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Executive Summary   

The Reducing Reoffending Change Fund (RRCF) was one of three change funds created by the 

Scottish Government in 2012 to help drive a decisive shift towards preventative spending. RRCF 

funding was allocated to six Public Social Partnerships (PSPs) – strategic partnerships between third 

sector and public sector organisations. Between 2013 and 2017 the PSPs delivered throughcare and 

mentoring support for short-term prisoners and young people involved in the criminal justice 

system.  

The RRCF partnership members (Scottish Government, The Robertson Trust, and Scottish Prison 

Service) contributed a total of £18m funding to the RRCF over 2012-17.  This included £2m in 2012-

13 to support PSP development, £8m in 2013-15 to support the delivery of the six selected PSPs 

(incorporating modest funding for evaluation and management) , and a further £8m in 2015-17. 

Delivery of mentoring support 2013 – 2017   

Between March 2013 and March 2017, 

the six PSPs received a total of 6,869 

referrals. 

As at 31 March 2017, the six PSPs were 

working with just over 1,000 mentees 

and employed 75 mentors. In addition, 

Voluntary Action South Lanarkshire 

had over 30 volunteer mentors 

working with their young people. 

Critical factors 

During RRCF partnership, the six 

individual PSPs (and Low Moss PSP
1
) 

commissioned evaluations of their 

mentoring services. In addition, the RRCF Partnership commissioned a national evaluation, which 

concluded that there is a strong case for the continuation and expansion of mentoring services.  

This summary draws together key messages from across these eight evaluations. This identified 

that the critical factors regarding the delivery of mentoring support were:  

The mentoring journey 

 Voluntary participation           

 Strong relationships and understanding formed between mentors and referral agencies  

 Offer gate pick-up intensive and practical support in the first week(s) after release  

 Develop relationships before release from prison 

 The one-to-one relationship developed between mentor and mentee is critical 

 Regular contact, and be persistent in reaching out 

 Support guided by the needs of the individual, not a blanket service for all 

 Flexibility and autonomy for mentors to gauge the receptiveness of the mentee on any 

particular day and to decide activities with the mentee 

 Link mentees in with other services and build wider systems of support and social networks 

 Offer hubs and structured programmes when working with young people 
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 Flexibility regarding the length of time that services can offer mentoring to individuals. There is no 

‘one size fits all’   

 Mentors actively prepare mentees for the end of the relationship 

 Mentees have on-going support from others or through another service if they want it. They 

understand whether/how they can contact their mentor or the service in future for support  

Organisational environment and structures 

 Independent from SPS, social work, or family members  

 Clear vision, shared understanding, and commitment from organisations 

 Distinct from traditional service provision, in terms of the interpersonal relationship between 

mentee and mentor, a focus on mentees needs and goals, and responsive support 

 Coordination of information and learning across public and third sector partners 

 Good governance 

Mentors 

 Qualities, skills and behaviours of mentors to develop a trusting mentoring relationship, 

including respectful, non-judgemental, the ability to listen and has ‘stickability’ 

 Committed team that works together, with good leadership that is not far removed from 

delivery 

 Clear guidance to mentors about the level and type of support they can offer 

 Clear guidance to mentors about when they can offer support beyond the service time-limit, 

and whether mentees can re-engage once they exit or if they previously declined mentoring 

 On-going training, supervision and support for mentors. 

The evaluations also highlighted other lessons learned from PSPs’ experiences, and areas that 

continue to challenge PSPs or require solutions. These are included in the summary. 

Evidence for mentoring 

The national evaluation of the Reducing Reoffending Change Fund examined outcomes for mentees: 

 Outcome areas that showed most improvement were those linked with attitudes and motivations, 

and those which were more in the direct control of the mentee. These are areas that may help in 

the initial stages of the change process.  

 Areas that showed less improvement were more connected with external factors, such as family, 

accommodation, work or education, and substance use – and require the input of external 

agencies. This indicates that a longer period of mentoring may be needed to secure and sustain 

engagement with these other agencies. 

 Those who made no progress on outcomes were more likely to be young males, referred from 

prison and engaged for less than 3 months. 

The Scottish Government review in 2015 regarding what works to reduce reoffending concluded 

that there is some promising evidence that mentoring can have positive effects, though more 

studies are needed to reach a safe conclusion.  

