early thinking around AssetPlus 

is examined may be the case. (YJB 2013)  
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7.4.1. Initial/pre court assessment 

To implement value co-creation at its least obtrusive/radical scale some changes would 

need to be made at the assessment phases. The current system is centred around the 

risk factor paradigm and focuses particularly on the deficits of the young person. Thus 

in its current state is inimical to a process of value co-creation which requires the exact 

opposite approach. However with AssetPlus there would appear to be more scope for a 

more positive assessment – something that will be examined in more detail in Chapter 

Nine.  The key difference with current system is that the assessment by the practitioner 

would be framed around developing a joint proposal with the young person, and 

possibly their family and other important contextual resources for the Court. At this 

point this joint proposal would be the beneficial outcome, and the willingness of the 

young person to participate in the development of suitable beneficial outcomes would 

be part of the assessment process. If a young person refuses to take part in the process 

then it would be assumed they would have rejected a value co-creation approach which 

would probably imply a higher risk of re-offending.  This part of the assessment would 

be around the willingness of the young person to take part in the process.  

 

To set up a value co-creation approach a collaborative process of assessment would 

take place which would encompass a joint audit of the young person’s strengths, their 

risks factors, their needs, and their readiness for taking part in the co-creation process. 

This assessment would be a joint, dynamic and creative task centred around the setting 

of beneficial outcomes by the young person with guidance from the YOT practitioner.  

From this assessment would come the first post sentencing indications of who was 

ready to opt in to a value co-creation approach and who would require more time 

before they were ready to make that choice.  

 

This assessment would still assess the risk factors associated with the young person 

however the risk based approach would be balanced out by other factors such as the 

competencies, skills, ambitions, goals, and the readiness of the young person to engage 

and undertake value co-creation.  Most importantly it would include a joint assessment 

with the young person of how they would cease to re-offend and a pathway to achieving 

this aim. It could provide a menu of options open to sentencers to help achieve that 

pathway.  
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7.4.2. Post court assessment – the initial collaborative assessment and the 

choice  

Presently the role of the youth justice worker immediately post sentence is to clarify 

National Standards and ensure that the young person is clear about what is expected of 

them within the statutory framework. Under value co-creation the statutory 

requirements would still need to be spelt out very clearly but the emphasis would focus 

on implementing the pathway already agreed with the young person. At this point it is 

useful to look at how the system would offer the choice to take part in value co-creation.  

 

a) To opt in or opt out  

 

Two pathways would be offered to a young person  

 

i. A approach based around value co-creation  for those who chose to opt in to this 

approach 

ii. Actuarial processing for those who wished just to “do their time”, the “apathetic”, 

and those who were not remotely interested in any positive engagement at all.   

 

At the assessment point the young person would be able to opt into the creative process 

and start the process of value co-creation, or actively or passively  opt out, and be 

processed as the risk/scaled approach model would propose.  The appeal of this 

approach is that there has to be a positive opt in from or the young person; the act of 

giving them a real choice would be beneficial on its own. Thus the skill of the 

practitioner has to be to frame this process to encourage as many young people as 

possible to take this step, without overselling it and creating false expectations. And 

even if the young person opts out to start with, there is no reason why they should not 

opt in at a later part of their order when they feel more ready for the challenges 

inherent in this approach. 

 

One could say limited changes would be required to implement this approach because 

in effect this system is already in operation within the statutory system in YOTs. Within 

their caseload each YOT practitioner will know those who are compliant/easy to 
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manage/wanting to move on, and those who are not ready for any positive type of work. 

Evidence for this came from the survey from the statement 

 

Practitioners have a tendency to spend more time with young people on their caseload 

who are most responsive regardless of their ASSET score 

 

72% of respondents agreed with this statement thus illustrating that a pragmatic 

response to case load management is already in effect with young people being graded 

by their reponsivity. The chief difference would be that the choice of how much to 

engage would be moved away from the practitioner to the young person. It would be 

their choice whether to engage in the system which would have the advantage of 

making the choice explicit as opposed to now, when it is often opaque and may be done 

on supposition and assumption by the practitioner.  

 

 

b) Working with those who chose not to opt-in – the actuarialist production 

model 

 

As has already been suggested not all young people will be ready to opt into value-co 

creation. Some will not be ready to move to a non-offending identity for their own 

reasons.  For some committing crimes is still too much fun, (Katz 1988) - others may 

just feel apathetic. Others may feel too intimidated, confused, or feeling too 

hopeless/helpless to move on. So what about this group?  

 

Assuming a young person is committed to be sentenced by a court to a YRO, in the initial 

assessment meeting their attitude to the value co-creation model would be assessed. 

Those that were not ready to opt in would remain subject to a production oriented 

model. In other words, until they felt ready to opt in to value co-creation, a model based 

around risk minimisation would be utilised with them, and they would continue to be 

processed through this model.  Each practitioner would have to decide what this meant, 

however it might mean groups based around specific offending behaviour, intensive 

cognitive behavioural work, reparation, tick box supervision, and similar. It may well be 

not be much different to what happens presently.  
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However at all times the offer would be open for the young person to change streams 

and work for beneficial outcomes set by themselves, rather than just being processed in 

a risk minimisation manner.  The twin track approach for dealing with the opt in and 

opts outs in a YOT environment has been set out diagrammatically.  
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Figure 7.1 The twin track approach for dealing with the opt in and opts outs in a 

YOT environment 

Young person found/pleads guilty. Case adjourned 
for reports 

Initial assessment of  competencies, risk,  protective factors, 
strenghths and readiness for value co-creation process 

young person demonstrates desire to be involved 
in value co-creation process 

Detailed planning assessment completed with young 
person  based upon beneficial outcomes to be 

achieved and competencies to be engaged . Non 
offending pathway  agreed by both parties  

Post sentence continuous interogation of these 
outcomes  to ensure that  they continue to 

create value for the young person and other 
stakeholders 

completion of order 

young person shows disinclination to be involved 
in value co-creation process 

internal assessment completed to assess best way 
forward  - risk minimisation approach taken 

Post sentence - an experienced practitioner 
allocated to ninimise risk and  encourage move to 

value co-creation scheme 

continued refusal to co-operate leads to 
enrollment in  production led effective practice 

programmes with continued assessments to assess 
willingness to cooperate with value co-creation  

completion of order/resentencing by Court 
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7.4.3. Value co-creation in other areas of the youth justice system 

 

a) Referral order 

The above diagram shows how the value co-creation approach could work for a young 

person on a YRO.  There is no reason that this could not be adapted for a young person 

who has pleaded guilty to an offence and has been sentenced to a Referral order. The 

initial meeting would still take place under the auspices of the Referral order with the 

plan being devised with the young person and YOT worker for the panel. 

 

b) DTO 

Although there is theoretically no reason why value co-creation could not work with a 

young person who has been sentenced to a Detention and Training Order (DTO) in 

practice getting the process to function in a Young Offenders Institute (YOI) or Secure 

Training Centre (STC) would be unlikely at this stage. The culture of a prison 

environment or STC where the focus is necessarily on security and risk is not one 

conducive to working in a way that is congruent with value co-creation. At best one 

might expect a pathway to be mapped out with the YOT worker pre sentence which 

could then be picked up on release. In all likelihood anyway the cohort in prison would 

be the young people most resistant to taking a non-offending pathway as many would 

be persistent and serious offenders. For these reasons the Secure Estate has been 

excluded from this analysis. 

 

7.5. Summary of chapter 
 

At the start of this chapter the stated intention was to find a definition for value co-

creation that could be used within the youth justice sector to update the production led 

approach that currently exists. The purpose of this exercise being to allow value co-

creation to be examined as a live concept within youth justice.  We now have a workable 

definition for value co-creation - the (co)creation of beneficial outcomes for all parties 

in the youth justice system.  The key change that this method encompasses is movement 

away from a risk based youth justice system based around a production oriented 



192 
 

approach – i.e. Taylorist – to one based around market or consumer orientated practice. 

Away from being a system where the (production) efficiency of the system has become 

a method for achieving statutory goals – i.e. reducing re-offending - and even arguably a 

goal in itself, to one where the achievement of the beneficial outcome for the young 

person is the key event. For this to occur there has to be a change of emphasis away 

from  

 

 The youth justice system as a production line where the youth justice worker 

processes young people on orders as efficiently as possible with minimal input 

from the young person 

 

to a system where,  

 

 The achievement of beneficial outcomes as set by the young person through the 

use of their own competencies is the key event, with practitioners acting as 

facilitators to aid this process by maximising the participation of the young 

person.  

 

The role of the youth justice worker would be to enable and guide the young person to 

the best solution – i.e. the one which creates the most value for them (yet within the 

statutory beneficial outcomes of other parties).  This approach would enable the 

practitioner to work with the young person on what they would regard as their most 

important issues and this would be of particular benefit when working with young 

women and BME groups as work could be tailored around the areas that the young 

person thought most important. 

 

We saw also a theoretical exposition of how value co-creation might work in the setting 

of a YOT around a YRO or Referral Order and explored how the system might deal with 

those who chose not to take part in the value co-creation process. Thus we are now at a 

stage where some of the practicalities of the transfer can be examined. What in the 

existing youth justice system is theoretically congruent with value co-creation – Chapter 

Eight, and where the practical obstacles and blocks to such a transfer might be – Chapter 

Nine. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT: AN AUDIT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL AND SYSTEMIC 
PRE-REQUISITES REQUIRED FOR VALUE CO-CREATION IN THE YOUTH 
JUSTICE SECTOR, AND AN EVALUATION OF THE CONGRUENCY OF 
SOME PRE-EXISTING MODELS OF PRACTICE  
  

 

In the last chapter a theoretical explanation of what value co-creation could mean 

within the youth justice system was produced along with a more practical examination 

of how it might work. The aim of this was to contextualise the marketing language and 

concepts within the youth justice discourse. This chapter continues the interdisciplinary 

journey and takes the development one stage further. It asks the question, what 

environmental and systemic features would be required for value co-creation to exist 

within a different discipline - the youth justice system -  or, to rephrase, how can we get 

to a situation where the youth justice system is supportive of the process of value co-

creation and what changes would be required for this to occur.  Once the changes 

required have been analysed the secondary objective of this chapter will be to examine 

some of the existing theories and models that already operate within the youth justice 

system and examine how congruent they would be with value co-creation.  The analysis 

will look particularly at the literature around desistance, creation of agency and 

increasing resilience amongst young people as these were flagged up in the survey as 

approaches that practitioners would deem as effective in working with young people.  

 

8.1. The practices that underpin the process of value co-creation 
 

To start I will suggest that the following systemic and environmental factors would be 

pre-requisites for value co-creation to occur whether in the business or youth justice 

disciplines. This list is based upon Vargo and Lusch’s foundational premises and the 

supportive literature reviewed in Chapter Five. 

 

I. A system based around operants working together 

II. An environment where creative equality exists 

III. An environment conducive to the building and sustaining of trusting 

relationships  
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IV. A system that has at its core the participation and engagement of young people  

V. An environment which encourages voluntary participation   

 

This analysis should give a good overview of how transferable in practice the concept of 

value co-creation is, because if many of the practices and the underlying skills required 

to support this process – i.e. the right environment – are already current within youth 

justice, then this would give a good indication of the potential transferability of value co-

creation. (There are blocks to the process which would need to be resolved which will 

be examined in Chapter Nine).  

 

8.1.1.   A system based around operants working together – moving the 
young person from being data on Asset to being an asset 
Rather as a car salesman with his 4Ps sees customers as operands to be smoothly 

processed for a quick sale, so the modern youth justice practitioner has been trained 

similarly to regard the young person as a unit to be processed efficiently with minimal 

engagement. (Kuiak and Hester 2009, Pitts 2001). There should be no surprise in this, 

as the current system is based upon G-D logic, and however unsuited this concept of the 

young person as operand is for youth justice, the practice flows from the prevalent 

dominant logic.  This approach though is an absolute barrier to value co-creation in 

youth justice, just as it would be in the commercial sector. As was seen in Chapter Five 

and the last chapter, value co-creation requires both parties to be operants with 

competencies to be tapped. Without this attitude the business cannot utilise the 

competencies of the consumer to gain commercial advantage through value co-creation.  

Instead value creation occurs independently with the consumer taking the product or 

services and using it to create value for themselves – i.e. buying a product and using it 

without engaging with the retailer/producer.  A similar observation can now be taken 

over to youth justice. For value co-creation to occur the young person has to be moved 

from being data to be inputted onto ASSET – an operand - to being the asset around 

which the whole process is focussed.  There can be no operands within value co-

creation; it is a participative team effort requiring operants utilising their competencies, 

or nothing. The single most important factor to achieve this state would be the positive 

mindset of the practitioner, and thus by default the culture in the workplace as set by 

management. The young person must be seen as an asset with a huge amount of skills 
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and competencies which can be tapped. A summary of the approach required for value 

co-creation to exist in practice would be along the lines, 

 

 The young person must be recognised as the expert in their own life and in how they 

create value and achieve beneficial outcomes in their lives. The role of the practitioner is 

merely to facilitate the process such that beneficial outcomes that are set are ones that 

preclude offending and competences that are engaged which help achieve this goal.  

 

Interestingly this is similar in approach to the exchange model of assessment as 

described by Smale and Tucson (1993) a model for assessment derived from social 

work practice.  Within this model the (young) person is regarded as the “expert in their 

own problems” (1993:16) which though not the same idea as being an expert in their 

own life has many similarities.  

 

So if it can be agreed that the young person needs to be treated as an operant with 

expertise and competencies this will not happen on its own. The process of them 

achieving that status would require other factors to come into play and it is to these we 

will now turn.  

 

8.1.2. A creative (though not power/statutory) equal 
Within the value co-creation process the practitioner would have to approach the young 

person as a creative equal, otherwise there could be no co-creation. However creative 

equality does not necessarily need to equate to statutory and power equality and it is 

possible to differentiate between them. In the marketing discipline this approach was 

hinted at by Cova and Dalli (2009) in the idea of the working consumer where the 

consumer works in partnership with producer. A similar process would occur here but 

within the statutory system. The process starts with the statutory power of a YOT 

worker. This derives from the State which divests power to the practitioner to carry out 

the sentence of a Court. Thus, provided clear boundaries are put around the creative 

process by the person with the statutory power, there is no reason why within that 

boundary there cannot be creative equality. Of course this has to be agreed by both 

parties, which necessarily would be the start of the value co-creation process. This 

concept in itself is not too outlandish – though some in the MOJ may baulk at the 
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thought of media coverage that might emerge. There are current/recent examples of 

this idea in theatre, singing and creative writing groups within prisons where the 

statutory power boundary is very explicit, however within that boundary there can be 

creative equality. Clean Break who work within women’s prisons and Geese Theatre are 

two such examples of where creativity can flourish within a clear power relationship 

within a prison. I myself when working in a Local Authority Secure Unit took part in a 

Geese Theatre production which was challenging, as the tension between the creative 

boundaries and the power boundaries was explored in the workshop. Many staff – 

including me – found the whole experience uncomfortable but beneficial as the young 

people and unit staff became creative equals within the parameters of the workshop. 

The young person within the co –creation process would also be regarded as a creative 

equal, until they indicate by words or actions that they do not wish to be so regarded – 

they opt out of value co-creation process. Interestingly the challenge within this change 

may not be with the young people – certainly within the Secure Unit it was not. It is 

whether a practitioner has confidence in his/her own ability and practice to allow a 

more equal and creative approach. This might be a big ask for some staff used to tick 

box relationships.  

 

 

8.1.3. The building of a trusting relationship between practitioner and 
young person  
Historically as Trevithick notes below the relationship between practitioner (social 

worker) and service user was a key part of practice.   

 

In the past, the relationship between clients (service users) and social workers was 

seen to be at “the heart of social work” (Collins & Collins, 1981, p6) and essential to 

good practice, but in recent years, its importance and value has become “confused 

and ambivalent (Howe, 1998, p45) 

(Trevithick 2003:163) 

 

In the social sciences discourse, the therapeutic relationship has been seen as a key 

mechanism for achieving set outcomes. The purpose of this model as Trevithick 

accounts (2003:163) can be broken into eight areas of practice ranging from 
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assessment to empowerment to support. These include: assessment; help and care for 

people experiencing difficulties relating to self and others; advocacy and mediation for 

people experiencing discrimination; holding and containing anxiety in times of 

transition or crisis; and creating a foundation for capacity building.  The concept of the 

therapeutic relationship though has become marginalised by the managerialised system 

as Trevithick noted above. Although Trevithick was writing about social work there is 

little doubt that the same could be applied across to the youth justice system as well, 

and this indicates the troubled relationship that the concept of the therapeutic 

relationship has within the managerialist system. The importance of the therapeutic 

relationship has received further and more recent endorsement by Ruch et al in their 

book Relationship –based social work (2010) where they argue for the centrality of the 

relationship within social work practice.  However they recognise this cannot be done in 

isolation there needs to be a culture – lacking now – which supports such practice 

 

Having invited academics and practitioners to spend time thinking and writing 

about relationship-based practice, what has come through with increasing clarity 

is the view that this kind of work cannot be done in isolation and without support. 

(2010:245) 

This point was made by Munro in her review of Child Protection (2011) where, amidst 

many other recommendations about improving the culture with children’s social work, 

she stated that children, “want a trusting and stable relationship with an adult who 

provides them with help and information when they need it.” (Munro 2011:120).  Thus 

within the arena of social work the relationship has a long history within both social 

work theory and practice. There are of course dangers inherent with such an approach  

 

. . some practitioners fell into the deceptive and perilous trap of thinking that 

forming and maintaining good relationships, sometimes called relationship-

building, was an end in itself, rather than a practice approach that provides the 

foundation on which to build future work’  

(Trevithick, 2003:166). 

 

And Murphy et al (2012) argue against conflating a relationship approach with a person 

centred approach about which they argue, 
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‘person-centred’ belies the function of modern social work in which the relationship 

is for the utilitarian purposes of compliance and externally imposed direction on 

the service user. Social work is not person-centred; it is state-centred. 

(Murphy et al 2012:15) 

 

Murphy et al get to the heart of the issue with this point about the involuntary nature of 

work being done with young people in the youth justice system. A relationship is not 

person-centred because it is not really about that person – the relationship is merely a 

means to state- centred end. This is an important point that will be dealt with later – 

how a young person can voluntarily engage with a mandatory Court order. Under such a 

paradigm the worker needs to be completely honest with the young person about this at 

the outset. That the relationship to an extent is statutorily driven, however that this fact 

does not preclude value being co-created within it. It just requires honesty and skill on 

behalf of the worker to ensure that the statutory requirement does not become the 

“elephant in the room” the unspoken presence that dominates the subtext of all 

exchanges. 

 

For the respondents of the survey as was seen earlier there was overwhelming support 

for the idea of the therapeutic relationship with almost 90% of respondents agreeing 

with the statement that  

 

An effective therapeutic relationship is at the heart of successful engagement with 

young people on court orders.   

 

Also in research for the YJB for their Key Elements of Effective Practice (KEEPS) into 

“engaging young people who offend” Mason and Prior (2008) concluded,  

 

Relationships between practitioner and young person are at the centre of effective 

engagement. Relationships do not in themselves lead to change; relationships are 

required to support the achievement of change. 

(Mason & Prior 2008:54) 
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This view was backed up by Stephenson writing that “the relationship between a young 

person and their worker is vital to their engagement” (Stephenson 2011:81) It would 

appear therefore at this time the pendulum has swung back from regarding the 

therapeutic/social work relationship as hopelessly anachronistic to a key part of social 

work. However having a trusting relationship does not necessarily predicate active 

participation and it is to this we will next turn. 

 

8.1.4. Participation and engagement 
If the competencies of the young person are to be engaged in the rehabilitative project 

then the system must be set up to ensure that engagement, such that they become fully 

participative within the process of value co-creation. Without engagement and 

participation, at best some kind of co-productive outcome may be possible, and at worst 

a return to the current process driven approach. If we return to the original Ng 

definition of value co-creation “Value co-creation is bringing in your own contextual 

resource to achieve the beneficial outcomes with the firm at the point of 

consumption/experience“, the participation of the consumer is a given, for without it 

there can be no co-creation. What occurs without consumer participation is value 

creation by the consumer and firm alone, (as opposed to co-creation with). The firm 

creates value transactionally by selling for money a good or service – as per G-DL. The 

consumer creates value by using the product; however this process is one which the 

firm is unable to exploit, as the process of value creation occurs away from their 

knowledge. To turn creation into co-creation the firm needs to engage with the 

consumer and get the consumer to participate with them in this activity. This is what 

differentiates value co-creation from RM, the fact that RM could be done at a consumer 

with the only participation expected from them that they would purchase the good or 

service being marketed – i.e. hand over money. This was purely a transactional 

relationship.   
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Participation and engagement in the social sciences and youth justice discourse  

 The central tenet of participation theory in social services since the mid 1990s has been 

Hart’s, Ladder of participation (1992). Although there is much agreement about the 

ladder’s virtues and otherwise, not least from Hart himself (2008:29), the concept of the 

ladder continues to play a dominant role in this area, and for these reasons for the 

purposes of this thesis the ladder provides a useful introduction to participation theory. 

I have reproduced Fletcher’s (2011) version of it below because he provides a useful 

commentary on it. What the ladder demonstrates is a hierarchical view of adult and 

child relationships with level 1-3 being regarded as non-participatory and 4 and above 

as increasingly meaningful participation.  

 

 

Description Challenge Reward 

1. Adults manipulate youth Youth forced to attend without regard 

to interest. 

Experience of involving youth and 

rational for continuing activities. 

2. Adults use youth to decorate their 

activities 

The presence of youth is treated as all 

that is necessary without reinforcing 

active involvement. 

A tangible outcome demonstrating 

thinking about youth voice. 

3. Adults tokenize youth Young people are used 

inconsequentially by adults to 

reinforce the perception that youth 

are involved. 

Validates youth attendance without 

requiring the work to go beyond that. 

4. Youth inform adults  Adults do not have to let youth impact 

their decisions. 

Youth can impact adult-driven 

decisions or activities. 

5. Adults actively consult youth 

while they’re involved 

Youth only have the authority that 

adults grant them, and are subject to 

adult approval. 

Youth can substantially transform 

adults’ opinions, ideas, and actions. 

6. Youth are fully equal with adults 

while they’re involved. This is a 

50/50 split of authority, obligation, 

and commitment. 

There isn’t recognition for the specific 

developmental needs or 

representation opportunities for 

youth. Without receiving that 

recognition youth loose interest and 

may become disengaged quickly. 

Youth can experience full power and 

authority, as well as the experience of 

forming basic youth/adult 

partnerships. 
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7. young person-driven activities do 

not include adults in positions of 

authority; rather, they are they to 

support youth in passive roles. 

Youth operate in a vacuous situation 

where the impact of their larger 

community isn’t recognized by them. 

young person-driven activities may 

not be seen with the validity of co-led 

activities, either. 

Developing complete ownership of 

their learning allows youth to drive 

the educational experience with a lot 

of effectiveness. Youth experience the 

potential of their direct actions upon 

themselves, their peers, and their 

larger community community 

8. Youth have full equity with adults. 

This may be a 40/60 split, or 20/80 

split when it’s appropriate. All are 

recognized for their impact and 

ownership of the outcomes. 

Requires conscious commitment by 

all participants to overcoming all 

barriers. 

Creating structures to support 

differences can establish safe, 

supportive learning environments, 

ultimately recreating the climate and 

culture in communities. 

Table 8.1 Fletcher’s Youth Voice Rubric (2011) 

 

When current youth justice system is analysed through this lens what immediately 

stands out is that it generally operates with young people at levels 1-3, with levels 4 and 

above being confined to specific projects. This is no accident as the system has been set 

up to be “efficient” within the context of a primitive production ethos, and to those with 

a managerialist mindset (surely) nothing would be more inefficient than damaged 

young people demanding participatory rights and clogging up the system with their 

needs and demands. Efficient processing from a managerialist standpoint would 

preclude levels 4 and above. Thus the lower levels of the ladder fit in with the Taylorist 

ethos of participation, while the upper rungs become increasingly more consumer 

orientated. Interestingly the survey showed according to the respondents that for some 
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Rung 4 is used 

 

Figure 8.1 the nature of the supervisory relationship 

 

Although there is little input from the young person on their own apart from in defining 

when supervision “has worked”, nearly 70 % of the time “the areas to be worked upon” 

are a defined by both the young person and the supervising officer.  This at least shows 

one precept that would be required – joint working – is already taking place and that in 

an unsympathetic environment. Clearly there is a will toward joint working already 

existent.  

  

When looking at value co creation one can see that levels 1-3 would not work at all. So 

although the young person would have to start on level 1,  “Youth forced to attend 

without regard to interest”,  the intention would be to whisk them somewhere higher 

through value co-creation.  Without the move up the levels the relationship process 

would be utterly empty and tokenistic, and from level 4 and above the process of value 

co-creation could start to occur.  And provided within a supervision structure the power 
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boundaries have been properly drawn from the outset there is no reason why level 8 

could not be worked towards for the end of the order.   

 

Having established that the principle of participation is one that is current within the 

youth justice system the relationship between this theory and statutory compliance 

needs to be explored. Young people on a YRO are compelled by a sentencing Court to 

attend supervision sessions. In could be argued that they have an option not to attend 

however the sanctions for so doing would be being returned to Court and a more severe 

sentence. However for attendance to turn into engagement and participation arguably it 

has to be on a voluntary basis. Whether this can ever hold under a statutory system is 

an issue that will now be explored. 

 

8.2. Voluntary participation in the criminal justice system– two 
approaches through the lens of two street gang projects  
 

Unsurprisingly perhaps the idea of voluntarism within a statutory system is not one that 

has elicited much research particularly by the YJB.  However Trotter (1999) has written 

extensively on the topic around the concept of working with involuntary clients, rather 

than participative engagement with them. He suggests three key principles for effective 

social work with involuntary clients: 

 

i. Clarifying roles: explaining clearly to the client the purpose of intervention, the 

social worker’s dual role as helper and social controller, and discussing issues such 

as the use of authority and confidentiality. 

ii. Reinforcing and modelling ‘pro-social’ values: through actions such as support and 

care for others, and interactions which are based in values of fairness and equality, 

and as such are free of behaviours considered antisocial, such as sexism, racism 

and violence. This involves praising and rewarding behaviours considered pro-

social and challenging behaviours considered anti-social. 

iii. Collaborative problem solving: involving working with the client’s definition of the 

problem, developing modest, achievable goals which are the client’s rather than 

the worker’s, and identifying strategies with the client to achieve these goals. 
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(Gallagher and Smith 2010:10) 

To further explore this issue two street gang projects in London will now be described. 

Both projects operate on a principle of voluntary participation,   however, what will be 

seen is that although both use voluntarism as a key operating principle there are two 

different models of voluntarism on display 

 

I. A classic version of voluntarism which will be explored through the X-it a 

programme that operated in Lambeth in 2005 

II. A constrained type of voluntarism which will be explored through an Integrated 

Gangs Unit (IGU) in Westminster London. 

 

 

8. 2.1. X-it programme - classical voluntarism 
The X-it program can be seen as a classically voluntary youth work programme from the 

description by Pitts.  

 

First and foremost, the young people attend the X-it Programme voluntarily. This 

principal of voluntary engagement is intrinsic to the practice, and forms the shape 

and nature of the relationship between the youth worker and the young person. It 

means that young people are enabled to retain power. This process, by its very 

nature, has to be one of mutual negotiation involving much 'give and take'. If a 

programme doesn’t meet the aspirations of the young person, he or she always has 

the power to walk away from it. 

(Pitts 2006:11) 

 

This approach compares well to Davies exposition of voluntarism within youth work 

 

Though it has now become a focus of sharp debate and indeed dissension, including 

amongst youth workers themselves, the principle of young people’s voluntary 

participation is a – perhaps the – defining feature of youth work. The basis for this 

position is not simply theoretical or ideological, as has sometimes been asserted – 

‘conservative’ or bloody-minded youth workers holding onto a belief which has 
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passed its sell-by date. Rather, it is rooted in the historical fact, and it is a fact, that 

such ‘voluntaryism’ has from the start shaped the development of the practice and 

especially its process. This was true even in periods when provision was largely 

dependent on the patronage of the privileged; and it continues to be true today 

within a state-dominated Youth Service. 

(Davies 2005:8) 

 

This more classical approach to voluntary participation in which value co-creation could 

readily – subject to other issues being sorted out – operate can now be compared to the 

idea of constrained voluntarism 

 

 

8.2.2 Westminster Integrated Gangs Unit (IGU) - constrained voluntarism 
The IGU is different in approach and shows how voluntarism can be made to work in 

what could be seen as an involuntary system. Unlike X-it, the young people are given a 

choice about whether to engage with full knowledge of what will happen if they do not 

engage. Davies although committed to classical voluntarism was alive to the possibilities 

of this approach, writing, 

 

In the conditions, especially the funding climate, in which youth work currently 

operates, youth workers are often now having to apply their distinctive skills to in 

effect, convert young people’s enforced attendance into a form of ‘voluntary’ 

participation. Crucial amongst these skills are likely to be those of building trusting 

relationships with young people based on mutual respect, engaging young people 

in as many decisions about content and method as are compatible with laid down 

curricula and available resources; and nurturing their motivation to take on 

unfamiliar and taxing experiences 

(Davies 2005:9) 

 

In the IGU this approach can be seen in the key programme offered to gang members 

and those on the fringes of the gang called Your Choice and can be observed on their 

website which outlines the choices that gang members have  
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Why are Choices so important? 

Choices have an effect on our future. The decisions we make today shape us and 

also our successes or failures in the future. Sometimes young people may make the 

wrong choices due to peer pressure, family problems, financial worries or boredom. 

 

This may result in a young person participating in anti social or criminal 

behaviour. We are showing you that you can have a second chance, that you can 

avoid some of life’s pressures and that you can make the right choices 

 

(Westminster 2012) 

And if when they are on the programme they choose to take the “wrong” path a letter 

will be sent 

 

Your Choice: Westminster’s work tackling gangs and serious youth violence 

Dear XXXXXXX 

 

Residents in Westminster are concerned about Gangs and youth violence have a big 

impact on people living in Westminster . The council’s ‘Your Choice’ programme 

aims to stop gangs and youth violence by, allowing young people to make a real 

choice – to take up an offer of support through various  services dedicated to divert 

those involved away from gangs  and become upstanding members of our 

community, or to face  the very serious consequences of Police, Council or Housing 

enforcement action. 

 

We have been made aware of concerns about your behaviour and possible 

involvement in gangs or criminal behaviour. You may have been sent a letter 

recently from the Metropolitan Police about the action that could be taken against 

you. You now have an important choice to make.  We urge you to accept the offer of 

support and work with your parents, guardians and ourselves to create positive 

change.  
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You have recently been contacted by XXXX  who have offered to work with you on 

one of the ‘Your Choice’ programmes. They can offer support around finding work / 

gang exit / XXXX (You may also be engaging with one of our team members around 

changing your behaviour and accessing services that can help to support you, this 

is a positive step in ‘your choice’ and will be looked at favourably. You can contact 

them by emailing XXXXX or calling XXXXXX. 

 

....’s Integrated Gangs Unit (IGU) has Police, Council, Probation and voluntary 

sector workers who all work together sharing information about crime and anti 

social behaviour in Westminster. The work of the unit targets the behaviour of the 

individuals believed to be involved in perpetrating crime and anti social behaviour. 

 

The types of behaviour that will be targeted are as follows:  

Harassment 

Intimidation 

Youth related Violence 

Weapon enabled Violence 

Concealing Weapons 

Dog related violence 

Group sexual offences 

Threatening and abusive acts against others 

 Drug dealing  

 

If you continue to be involved in any of the behaviour above there could be serious 

consequences for you. There is more detail about these possible consequences at the 

end of this letter.   

If you wish to discuss this matter further please do not hesitate to contact XXXX 

(Allocated worker) or me on the above number. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

(Westminster 2012) 
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On one level it could be argued whether the young people on the programme are really 

being offered a choice at all as there is a clear threat of further action against them and 

their family if they fail to move away from a gang lifestyle. However this could be 

countered by the fact that some young people choose not to avail themselves of the 

opportunities being offered is evidence that there is a real choice. Maybe this it should 

be called constrained choice or voluntarism as Crimmens et al write  

 

Constraint or pressure, as distinct from compulsion, is harder to detect and where 

projects act as gatekeepers of valued resources they could conceivably exert such 

pressure. In project visits, it was clear that workers sometimes utilised incentives 

and rewards to encourage young people to participate in activities but there was 

no evidence of workers withholding or withdrawing resources, or themselves, from 

young people as a sanction. Street work can, and does, contribute to the control of 

young people, but such control appears to be rooted in a relationship of mutual 

trust and respect developed over time. Building these relationships, particularly 

with high need/risk young people can take a considerable time. There is an obvious 

tension here between this sometimes tortuous relationship-building process and 

the potentially more coercive and confrontational ‘fire-fighting’ role which workers 

are sometimes required to play by their agency, programme partners or funders. 

There appears to be a need for greater clarity on the part of funders or agency 

partners about the nature and degree of control that street workers can exert over 

young people and the timescales for its achievement 

 

(Crimmens et al 2004:48) 

 

What is interesting about that piece is that all the gangs’ workers at the Integrated 

Gangs Unit (IGU) are prepared to use the withholding of services as a legitimate means 

of getting young people and their families on side. Sometimes positive incentives are not 

enough, particularly if those on the side of the law are operating against the seductions 

of crime (Katz 1988). These choices can clearly be seen within the operating procedures 

of Westminster IGU and not least in the title of the programme “Your choice”. Young 

people having been assessed as at risk and being on the police computer system are 

then contacted by the IGU and given a choice work with the unit for positive outcomes 
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for themselves  and their family or face the consequences. This methodology can most 

clearly be seen in the Boston model on which the IGU is based 

 

The power of the Boston Gun Project comes primarily from exercising authority in 

the service of prevention 

(U.S. Department of Justice 2001:48) 

 

In other words the young people become fully aware of the power that is arrayed 

behind their gangs workers should they chose not to work with them. The professional 

skills of the worker become key at this point to prevent a constrained voluntarism 

turning into an enforced compliance. 

 

 

8.2.3 Discussion about voluntarism 
What can be seen with both of these projects is that they are operating in a voluntary 

manner but within the IGU a new dimension has been added to that of classic youth 

work voluntarism – constrained voluntarism. Choices are given to the young person 

within a system that has negative consequences for the young person if they make the 

“wrong” choice. This approach can then become a stepping stone to explaining how a 

value co-creation approach can take place within a statutory youth justice system.  

 

Within the statutory youth justice system I will be suggesting in the next chapter that 

constrained voluntarism would also operate in the YOT because the young person 

would not be there because they wanted to be there but because of the Court order. The 

role of the YOT worker in these circumstances would be to offer choices to the young 

person about how they want to achieve beneficial outcomes. The wrong choice in these 

circumstances would be one that prevented the beneficial outcomes of all stakeholders 

being realised.   
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8.3 Links to existing models and practice 
 

This section of the chapter will look at some of the existing theories and models of 

practice used within the youth justice system and evaluate how congruent they are with 

value co-creation. The choice in the main has come from those that the respondents 

deemed most effective for working with young people, in question 15. Excluded are 

functional family therapy and brief therapy for reasons of space. However there is 

nothing to suppose at this point either would be inimical to the process of value co-

creation. 

 

 

8.3.1 The desistance paradigm 
Recently there has been renewed interest in the literature around the desistance of 

offenders (McNeil 2005,  Maruna  and Farrall  (2004), – the desistance paradigm.  This 

paradigm rather than focussing on the risk factors associated with a young person takes 

a broader focus, seeking to understand the circumstances in which most young people 

stop offending by their mid to late teens and how that process can best be promoted 

(Nacro, 2007). 

 

As it has a broader focus the emphasis of the “intervention” also changes as McNeil 

explains 

 

Moreover, rather than being about the technical management of programmes and 

the disciplinary management of orders, as the current term ‘offender manager’ 

unhelpfully implies, the forms of engagement required by the paradigm would re-

instate and place a high premium on collaboration and involvement in the process 

of co-designing interventions. 

(McNeil 2006:57) 

 

 

Within this paradigm the relationship with the offender is key (McNeil 2006) and as the 

YJB themselves have published in relation to desistance  
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Effective practice is understood as requiring a dynamic approach which does not 

treat young people purely as the objects of intervention but as active participants 

in their own rehabilitation (Raynor, 2004). Successful engagement of young people 

is a prerequisite of ensuring that interventions are experienced in a meaningful 

way. The establishment of an effective relationship is key to such engagement, since 

what often motivates young people to change is a sense of loyalty to their 

supervising officer (Rex, 1999). As McNeil (2006:133) puts it:  

The role of relationships in youthful desistance is likely to be particularly 

significant, not least because the relational experiences of most young people 

involved in offending are characterised by disconnection and violation. 

(YJB 2010:27) 

 

In view of the emphasis on building relationships there would appear to be good links 

between the processes that underpin value co-creation and desistance from offending. 

This is apparent in the next sentence where McNeil (2005) writes “Unlike the earlier 

paradigms, the desistance paradigm forefronts processes of change rather than modes of 

intervention” This clearly distances the desistance paradigm from a managerialist and 

static approach and puts it in the dynamic processes camp, where value co-creation is. 

He then goes onto list how the desistance paradigm would play out 

 

 Practice under the desistance paradigm would certainly accommodate 

intervention to meet needs, reduce risks and (especially) to develop and exploit 

strengths, but whatever these forms might be they would be subordinated to a 

more broadly conceived role in working out, on an individual basis, how the 

desistance process might best be prompted and supported. This would require the 

worker to act as an advocate providing a conduit to social capital as well as a 

‘treatment’ provider building human capital. Moreover, rather than being about 

the technical management of programmes and the disciplinary management of 

orders, as the current term ‘offender manager’ unhelpfully implies, the forms of 

engagement required by the paradigm would re-instate and place a high premium 

on collaboration and involvement in the process of co-designing interventions. 

Critically, such interventions would not be concerned solely with the prevention of 

further offending; they would be equally concerned with constructively addressing 
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the harms caused by crime by encouraging offenders to make good through 

restorative processes and community service (in the broadest sense). 

 

Here he is indicating that collaboration, involvement and most intriguingly co-design all 

of which terms fit very comfortably in the lexicon of value co-creation. 

 

Because of the importance of the relationship and of engagement value co-creation and 

an approach based around this approach can be seen as an ideal model to promote the 

desistance paradigm. There would be a good deal of congruence within value co-

creation for the desistance model. . In effect value co-creation could be seen as a good 

way to strengthen the desistance factors associated with a young person. 

 

 

8.3.2. Constructing identity and personal agency 
This theory describes how young people set about constructing their own sense of self. 

For the purposes of this thesis I will be drawing heavily on the works of John Coleman. 

He describes two models of how we conceptualise and thus work with young people 

(2010).  

 

 The imperialist model 

 The collaborative model 

 

The imperialist model can be tied to the existing production-led model of youth justice 

where the practitioner defines what the needs of the young person are and imposes 

their structures and ideas onto the young person. If we take this back to marketing 

theory the passive bystanders concept would fit with the Goods dominant logic, where 

the consumer (the operand) is passive and the transaction of the good is the key event 

to the passive consumer. This has been echoed in criticism of some of the work done on 

social capital. Writing in 2007 Holland et al commented 

 

What is common amongst what Schaefer-McDaniel (2004) refers to as the 

‘theoretical fathers’ of social capital, Putnam, Coleman and Bourdieu, is that 

children and young people are predominantly viewed as passive recipients of the 
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benefits of parental social capital, rather than active producers and consumers in 

their own right (Coleman 1990). Young people’s own experiences have thus been 

neglected. 

(2007:97) 

 

 And again on page 98 that “the dominant writings do not value children and young 

people as active agents in the formation of social capital.” This approach to working with 

young people and children has been the predominant one prior to the managerialist 

phase. However within managerialism it has also been the dominant model because it 

fits in with the idea of efficient production – what the young person requires is decided 

on by their workers rather than going through the more time consuming process of 

discovering what the young person themselves wants.   

 

The collaborative model is one where the practitioner and the young person work 

together to construct an identity for the young person.  

 

Coleman writes of adolescents constructing their own identity  

 

That for too long it has been assumed that young people grow up in a world 

constructed by adults. However, with an increasing focus on notions of agency, and 

a realisation that young people influence the way adults behave, there may be an 

argument for saying that young people themselves play as  big a part as any factor 

in determining their own development: 

(Coleman 2010:3) 

 

This description of young people creating their own identities and futures neatly ties in 

with the ideas underpinning the concept of value co-creation where a young person will 

be instrumental in creating beneficial outcomes.  

 

Children and young people are active agents in their own development. They are 

not passive bystanders in their own growth and progress... Children are active 

players in the search for their own destiny... We must avoid the trap of overlooking 

the child’s capacity, the child’s views and the child’s concerns.  
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(Flynn et al 2006:24) 

 

Thus if a practitioner can work with the young person in constructing their 

identity/creating agency then that action in itself can be seen as part of value co-

creation. 

 

Also in helping a young person construct their identity in a collaborative manner the 

practitioner has a better chance of guiding the young person if they have been 

committing offences away from an identity that involves offending into one focussed 

around more positive activities.  There would be close ties to working in a way that 

bolsters the resilience of the young person; helping the young person in the 

development of an “active resilience” identity (Murray 2008).   Thus a beneficial 

outcome for the practitioner may be to reduce offending behaviour. Crucial to this of 

course will be the active collaboration of the young person in seeking to construct this 

new identity. It cannot be one imposed upon them otherwise it ceases to be the young 

person’s identity and thus a beneficial outcome for them and ceases to be value co-

creation.  

 

These ideas are further bolstered when one considers Coleman’s idea of the “focal 

model”.  In this theory the young person “is an agent in his or her own development, 

managing the adolescent transition – where possible – by dealing with one issue at a time” 

(2010:20). The key concept underpinning this is that the young person pacing 

themselves through their own development choosing when to “confront a parent over a 

breakfast table, to argue with a sibling, to stand up to a teacher, to conform to pressure 

from a peer group” (2010:20). This fits in with the idea of choice within the value co-

creation model. The choice of whether to opt in to value co-creation allows the young 

person to create their own identity rather than one being rammed down their throat. 

Within a supervisory relationship the practitioner could then help the young person 

adjust their focus from one issue to another providing support so the most important 

are dealt with first.  
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Potential fit within youth justice system centred around value co-creation 

It is not difficult to spot the “imperialist” model in the current youth justice system 

where the adult/practitioner sets the tasks to be achieved and through a risk 

assessment defines the identity of the young person in terms of deficits and protective 

factors. This,  the “imperialist” model is closely aligned to G-DL in the private sector 

where the company decides on the product which they are to produce and sets the price 

etc. In contrast the “collaborative” model where the adult and young person work 

together in a mutually supportive way to enable the young person to create an identity 

appears to be much more like value co-creation with practitioner working with the 

young person, and using their competencies to achieve beneficial outcomes. This might 

be particularly helpful when working with a young person on the cusp of “going 

straight” where working on an understanding of the idea of an offending and non 

offending identity for themselves and their peers may well give a deep insight into their 

behaviour. 

 

In addition the concept of the “focal” model with young people choosing which 

contextual resource to bring into interactions with their practitioner is also highly 

congruent with value co-creation. Coleman writes   

 

Imagine, in the most adverse situations, a young person talking to a youth worker, 

or a prison officer. Is it not the case that the adolescent is still choosing how to 

respond, what to disclose, and what to hold back, how to shape the interaction? It is 

in this sense that agency plays such a key role in human development.   

(2010:20) 

 

Thus in Coleman’s idea of a focal model we have explicit theoretical underpinning for 

the idea of allowing young people to choose when they want to deal with their offending 

behaviour. For example if a young person’s life is at risk at home due to domestic 

violence and they have been convicted of anti social behaviour when “hanging around” 

with their peers,  it makes sense to concentrate with the young person what is the cause 

of their behaviour rather than focussing on the symptom – the anti- social behaviour 

with peers. To do so empowers the young person, and aids them in the construction of 

their own identity. 
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8.3.3. Working with young people’s resilience 
The key interests of the risk paradigm are the risk factors associated with a young 

person, which are then transposed into a risk profile which can be translated via the 

“scaled approach” into an “effective” practice programme. In contrast an approach 

based around working with the resilience of young people focuses on the strategies and 

inner strengths that (young) people use to overcome difficulties 

 

Resilience is broadly understood as positive adaptation in circumstances where 

difficulties -personal, familial or environmental -are so extreme that we would 

expect a person's cognitive or functional abilities to be impaired (Rutter 1985; 

Garmezy 1985; 1983; 1991; Masten and Coatsworth 1998). 

(Newman 2002:3) 

 

In other words practice associated with working with the “positive adaption’s” 

resilience theory might address many of the same events that ASSET might but rather 

than scrutinising through the lens of the deficits that the young person has that got 

them into the situation looks at the inner qualities they have that keep them out of 

worse difficulties.  The attraction of such a way of working with young people is 

summed up by Coleman and Hagel (2007) 

 

In conclusion, our belief..... is that professional adults will achieve far more for 

young people who experience adversity if they emphasize the strengths and 

capabilities rather than the weaknesses  

(Coleman, Hagel, 2007:174) 

 

What can be clearly implicated from the quote above is that a system that concentrates 

on deficiencies and weaknesses will be limited in its effectiveness.  

Protective factors – factors that help protect against offending - are looked at but only in 

the context of the risk they protect against as opposed to being key focus of the 

assessment. Thus there is a resolute focus on the negative because this is perceived to 



217 
 

be focussing on the risk. No wonder some young people fail to appreciate the skills and 

knowledge of their practitioners when forced to undergo ASSET assessments on a 

quarterly basis.  

 

Identified risk and protective factors are then used to inform ‘evidence-led’ 

interventions that aim to reduce risk and prevent offending. 

 

(Case 2007:92) 

 

Resilience initially anyway only gets a bit part look in the assessment of the young 

person and in the determination of the interventions that they will have. To be clear I 

am not suggesting here that risk based actuarialist  assessments have no role in working 

with young people, it is the imbalance that exists in the current system particularly in 

under presenting the qualities of the young person that are the issue.  

 

In contrast an assessment based around a value co-creation agenda will provide a focus 

on the positives because the practitioner and young person will be working together 

towards jointly agreed beneficial outcomes for the young person. Deficiencies should 

only come into this scheme in terms of ones that young person themselves wants to 

address i.e. their poor readings skills, problematic family relationships, negative peer 

influences etc. Of course the practitioner should use their skills and experience to 

suggest areas that the young person should work on, but returning to Coleman’s model 

of focal theory these areas should only be addressed when the young person feels ready 

to do so. They will then be addressed on the young person’s terms without wasted 

resource– as a pull factor returning to Lean theory, as opposed to being pushed onto the 

young person. 

 

It would appear that working in a way that promoted resilience in a young person is 

highly compatible with value co-creation. Apart from the more obvious fact that most 

young people would wish to work with an adult focussing on their strengths and 

internal qualities the theory also holds with working in a dynamic way   
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Hence the current emphasis is on understanding resilience as a process rather than 

a particular character trait (Luthar et al, 2003). This dynamic view of resilience 

suggests that individual adaptation results from interactive processes among the 

resilience factors located within the child, family and community (Yates and 

Masten, 2003) 

(NCH 2007:5) 

 

This neatly dovetails with the dynamism inherent in value co-creation which too is a 

process and results from interactive processes – as mentioned above.  If we look at the 

Barnardo’s research (2004) below we see that in order to promote resilience the young 

person needs  

 

o A committed mentor or other person from outside the family 

o A sense of mastery and a belief and one’s own efforts can make a difference. 

o The capacity to re-frame adversities so that the beneficial as well as the 

damaging effects are recognised. 

o The ability – or opportunity – to ‘make a difference’ by helping others or 

through part-time work. 

o Not to be excessively sheltered from challenging situations that provide 

opportunities to develop coping skills 

(Barnardo’s 2004) 

 

From the Barnardo’s research we can take the idea of the “committed mentor” who 

would be their co-value co-creator. The “sense of mastery” and “belief and one’s own 

efforts can make a difference” are also concepts that fit in well with value co-creation as 

a young person needs to fell that they have control over their destiny. The concept “to 

not to be excessively sheltered from challenging situation...”– In building up 

relationships within YOTs a role the YOT practitioner may take up, or contract out to 

another would be around that of mentor, and the sense of mastery would be certainly 

encouraged by the emphasis on the young person setting achievable goals with their 

YOT officer and attaining them.  
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Potential fit within youth justice system centred around value co-creation 

From this brief analysis it would appear that there is good theoretical congruence 

between resilience theory and value co-creation. There is no reason why this 

congruence would not continue with a youth justice system based around value co-

creation.  Writing about young people who resist offending despite being in contact with 

those who offend, Murray writes, 

 

It has been shown that resisters maintain their resistance to offending by 

employing a range of strategies, namely managing offending peers, taking 

temporal leaps, ‘othering’ offenders and telling atrocity stories. It is argued that 

non-offenders, by employing strategies of resistance, engage in ‘active resilience’—

a concept that resonates with the theoretical perspective of the social studies of 

childhood, which acknowledges young people as social actors who exercise agency. 

(Murray 2008:129) 

 

All of these strategies that she suggests which originate from research done with young 

people are completely compatible I would in turn suggest, in a system built around 

value co-creation. The goal of the practitioner under these circumstances would be to 

work with what is already inherent within the young person their “active resilience” to 

achieve mutually beneficial outcomes. 

 

 

8.3.4. Why bother with value co-creation?  

At this point it is worth flagging up a discussion about whether it really is necessary to 

utilise value co-creation at all. After all, it can be argued, there are already perfectly 

serviceable models of practice that can be used with young people in the youth justice 

system – some of them analysed above. Why, the argument would go, cannot the 

existing theories just be put back into the practice arena to replace the failed 

managerialist project.  

 

There are a number of reasons I would argue that this approach would not be feasible. 
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The advent of the networked young consumer 

The world surrounding youth justice has changed since the implementation of a 

managerialist approach. In particular the consumer society has altered with the advent 

of broadband, smart phones and constant digital access. Young people can now be now 

connected to a social network on an unbroken basis and are used to the choices and 

freedoms that come with digital technology. I would suggest that the paradigm that 

replaces managerialism would also need to reflect these changes, and one that treats 

young people as digitally connected consumers would go some of the way to doing that. 

This is parallel in some ways to the advent of managerialism, which only became 

possible through the digitisation of data which meant that it could be closely monitored. 

It would make sense therefore to have as the overall treatment paradigm, a model that 

is reflective of technology and the society that it is embedded. Managerialism, on these 

terms, is passed its “sell by date”, as businesses which use this type of methodology 

have had to move forward, or gone out of business. Thus positing social work and other 

theories under the umbrella of a paradigm developed around internet and digital 

technology to create value with consumers would make good sense. It would ensure 

continuing relevance until this paradigm was in turn replaced. 

 

A new paradigm is required to replace managerialism  

The managerialist approach cannot be removed with no over-reaching paradigm in a 

position to replace it. This scenario would be administratively impossible to 

contemplate for those at the top of the MOJ and YJB (What would they do all day!). It 

would need to be replaced by something “better” and more “up to date”. In coming from 

the private sector it could be argued that value co-creation is “better” and more “up to 

date” than the managerialist approach that preceded it and has fallen out of political 

favour. It would thus provide a focus for policy makers and administrators.  

 

Value co-creation comes from a trusted source (for politicians), the free market 

Due to the  onslaught  of penal populism and the turning way from academics whose 

analysis do not fit with the political requirements,  it makes sense to approach the 

politicians  and administrators with something that they can understand and that is 

politically saleable. All the main political parties are enthralled to business (theory) at 

present and none seem keen on nationalisation. The marketisation and outsourcing of 
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public services continues, as the Transforming Rehabilitation process in Probation 

vividly illustrates. So to base an approach around a theory that originates in the private 

sector makes sound tactical sense. In a sense value co-creation can be seen as a Trojan 

horse, and within this horse can be smuggled, all the child centred, needs based practice 

that is required. These child centred and otherwise “woolly liberal” approaches can be 

justified by reference to the free market and the need to engage and encourage 

participation, rather than “untrustworthy” academics, and the inspiration for this 

participative practice can be some of the most successful businesses in the world, like 

Nike and Apple. 

 

Value co-creation’s close relationship to lean theory 

Value co-creation is very closely related to lean theory in the private sector. Whilst lean 

will ensure that the production of the value proposition - i.e. car, television etc – is 

produced with minimal waste, value co-creation will ensure that the company derives 

maximum value from the process of exchange. As was seen in Chapter Six lean is 

currently politically highly acceptable, so to join value co-creation as a method for 

ensuring services were tailored to the needs of the service user,  with lean, to ensure 

minimum wastage of resources,  would make good sense. This is particularly pertinent 

in a time of continuing budget cuts where reducing waste in the public sector is a key 

political imperative. “Making lean more lean” is a concept that would appeal to 

politicians and administrators, and adding value co-creation to lean would achieve just 

that. 

 

 

8. 4. Chapter summary – the foundational underpinning for value co-
creation are already part of the youth justice discourse 
 

What the above chapter has demonstrated is that the environmental factors which 

would be required for value co-creation already exist within parts of the youth justice 

system. Not in the primitive production led managerialised sector where targets are set 

by rote and young people assessed and supervised by tick box. Historically there has 

been a culture within the social sciences discipline and youth justice that has worked 
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with the strengths/competencies of the young person in a participative manner using a 

therapeutic relationship to achieve agreed outcomes. This culture was still seen to be 

existent as the results from the research about co-working on Court orders 

demonstrated. How value co-creation can get around the precept of statutory 

enforcement was explored through reference to the two street gangs programmes.  It 

was in these projects that the foundational underpinnings of the value co-creation 

process are most apparent – viewing young people as operant, building trusting 

relationships, and engagement and participation. In this environment workers and 

managers are not using production orientated techniques to “engage” young people, 

and to measure progress, but rather practice based around adapted youth work 

principles. These underpinnings are utilised to build voluntary relationships or 

relationships based on a constrained form of voluntarism. In addition there appears to 

be considerable congruence between the desistance, resilience, and creating agency 

literature with value co-creation  

 

These congruencies do not prove that value co-creation can simply be transferred 

across to youth justice; there are many issues to be overcome before that can take place. 

However what has been seen above is that a culture, along with the key competencies 

and skills that would be required, for value co-creation to take place are already in 

existence within the discipline. Or perhaps, to rephrase, until recently there was a 

culture within youth justice that could support value co-creation, through the concept of 

the therapeutic relationship along with the fostering of the active participation of the 

young person in the rehabilitative project.  That culture would need to be reawakened 

and re-energised, and I would suggest that value co-creation would provide an excellent 

focal point around which to focus the “re-awakening”. What the apparent blocks and 

obstacles to this process will now be examined. 
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CHAPTER NINE: A LOOK AT SOME OF THE PRACTICAL OBSTACLES TO 
VALUE CO-CREATION WITHIN THE YOUTH JUSTICE SYSTEM 
 

 

The last chapter examined the environmental pre-requisites for value co-creation to 

take place as well as some of the already existent models of practice that would be 

congruent with value co-creation from a more theoretical perspective. The question 

remains though, that even if there are theoretical and environmental factors that are 

conducive to value co-creation within the youth justice system, just how transferable is 

the concept to the statutory youth justice sector in reality? What are the practical blocks 

to this approach and what changes would be required to allow this transfer happen? To 

examine these issues, value co-creation will be examined in relation to the following 

aspects of the youth justice system. 

 

I. Statutory legislation   

II. National Standards 

III. The risk factor prevention paradigm (RFPP) and ASSET and AssetPlus 

IV. Youth Justice Board 

V. Existing practitioners  

VI. Penal populism 

VII. The squeeze on resources in the youth justice system  

 

 

 

9.1. Some potential obstructions to value co-creation within the youth 
justice system 
 

9.1.1. Legislative structure 
Although it might be assumed that legislative changes would be required for an 

approach as radical as value co-creation to be utilised, in fact none would be required. 

This is due to the broadness of intent of the statutes underpinning the youth justice 

system. Thus Section 37 (1) of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 establishes that, “It 
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shall be the principal aim of the youth justice system to prevent offending by children and 

young persons.” This is a very broad aim and value co-creation could fit in with the 

legislative principle, providing of course that it can be shown that a youth justice system 

based around value co-creation is preventing offending. Underpinning the broad 

legislative aim are National Standards.   

 

 

9.1.2. National Standards 

 
The principal aim of the youth justice system is to prevent offending by children 

and young people.  The National Standards for Youth Justice Services are set by the 

Secretary of State for Justice on advice from the Youth Justice Board for England 

and Wales (YJB). The standards apply to those organisations providing statutory 

youth justice services.  These standards should be seen as a distillation of the range 

of legislation, compliance frameworks (contracts, inspection regimes, etc) and 

sources of statutory and effective practice guidance which applies across the youth 

justice sector. 

(National Standards 2013:5) 

 

In the following review of National Standards (2013) all the standards have been 

examined from the perspective of congruence with value co-creation.  

 

National Standard 1: Preventing offending  

Outcome  

Local strategies and services are in place to prevent children and young people from 

becoming involved in crime and/or anti-social behaviour, and to support their 

parents/carers and families.  

1.1 Formally assess all children and young people referred to the YOT to identify the risks 

and needs associated with potential offending and anti-social behaviour, using a local or 

nationally recognisable and appropriate assessment tool.  

1.2 Formulate all intervention plans on the basis of the assessment, and record 

information accurately and effectively using the local management information systems.  
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1.3 Involve young people and their parents/carers in the design and review of individual 

programmes. 

 

There is nothing in that Standard that would block a value co-creation approach. 

Granted a YOT practitioner would need (standard 1.1) to conduct an assessment 

through ASSET or AssetPlus. However once that was covered off (this might not be a 

onerous a supposed as will be seen a little later on) an intervention plan (1.2) based 

around joint outcomes could be decided and there is mention (1.3) of involving young 

people parents and carers in the design and review of individual programmes. Value co-

creation would provide a clear way of achieving that standard without compromising 

any of the others. 

 

 

National Standard 2: Out-of-court disposals (Youth Cautions and Youth Conditional 

Cautions)  

Outcome  

Out-of-court disposals are robust and deliver targeted and tailored interventions for those 

at risk of further offending.  

2.1 Undertake or contribute to an assessment of the child or young person within 10 

working days of referral by the police, using the YJB-approved assessment tool, which must 

include where possible a home visit. Any decision to discontinue the assessment as a result 

of non-compliance must be made in a timely manner.  

2.2 Offer intervention where assessment identifies any offending behaviour risks and 

associated needs, and align the intervention programme with any relevant partner agency 

plans.  

2.3 Support children and young people in accessing universal and specialist services as 

appropriate. 

 

Again there is little that would be an obstacle to value co-creation once the YJB 

assessment tool had been utilised (2.1) which also encourages a home visit. There is an 

expectation that the disposal will be robust and deliver targeted and tailored 

interventions; however, there is nothing within value co-creation that would prevent 

that “tough” sounding but rather vague statement being implemented. Perhaps it could 
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be argued that because a young person is centrally involved in the process they would 

makes any requirement  “easy” ( as opposed to robust) however provided the 

practitioner remembers that value co-creation involves the court as well as the young 

person this issue should be avoided. Points 2.2 and 2.3 are also very congruent with 

value co-creation. 

 

 

 National Standard 3 about Bail and remand management has been skipped as it 

involves dealing with the juvenile Secure Estate an area outside the remit of this 

research. There is no reason why a bail package in theory could not involve a 

commitment for the young person to work jointly with the bail support officer and this 

could involve value co-creation. 

 

 

National Standard 4: Assessment for interventions and reports  

Outcome  

All children and young people entering the youth justice system benefit from a structured 

needs assessment (using the relevant YJB-approved assessment tool) designed to identify 

the young person’s strengths, and the risks and protective factors associated with 

offending behaviour and harm to others, and to inform effective intervention programmes.  

4.1 For all young people entering the youth justice system, undertake high-quality 

assessments using the YJB-approved assessment tool. Assessments must be informed by a 

range of sources including at a minimum:  

 regular home visits  

 for all children under 16 years of age, the views of parents and carers (using 

YJB’s self-assessment tools or another appropriate mechanism  

 the self-expressed views of the child or young person must be captured 

(using the YJB’s self-assessment tools or another appropriate mechanism).  

 relevant information from other agencies e.g. health, education, 

accommodation, etc.  

 

At the risk of repetition “a structured needs assessment (using the relevant YJB-approved 

assessment tool) designed to identify the young person’s strengths, and the risks and 
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protective factors associated with offending behaviour and harm to others, and to inform 

effective intervention programmes” is perfectly congruent with value co-creation 

particularly as parents carers as well as the “self-expressed views of the child or young 

person” must be captured. 

 

 

National Standard 5: Reports for courts, youth offender panels and civil courts in 

Anti-Social Behaviour Order proceedings and gang injunctions  

Outcome  

Reports prepared by the YOT are balanced, impartial, timely, focused, free from 

discriminatory language and stereotypes, verified, factually accurate, understandable to 

the child or young person and their parents/carers, and provide the required level of 

information and analysis to enable sentencers to make informed decisions regarding 

sentencing.  

Youth offender panel reports  

5.1 Complete the youth offender panel report in writing and provide a copy to the child or 

young person, and their parents/carers  

5.2 Inform the panel of the range of interventions available that may be appropriate for 

inclusion within the contract.  

Pre-sentence reports  

5.3 Where a pre-sentence report is requested by the court, complete this document in 

writing to the specification and within the timescale requested by the court.  

 

A pre-sentence report must be based on:  

 at least one interview with the child or young person  

 where possible, an interview with the parents/carers  

 a home visit where appropriate  

 an assessment using the YJB-approved assessment tool  

 

Once again value co-creation could fit in with this framework and arguably enhance 

parts of it particularly with the emphasis on parental and home visits.  
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If National Standards 6 and 7 are skipped - work in courts and with victims of crime – 

as outside the remit of this thesis, we then move onto the YRO  

 

National Standard 8: Planning and delivering interventions in the community  

Outcome  

Court orders (including civil court orders such as ISOs or gang injunctions) are managed 

in such a way that they support the principal aim of the youth justice system, to prevent 

offending, and that they have regard to the welfare of the child or young person.  

Young people and their parents/carers receive appropriate information and support 

throughout their order. This must include appropriate exit planning where relevant.  

Initial planning  

8.1 On the making of any order (including civil orders), explain to the young person and, 

where appropriate, their parents or carers, their rights and responsibilities under the 

terms of the order including:  

 their right to access services provided by the YOT and wider local area  

 the support the YOT will provide for them  

 their right to make comments and complaints, and how to do so  

 their responsibility to comply with the terms of their order, including 

acceptable and unacceptable absence criteria  

 acceptable behaviour  

 acceptable time-keeping.  

 

This must be set out in writing, with a copy being made available to the young person and, 

where appropriate, their parents and carers.  

8.2 Ensure that the young person understands what is required of them, and fully 

understands the requirements of the order (taking into account any mental health 

problems, learning disabilities/difficulties, speech, language and communication needs) 

and encourage the child or young person to sign a copy of these expectations to confirm 

their understanding of these requirements, including details of the first appointment.  

8.3 Follow relevant local and YJB guidance when transferring cases within the YOT, 

between YOTs, or to the local probation area/trust (as outlined within the local YOT 

probation protocol).  



229 
 

8.4 Make initial contact with the child or young person within three working days of the 

court hearing, when a community-based court order has been imposed.  

8.5 In all cases, contact should focus on explaining the nature of the order, how it will work 

in practice and the consequences of failing to comply (taking into account speech, 

language, communication needs and learning disabilities and difficulties). This applies to 

all orders including stand-alone requirements  

8.6 Where the young person is already subject to an existing intervention plan and is 

resentenced during its duration, ensure that this plan is reviewed and amended where 

necessary.  

8.7 Ensure the intervention plan is co-ordinated with any other relevant specialist plans 

accordingly  

8.8 Ensure that appropriate plans are devised that outline interventions proposed for the 

young person that take into account public protection and risk of reoffending, and the 

safety and well being of the child or young person. 

 

Again there is little inimical to a process based around value co-creation and quite a bit 

supportive in terms of the fact that there is a requirement for the young person needs to 

be involved and informed of the process 

 

National Standards 9 and 10 deal with custodial sentences which are outside the 

remit of this research project 

 

Overall therefore   it can be suggested that there is little in National Standard that would 

be too much of an obstacle apart from the current use of ASSET which will now be 

examined. 

 

 

9.1.3. ASSET and the Risk Factor Prevention Paradigm 
The risk factor prevention paradigm (RFPP), has dominated youth justice practice since 

the election of New Labour in 2007 (Case 2007, O’Mahoney 2008).  This approach has 

been responsible for the managerialised youth justice system that was reviewed and 

analysed in Chapter Four. As we saw then the emphasis is much on processing the 
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young person as efficiently as possible, while reducing the risk that they pose, and not 

necessarily in engaging them in the process.  

 

 

ASSET, actuarialism, and the Scaled Approach 

Although ASSET has it supporters (Baker 2002 and Baker el al 2005) serious questions 

have been raised by academics (Sutherland 2009) and Inspectors (HMIP 2006) as to its 

suitability in its present form as a basis for sentencing proposals and as a base for the 

Scaled Approach. In its present actuarialist form it is really quite unsuited for anything 

other than an analysis of young people’s deficits and their risk factors. This is something 

that the YJB have indicated they have become aware of through the changes in 

AssetPlus in argued document which has just been released. The reasons they give for 

changing ASSET 

 

 It is out of date (current framework is over 10 years old) with developments in 

the research base which has moved on from primary focus on risk factors to a 

greater focus on way in which a young person’s positive influences can be 

enhanced so as to promote desistance 

 It does not adequately address and allow analysis of key policy areas such as 

speech, language and communication needs, where young people are involved 

in or at risk of group offending, and restorative justice 

 It has limited application within secure establishments which impacts upon the 

quality of sentence planning for young people in custody 

 It is cumbersome in its design and associated processes 

 It makes poor links between assessments and intervention planning 

 It has been negatively implicated in inquests following deaths in custody 

(YJB 2013)  

 

They have proposed AssetPlus as a replacement 

 

AssetPlus is a new assessment and planning interventions framework developed by 

the YJB to replace Asset and its associated tools.    AssetPlus has been designed to 

provide a holistic end-to-end assessment and intervention plan, allowing one 
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record to follow a young person throughout their time in youth justice system.     

With a renewed focus on professional judgement of practitioners, AssetPlus will 

enable better-focused intervention plans to provide improved outcomes for young 

people currently within the system and those at risk of entering 

(YJB 2013)  

 

 

 

It is hard to asses at the time of writing the impact this new tool will have when it starts 

being used, however it illustrates that the YJB is open to other frameworks apart from a 

purely risk based one that they have been wedded to up to now. Whether this new 

format would be suitable as part of a value co-creation approach is difficult to ascertain, 

though the focus on strengths and desistance factors is a hopeful sign. 

 

In term of actuarialist pressures on the youth justice system within AssetPlus there is 

still a major emphasis on risk and within the proposed value co-creation approach those 

who fail to take up the choice would still be subject to an actuarialist approach – 

something that will be looked at in more detail in the next chapter.  

 

9.1.4. Youth Justice Board (YJB) 
The purpose of the Youth Justice Board, despite recent challenges to its existence, 

remains to administer the youth justice system towards achieving it statutory goals. 

There is nothing within the statutory constitution or structure of the YJB that is inimical 

to value co-creation, however, it may well be the case that the consumer led approach 

that would be part of value co-creation would probably not be welcomed by some in the 

organisation who are wedded to the idea of a production led approach and its command 

and control accoutrements.  The challenge therefore would be in changing the attitude 

and commitment of those at the YJB and MOJ towards such a model. How would they, 

the policy formers and implementers, feel toward a model that implicitly challenges the 

current status quo and in particular challenges their notion of what “effective” practice 

is i.e. move it away from a definition based around pure production efficiency to one 

where effectiveness is measured against the consumer of youth justice services.  This 

situation takes us back to the car salesman and his reluctance to move away from the 
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familiar comfort of the 4Ps. There is comfort in continuity even if it the continuity is not 

particularly fruitful, and,  (speculatively) it is unlikely many at the MOJ/YJB would 

welcome change due to the familiar comforts of the managerialist process as well as the 

risks involved in changing a system over. So I would suggest that it is here that 

potentially the greatest block to value co-creation would occur. And, without a 

commitment from the top to value co-creation as a method for working with young 

people, there could not be any meaningful implementation.  

 

This situation may well have been an impenetrable block a few years ago however I will 

suggest the situation has moved on in the following ways. 

 

 

I. The effective practice structure and YJB classifications  

The recently updated process implemented by the YJB for measuring the effectiveness 

of programmes and practices could be used to trial a value co-creation approach in a 

few YOTs. This more structured approach to programme appraisal arose due to the 

criticism from the NAO, MPs, and HM Inspectorate Probation. In response there was a 

renewed focus on effective practice within the YJB (2013), which it defines as “practice 

which produces the intended results. The key word for this thesis being “produces” as 

this puts effective practice firmly in the production led camp. (In contrast, a more 

neutral term would be “leads to” as in “practice which leads to the intended results”). In 

any event in a production led approach to reducing re-offending one would expect that 

effective practice would require a production-led approach to demonstrate success.   

 

Under this system to get value co-creation to be categorised as emerging or promising 

evidence, pilot schemes in selected YOTs would need to be set up to trial an approach 

based around value co-creation. The difficulty with this approach would be that this 

would not be a conventional trial within the usual parameters of a production led 

approach, as value co-creation is not an intervention that can be slotted into tick box 

managerialist approach. Rather, the whole culture of the YOT would need to be changed, 

and this would require major commitment from the local authority and the senior YOT 

managers. Again this would not impossible, and a similarly radical approach has been 
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trialled in Hackney in London with the setting up of the “Young Hackney” Project. The 

Hackney council website describes the purpose of the change.   

 

Because the services were split between universal services (activities for all young 

people) and targeted and statutory services (youth support and youth offending), 

young people couldn't always get the help they needed from a worker they knew 

well. For example, a young person would see a Youth Worker when they went to a 

club with their friends, a member of a different team if they wanted help with 

housing needs, and another worker from the Youth Offending Team if they had 

been in trouble with the police. 

 

Now, if a young person has a good relationship with a Young Hackney worker, they 

can stay with the same worker as they progress through a programme of support. 

This means young people will not need to continually change workers whenever 

their needs change. 

 

(London Borough of Hackney 2012) 

 

 Here the whole youth justice team has been incorporated into the structure of youth 

and community services.  This required a change in the structure of the YOT from a 

traditional stand alone structure to one integrated with other services being built 

around the young person. The at least shows that where there is local will and 

associated funding the structure of a YOT can be fundamentally altered. 

 

The reduction in influence of the YJB, and the localism agenda  

With the sources of funding from YOTs increasingly drifting away from ring fenced 

sources dedicated to youth justice and the decline of central funding from the YJB the 

influence of the YJB on local YOTs is diminishing from its Warnerist heyday. To quote 

from YJB chief executive Lin Hinnigan June 2013 from an article in CYP Now 

 

Services delivered by local authorities are changing in the wake of a substantially 

different funding climate – and YOT models are being affected,” Hinnigan told the 

Association of Youth Offending Team Managers. 
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“The emphasis this government places on localism furthermore means that the 

YJB’s relationship with YOTs is changing. 

“We are no longer in the business of setting challenging national targets. 

(Hinnigan quoted in CYP Now 2013) 

 

The same article continues 

 

News of the revised guidance follows significant changes in the way YOTs are run in 

recent years. 

A survey by CYP Now published last June found that half of youth offending teams 

(YOTs) were run by managers with responsibility for services over and above youth 

justice, an apparent contravention of Sustaining the Success, which states that the 

management of YOTs should remain a function free from wider responsibilities. 

(CYP Now 2013) 

 

As the funding for a YOT comes from other sources there is no reason why a new 

approach could not be tried within a local authority. Thus a youth justice structures and 

funding become more localised there will be greater opportunities for YOTs, or 

whatever they may be called locally, to try something different.  

 

9.1.5. Current practitioners 
For value co-creation to be able to transfer over to youth justice, the tick box habits that 

increasing numbers of practitioners have got used to over the past fifteen years would 

need to be excised. No longer would the idea of young person as data merely to be input 

on ASSET be acceptable. The young person would need to be seen as an asset with 

competencies to be tapped for the successful completion of an order. A creative equal 

within a statutory system.   

 

As might be expected as a consequence of the production ethos that has overtaken the 

social sciences discipline as a whole, the central significance of the therapeutic 

relationship in youth justice is not central to practice as this has become focussed on 

more easily measurable outcomes. As was seen earlier this was certainly a theme that 
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emerged from the research project with the overwhelming feeling of 94% of 

respondents that  

 

Practitioners spend too much time in front of their computers at the expense of time 

with young people 

 

With a further 88% thinking  

 

There is a tick box mentality when dealing with young people in the youth justice 

system 

 

There is a desire within the surveyed practitioners to change the way that they work 

with young people, to one that puts engagement and the therapeutic relationship at the 

heart of the rehabilitative process. However the question needs to be answered whether 

practitioners would see value co-creation – a theory based around marketing precepts - 

as a step towards achieving their own practice goals as elucidated in the research. 

Would they see it as a step towards the type of practice they want to do, or another 

block?  Most probably the reception would probably depend on how value co-creation 

was presented. If it was presented as a means of empowerment, and a return to child 

centred practice, as a paradigm that encouraged participation and engagement, i.e.  a 

repackaging of social and youth work theory into a form that was acceptable to policy 

makers, politicians and senior administrators,  it might well be welcomed. As was seen 

in the last chapter the theory would operate as an umbrella under which criminological, 

youth and social work theories and models can operate,  so it would allow a more child 

centred approach to be taken under the guise of the use of modern business and 

marketing theory. As such there could be a bifurcated approach. The policy makers, 

senior managers and administrators would talk the language of marketing, lean and 

value co-creation. For practitioners the change would be the language around beneficial 

outcomes, however, as this would be centred around child focussed practice there 

would be little impingement of marketing discourse on day to day practice, unlike with 

managerialism.  

 



236 
 

In summary there would clearly be manifold changes for a YOT practitioner operating in 

a value co-creation system as compared to a managerialist system. However provided 

the change was marketed as a return to traditional values and practice it may well be 

welcomed by many, though of course many also might be fearful about losing the 

security attached to tick box production supervision. 

 

9.1.6. Penal populist politics 
Whatever the merits of value co-creation as a method for achieving positive results and 

reducing waste, the question will remain whether it will be seen as tough enough on 

“young offenders” for politicians and the parts of the media addicted to their fix of penal 

populism and their requirements for an easy sound bite. Currently, it seems highly 

unlikely that value co-creation could be implemented within a climate where any 

perceived softening of “law and order” is seized upon by those who seek benefit from 

“tough” policies as they volubly proclaim the righteousness of their vision. However as 

Pratt wrote presciently in 2007 

 

When penal populism begins to adversely touch on the lives of ordinary people – in 

these examples by threatening closure of schools and hospitals, or leaving them 

chronically under-funded to pay for prisons – then public support for it, and the 

political will to carry it through, may begin to retreat. This is penal populism’s 

Achilles heel.  

(Pratt 2007:151) 

 

Thus to be a credible strategy value co-creation will need to attack the Achilles heel of 

penal populism, the enormous expense, wastefulness and inefficiency that stem from 

policies that have no basis either in a production or consumer oriented approach. 

Arguably – this has already happened to a degree – youth justice has become 

depoliticised by comparison with the mid 2000s. And the MOJ and YJB budgets have 

been cut to the same extent as other services (arguably more than education and 

health). Also, “toughness” can be built into the approach through the way the system 

deals with those who choose not to opt in to value creation. An idea of how this 

approach could work was seen in the Westminster IGU where those who chose not to 

take part in the “your choice” programme had sanctions threatened and then 
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implemented. This type of approach could certainly be built on, which may provide 

enough succour for the penal populist politicians and media commentators.   

 

 

9.2. The resource implications of value co-creation 
 

Resources? What resources? If I had some resources I'd use them. 

Respondent 3  

 

Resources are often wasted on young people who have no intention of using them - 

sometimes resources are utilised to tick a box. 

Respondent 45 

 

9.2.1. Messages from the survey 
 

There was some concern about the use and wastage of resources  

 

We should be able to have more say in how resources are allocated and to who. 

every year end of January there is money to be used up before the end of the 

financial year budget ends, if we knew how much we could use for the year at the 

start we could spread it out for better interventions 

Respondent 68 

 

Although over 60% of respondents thought that resources were allocated to those who 

require them most, there was a concern by over 60% that resources are often wasted on 

those who have no intention of using them, and that they should be allocated to that 

that would benefit most – over 80%. With over 75% wanting more discretion when it 

came to allocating resources 

 

 

 

 



238 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

stro ng ly  

a g re e

p a rtia lly  

a g re e
d isa g re e

stro ng ly  
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Ra ting  

Ave ra g e

Re sp o nse  

Co unt

5 31 20 1 2.30 57

18 30 8 2 1.90 58

9 30 17 3 2.24 59

18 29 7 2 1.88 56

22 22 11 1 1.84 56

12

59

13sk ip p e d  q ue stio n

Answe r Op tio ns

I would like more discretion when it comes to 

allocating resources to those on my caseload

Resources are allocated on the basis of assessed 

risk rather than need

a nswe re d  q ue stio n

Ple a se  ra te  the  fo llo wing  s ta te me nts  a b o ut the  yo uth jus tice  syste m in te rms o f re so urce  a llo ca tio n (time  a nd  mo ne y sp e nt)?

Resources should be allocated to young people who 

would benefit most from them

Resources within the YOT are allocated to the young 

people who require them most

Are there any thoughts about resource allocation, from your experience and practice, that you would like to share

Resources are often wasted on young people who 

have no intention of using them
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It is important in a time of regular and seemingly routinised budget cuts that the 

resource implications for value co-creation are properly costed out. This was a point 

examined by Sutherland (2009) in relation to the Scaled Approach (SA) 

 

The SA also carries with it an important question about resources. There are 

implicit  assumptions that: a) resources are available which will meet the needs of 

the young person and; b) that young people will be able to access these provisions 

when they need to. Whilst in some YOTs this may well be true, the majority would 

surely disagree; citing waiting lists, limited places and difficulty in placement more 

generally (see, for example, Cooper et al., 2007 in relation to the YJB’s ‘Keeping 

Young People Engaged’ initiative). In a related point, there is a question about how 

YOT funding will be allocated on the basis of the SA – YOTs with a heavy caseload of 

mainly high risk cases (all senses) would require more funding than ones with a 

similar sized caseload of low or medium risk cases. How would this be decided and 

would it not be sensible to discuss this approach with partner agencies before 

going ahead? 

 

Furthermore, if the high risk = high resource model is implemented, this presents 

individual YOTs with a problem in terms of where to focus their own limited funds. 

At present, findings from both this research and the inspectorate suggest that 

‘resources follow risk’ but only to a limited extent because they are not properly 

targeted. 

(Sutherland (2009:56) 

 

This issue around value co-creation can be looked from two perspectives. 

 

A) Too resource intensive compared to the current system/Scaled Approach 

One critique would be that under value co-creation all that managers and practitioners 

should focus on would be maximising the amount of value being created with the young 

people in their care. So what would be the resource implications of this approach be? 

How would a system already under financial stress, which ties up practitioner time in 
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face to face contact with young people and their families react to this approach? It 

would probably mean significant practitioner time out of the office engaging with the 

“contextual resources” of the young person. Meeting with them and their significant 

others in their home or neighbourhood environment, or evening and weekend work. In 

other words much more intensive and potentially resource- laden work sometimes 

without a concrete short term outcome.  

 

In addition for those of a production based short termist disposition, there is no 

mention of the word “efficiency” in the title or immediate description of value co-

creation. This is not a system which is focused solely on efficient production of a service. 

Instead it is focussed on beneficial outcomes which of course may well lead to a more 

efficient service in the long run, however the efficiency outcome is not written large “on 

the tin”.  In comparison in the current system predicated around efficiency , under The 

Scaled Approach and managerialised “effective practice” regime,  practitioners can go 

through 15-30 minute tick box exercises as results from the survey would suggest in the 

YOT office, which at the very least frees them up to see a large number of their cases 

each day – production efficiency. Thus the theoretical vision of value co-creation being 

presented here, even if attractive, is not realistic now  within youth justice, and is 

unlikely to be in the next few years with budget cuts and freezes stretching far into the 

future.  The argument that using a more impactful resource heavy approach now to 

prevent future offending is also one which does not fit in with the short time frames for 

spending that many local authorities currently have. Thus any model proposed cannot 

just stand alone it also needs to fit in with the current financial constraints.  

 

B) Value co-creation as an efficient allocator of resources to where they are 

needed 

The other perspective is that value co-creation would be an efficient resource 

distribution model, as resources would be distributed to those that requested them, so 

there would be less wasted on those who had no interest in positive usage. This was 

picked up by 66% of respondents in the survey who agreed with the statement 

 

Resources are often wasted on young people who have no intention of using them 
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Thus the resources that are currently being wasted on those who fail to befit from them 

would be redirected to those who would benefit. This was a theme that was picked up 

by some in the survey, when asked whether 

 

Resources should be allocated to young people who would benefit most from them 

 

84% of respondents agreed. In addition 78% agreed that  

 

I would like more discretion when it comes to allocating resources to those on my 

caseload 

 

From the above discussion I would conclude that it would make sense when proposing 

this model to twin value co-creation with a production model to beef up the argument 

around the efficient distribution of resources. In addition some kind of production led 

process would be required anyway to deal with the opt outs, those not going through 

the value co-creation process and needing to be processed in something resembling the 

current actuarialist manner.  

 

 

9.3. Introducing lean to youth justice system 
 

In Chapter Six the concept of Lean theory was examined within the public sector. The 

resulting evidence seemed to suggest it was early days for the theory in the public 

sector but “promising but more evidence required” might be a fair summary.  If one 

takes the central premise of lean at face value that it is a more efficient way of allocating 

resources it then becomes a useful partner for value co-creation. There would be two 

main reasons for introducing it as a concept in youth justice system. 

 

I. To update Taylorism and focus production on the young person and away 

from the minutiae of the system 

The Taylorist paradigm that the youth justice system is based around is extraordinarily 

outdated. It will fall out of use in due course as the “Command and Control” requirement 
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for it in the targets set by the YJB reduce (Linnigan 2013). However a theory of 

production will still be required to ensure process run efficiently and smoothly. It would 

make sense to ensure that the model is an upgrade on Taylorism.  I would suggest that 

lean theory, should be considered as a candidate for this role. It allows a production 

focus – i.e. on efficiency of resources while keeping factor centred on the requirements 

of the end user – the youth justice practitioner and young person. 

 

II. As a production theory that is highly congruent with value co-creation with 

its focus on the end user 

 Once a lean system is in place combining it with the focus on value co-creation for the 

young person would be relatively simple as both would be focussed on the young 

person. This joining up of the two approaches is a practice that is commonplace 

amongst successful businesses that adopt value co-creation.  A business simply could 

not operate on the one hand with value co-creation principles and manufacture/provide 

those value offerings to Taylorist production principles.  Ramaswarmy explores this 

theme in a paper entitled "Co-creating value through customers' experiences: the Nike 

case” (2008).  Nike now tailors its production to what its marketing departments says 

its customers wants and ensure that there is minimal production wastage in so doing.  I 

am not suggesting that a youth justice system and a sports shoe manufacturer are the 

same; however, there are lessons that can be transferred across the disciplines about 

how to tailor production to what the service consumer wants. 

 

 

9.4. Chapter summary 
 
As we have seen when looking at the value co-creation model, the bars to its adoption in 

the youth justice system do not seem too high from a legal or structural perspective. 

From a legislative perspective it appears that no new legislation would be required for 

value co-creation to sit within the menu of options within the YRO.  Undoubtedly there 

would be those at the YJB who would not want to countenance change from the current 

command and control structure, but the YJB itself and the environment it is based in is 

changing, not least the sources of funding local youth justice services are now receiving. 
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Evidentially this comes from the changes to ASSET and the Scaled Approach and the 

movement towards AssetPlus. This change it would appear would go some of the way to 

addressing the overly risk centred approach; however the assessment process would 

still need additional sections to address the competencies and strengths of young 

people.  The two biggest challenges that I can foresee at this point would be around the 

penal populist culture that has permeated the system and the current financial situation 

in the MOJ/Home Office. Value co-creation could easily be portrayed as “soft”, so in its 

dealings with those who choose to opt out it would probably need to demonstrate 

something “tough”. It would also need to demonstrate almost immediate financial 

efficiency.  What I will suggest it requires is a robust structure in which to position itself 

to face the challenges, a structure that covers its perceived weaknesses. 

 

To aid it in the search for a financially robust cover it has been theorised that lean 

theory might make a good production led partner. This is a partnership already in use in 

the private sector where Taylorism was ditched years ago. It would be a positive update 

on Taylorism and through focussing on the young person would have the same focus as 

value co-creation. It would also provide a framework for processing the actuarialist side 

of the system.  
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CHAPTER 10: CONCLUDING REMARKS – LEARNING THE RIGHT 

LESSONS AND EMBRACING THE CONSUMER 
 

10.1. Implications for practice – how a youth justice system based around 

value co-creation would differ from the present system  

 

In last three chapters the implications and challenges of integrating value co-creation 

into the youth justice system have been examined, and the potential barriers looked at 

in more detail. The barriers were seen as surmountable,   with the largest potential 

problem being attitudinal issues to change within the YJB, along with some senior 

managers and practitioners.  However, to propose value co-creation as an alternative 

paradigm for practice in youth justice, it is necessary to go beyond dry academic 

analysis and give a feel for how the new paradigm would work from the perspective of 

all participants. This section will attempt this by summarising the changes that the new 

paradigm would bring about in practice.   

 

 

10.1.1. Changes to the management function.  

Perhaps the largest change in practice, focus and attitude would be for all of the 

management grades within youth justice services. Management of a youth justice team 

would cease to be merely just about managing risk, massaging data flows, and ensuring 

the requisite “command and control” boxes had been ticked – although some 

managerialised management of processes would still continue as some data is required 

by the YJB along with budgetary constraint. Instead youth justice managers would start 

to resemble both 

 a) “Old school” social work pre-managerialist managers whose job was “merely” to 

supervise their staff 

 b) A modern marketing manager type function, whose role would be to ensure that 

value was not only being created – for the young person- but also being co-created so 

the beneficial outcomes would be shared by all parties. 
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In this scenario the manager would take time on a regular basis to meet the value co-

creationist (Young person on an order) after they had seen their practitioner, to find out 

how the session had gone, and what had been achieved.  This would not happen after 

every session, but would be scheduled in on a regular basis, or could be requested by 

either party in the value co-creation process is they felt things were not moving on 

appropriately. The key question for this meeting would whether the practitioner was 

aiding the young person in achieving their beneficial outcomes. If not what were the 

blocks. This information could then be fed back to the practitioner at a regular 

supervision session to help them improve their skills.   

 

Supervision sessions between the manager and practitioner therefore would be less 

about data and its accuracy, as an end in itself,  and more about how sessions with each 

their caseload had gone,  which would be interspersed with feedback that the manager 

had gained from the young person. From the perspective of the courts these meetings 

would be about how the risk of re-offending was being reduced. For a young person 

how their needs could be better satisfied, for the practitioner how their practice could 

be sharpened.  The manager would thus be focussed on the professional development of 

the practitioner as a way of supporting young people going through the system to 

reduce their risk of re-offending. Part of that process undoubtedly would be in inputting 

data accurately however that would be for the befit of partnership working and 

effective communication rather than for YJB returns.   

 

As  some young people would not be cooperating with value co-creation – The “opt-

outs” - so discussion about them would centre on tactics to either get them into the “opt 

in” stream or on how the young person was being processed through the system in a 

manner that help control the risk they posed.   

 

In summary, managers would cease to be mere budget, data and HR managers and 

would need to rediscover their engagement and supervision skills so they could 
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communicate effectively with young people and their practitioners.  They would 

manage the overall value –creation strategy for their team ensuring as many beneficial 

outcomes for all parties were being achieved. 

 

 

10.1.2. Changes for practitioners  

For practitioners the tick box and data collection model would, similarly, cease to be the 

centre of practice, which instead would revert to the young person and the satisfaction 

of their beneficial outcomes.  Of course data would need to be collected however it 

would cease to be the centre of the role.  The new approach would not be unlike “old 

school” pre-managerialist supervision of a young person on an order, but would be far 

more explicit in involving the young person in setting their own beneficial outcomes.  

No longer would this be done from on high in the old “imperialist” manner. The 

practitioner would provide their “value offerings” which would be based on their 

experience of best practice and it would be for them to synthesise these into beneficial 

outcomes that the young person desired. This goal setting period would thus be an 

active and participatory process rather than the practitioner “knowing best”.  

Engagement and participation would be the fundamental touchstones of this approach 

for without them value co-creation cannot take place. This would certainly require some 

retraining for practitioners rusty in this area. 

 

And in practice... 

Working with the “opt in” cohort would be very different to present practice, as the 

work would centre around the needs and the beneficial outcomes of the young person 

as defined by them, with professional help and guidance from the practitioner to ensure 

that these were congruent with the aims of the youth justice system. This process would 

start at the initial pre-court interview where suitability for value co-creation would be 

assessed. At this stage suitable areas for intervention would be agreed between both 

parties with the practitioner balancing out the likely requirement of the court for a 

given offence, with the needs and desires of the young person. This stage would require 
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excellent engagement skills as some of the outcomes desired by the young person would 

not necessarily be suitable for a court order or be attainable in a short period. Thus the 

practitioner would need to help the young person shape their goals into attainable 

chunks.  Post court, the practitioner would then focus relentlessly on working with the 

outcomes that they and the young person had selected which had been agreed by the 

court, in order that their sessions would create value for the young person. Success 

would be measured by the meeting of these outcomes and the satisfaction of the young 

person, within the overall framework that the work must reduce the chance of re-

offending. The practitioner because they were no longer bounded by the tick box would 

be free to be much more creative in their approach and would also be free to utilise 

social and youth work models and practices that helped achieve the agreed beneficial 

outcomes – i.e. building reliance, encouraging agency for the young person. 

 

Dealing with the “opt outs” in practice would not be that different to the current system 

with the young person being processed similarly in some respects to how they are 

currently. The main difference would attitudinal in that it would have been the young 

person who had chosen this risk based/containment path explicitly by virtue of not 

cooperating with value co-creation, and as a consequence the practitioner would be 

encouraging them to opt in to value co-creation. Clearly some would not for their own 

reasons and would end up being breached and in court.  

 

 

10.1.3. Changes for young people on court orders 

For the young person on a court order their experience would be dependent on their 

approach to their court order. 

For those who chose to opt into a value co-creation approach the change in approach to 

the present system would be substantial in many cases. Their participation in the order 

would be the crucial event. Supervision would now centre around their needs and they 

would find themselves the centre of the rehabilitative effort.  The sessions would be 

much more “child centred” while not forgetting the other stake holders – i.e. the 



248 
 

requirement of the sentencing court. No longer would they find themselves being put on 

courses because they had been block booked by management of the youth justice 

service – process driven supervision. Courses and training would be selected in 

conjunction with their supervising officer to fit their developmental needs at that point. 

In effect they would feel that they were getting a much more tailored and bespoke 

service centred around themselves.  They would feel that their participation was vital 

for the success of their rehabilitation unlike at present where it sometimes can be seen 

as optional. 

 

For those opting out of value co-creation little would change as to present practice 

while they were opposed to a value co-creation approach. They would continue to be 

processed in an actuarial manner which placed their risk of offending at the top of the 

list.  The main difference is that they would explicitly opt out of the value co-creation 

stream, as opposed to drifting to this position by default.  Their behaviour would be 

assessed primarily through the risk paradigm and they would be processed through this 

methodology until they provided evidence through change in behaviour that they could 

be trusted to take the value co-creation route.  

 

 

10.1.4. Changes for sentencing courts 

Due to the need for the practitioner to engage the young person from the off in the value 

co-creation process,  the sentencing courts would find themselves with a more 

comprehensive assessment of the young person along with a pathway describing how 

the young person would move onto a desistance (from offending) pathway. From the 

initial pre-court assessment that had been conducted, the court would be in a good 

position to decide if the young person was committed to the value co-creation approach 

and would comply with the terms of their court order. They could also specify what 

parts of the programme drawn up by the young person and YOT officer that they 

thought would have most value. From this initial assessment should come areas that the 

practitioners would work with the young person on. 



249 
 

 

For those young people who were not complying with their court orders the process 

form the courts perspective would remain the same. Young people who failed to comply 

and refused the offer of opting in to value co-creation would still be breached.   

 

In summary, the chief differences that value co-creation would bring would be for 

young people who had opted into a value co-creation approach. Here supervision would 

be centred around their needs rather than those of the YOT managers and the YJB. The 

main focus would be on engaging them in the process and to encourage their active 

participation of the order. The challenge for their supervising officers and their 

managers in turn would be to work with a young person in a way that supported the 

value co-creation paradigm, and prevent it drifting away from co-creation. Creativity 

would be a necessary quality to add to those of persistence, fairness, authority and 

compassion.  

 

 

 

10.2. In conclusion  

 

 

In 2005, Roger Smith in an article, “Welfare versus Justice – Again!” reviewed 

Government policy in the justice system, against which he had juxtaposed the 

arguments of the welfarists and the proponents of a justice approach. He wrote, “... 

alternative rationales need to be developed to inform interventions with children who 

offend” (2005:3).  He had argued that both the welfare and justice approaches had 

problems associated with them, and that in some ways the worst strategy of all was 

when there was a joint welfare and justice approach – i.e.  Welfare was used to mitigate 

against justice and vice versa.  He ended the article asking whether there was an agenda, 

 

...that could lead to a framework for intervention which ensures that disposals 

relating to offences by young people may lead to welfare interventions in some 
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cases, or even to some form of punishment in others, but they would be motivated 

by neither. 

(2005:13) 

It has been the intention of this thesis to provide just this “framework for intervention”, 

and in the last three chapters a new operating model for the youth justice system has 

been proposed. It is one that will “lead to welfare interventions in some cases”, most 

likely where the young person has chosen the value co-creation route, though not 

exclusively, and in the list of beneficial outcomes that they have drawn up with their 

YOT worker, their “welfare” requirements are actioned.  Not only will this approach lead 

to welfare interventions when required, but the competencies of the young person will 

be fully engaged in their own rehabilitation and in satisfying their own welfare needs, 

rather than ignored as now.  Practice, because it is centred around the needs of the 

young person, could be much more culturally and gender specific in comparison to the 

current production based approach. The role of the practitioner is to provide “value 

offerings” and generally aid the young person in the choice and fulfilment of these 

beneficial outcomes, by using their professional skills and networks.  At the same time 

they will need to monitor that these beneficial outcomes match those of the statutory 

requirements.  In so doing “some form of punishment” may also take place if a young 

person chooses not to take part in a value co-creation approach, or, once on a 

programme, merely pay lip service. Under these circumstances the young person would 

find themselves back in “old style” actuarialist practice where they would be dealt with 

on risk minimisation principles, to protect the public until they felt ready to start 

moving onto a non offending pathway, and demonstrate that intention through setting 

and following through on beneficial outcomes jointly agreed with their YOT worker. 

 

Ideally, this model would work in tandem with lean theory as a model to reduce waste 

and ensure that the resource is “pulled down”/allocated to the young person when it is 

required, to achieve the beneficial outcomes jointly decided between them and their 

supervising practitioner. (As opposed to resources being pre-ordained by management 

keen to use up budgets/cut a good deal with a supplier etc.)  The synthesis of both these 

models should be a system that is much more efficient as it works with young people on 
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issues that are of interest to them when they are ready for value co-creation, and 

processes them in an actuarial manner when they are not.   Importantly too, this model 

would work in a way that the respondents to the survey suggested that practitioners 

want to work with young people, developing therapeutic relationships and encouraging 

participation.  

 

I have framed this model deliberately in the YOT environment, as this is one I know and 

understand, however it appears to me that there is no reason why these same principles 

could not be applied in Children’s services – where the focus of value co-creation would 

be firmly with the whole family, the Secure Estate and maybe even in Probation.   The 

principles would still hold true working with “consumer” in each of these sectors, to 

find beneficial outcome that met statutory requirements and were desired by the 

service user. Of course there would be many logistical and other issue to be 

surmounted, however theoretically it would seem possible.  

 

The above is only a sketch of how value co-creation might be implemented and there 

would be many difficulties and issues not dealt with in this thesis to be overcome. 

However I believe the central premise is sound, using the principles of choice and 

participation that underpin the consumer society in the rehabilitation of young people. 

The consumer society and the pressures within it are complicit in the offending careers 

of many of the young people in the justice system, so it would be fitting if the 

competencies and survival skills that have emerged from this engagement with 

consumerism can be used by YOT workers to help young people away from offending. 

In proposing this thesis I would argue that Smith’s challenge has been met and “an 

alternative framework for understanding and responding to the issue of youth crime” has 

been achieved. 
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