 

Summary prepared by The Robertson Trust  

April 2017 
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1. Introduction 

The Reducing Reoffending Change Fund (RRCF) was one of three change funds created by the 

Scottish Government in 2012 to help drive a decisive shift towards preventative spending. RRCF 

funding was allocated to six Public Social Partnerships (PSPs) – strategic partnerships between third 

sector and public sector organisations. The PSPs delivered throughcare and mentoring support for 

short-term prisoners and young people involved in the criminal justice system between 2013 and 

2017. 

Over the past four years, the six individual PSPs (and Low Moss PSP
1
) commissioned independent 

evaluations of their mentoring services. In addition, the RRCF partnership commissioned a national 

evaluation of the RRCF to understand the extent to which the PSP model delivered effective 

mentoring services that reduced the risk of reoffending and supported reintegration. It concluded 

that there is a strong case for the continuation and expansion of mentoring services. 

This summary draws together common and key learning across eight evaluations
1
. The audiences 

for this learning are those who are already familiar with the PSP model and mentoring services. The 

summary may be used to inform the delivery of similar services in future.  

The messages are structured against: 

 The mentoring journey 

o beginning the mentoring relationship 

o in custody and pre-liberation 

o in the community 

o ending the mentoring relationship 

 Mentoring for whom? 

 Mentors  

 Organisational environment and structures 

The summary ends with an outline of the evidence for mentoring, including the outcomes identified 

in the RRCF national evaluation and evidence from existing studies as summarised in What Works to 

Reduce Reoffending: A Summary of the Evidence by Scottish Government in 2015. 

The appendix outlines the limitations of the PSP evaluations. 

The tick mark symbol  next to the key messages indicates the prevalence of the message across 

the eight PSP and national evaluations.  

 

                                                           
1
 This includes an evaluation of the Low Moss PSP, which began in 2013. Low Moss PSP was not funded 

through the RRCF, however it delivered similar throughcare mentoring service and complements the learning 
from the RRCF PSPs. 
In 2013, an evaluation of the initial PSP development phase was completed. This has not been included in this 
summary. http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2013/05/1311. 

http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2015/05/2480
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2015/05/2480
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2013/05/1311
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2. The mentoring journey  

BEGINNING THE MENTORING RELATIONSHIP 

CRITICAL FACTORS 

 Participation is voluntary              

 Strong relationships and understandings between mentors and referral agencies   

For example, referral agencies are clear on what they want from mentoring for their clients and 

ensure clients are suitable and prepared before referring them   

FROM EXPERIENCE 

 Detailed matching may not be necessary    

 Encourage word of mouth recommendations   

 If appropriate, use a mentor they’ve met already  

 Personalise the introduction. The focus is to listen and understand individual’s needs and goals   

 

IN CUSTODY AND PRE-LIBERATION  

CRITICAL FACTORS 

 Develop relationships before release from prison    

 Offer gate pick-up and support on day of release   

FROM EXPERIENCE 

 Strengthen the routine pre-release assessment of prisoners  

So that appropriate mentoring and/or crisis support is in place before release, for example with 

social services, mental health, or addictions agencies 

 

IN THE COMMUNITY  

CRITICAL FACTORS 

 The one-to-one relationship developed between mentor and mentee   

 Regular contact, and be persistent in reaching out    

 Intensive and practical support in the first week(s) after release     

 Support guided by the needs of the individual, not a blanket service for all. Individual support 

will vary by:  

- pace and level of contact 

- intensity, range, and type of support undertaken 

- the balance between social activities and task-based work towards objectives 
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 Encourage mentees to link in with other services and build wider systems of support and social 

networks  

This may include changing the perceptions that mentees may hold of professionals in other services 

 Give mentors the flexibility and autonomy to gauge the receptiveness of the mentee on any 

particular day and to decide activities with the mentee  

This allows for crises to be managed effectively and for the relationship to be responsive and based 

on joint decisions within the context of agreed goals  

 Provide hubs and offer structured programmes when working with young people  

The physical space provided a safe, welcoming, energising place and reduced isolation. Programmes 

gave opportunity for structure and purpose to the day and supported pro-social activities. The 

progression from individual support, to group activities, and to externally accredited modules built 

confidence, encouraged motivation and participation, and incrementally supported young people 

into positive destinations.  

FROM EXPERIENCE 

 Getting housing support requires intensive time and resources and relies upon good partnership 

working   

 Progress is rarely linear  

 Locally based employers tend to be more open to offering job opportunities than larger nation-

wide workplaces  

IN DEBATE OR REQUIRES SOLUTIONS 

 The extent to which mentors can or should provide intensive support  

The dominant view is that offering practical support, particularly in the beginning, helps develop the 

mentoring relationship and can model positive ways to deal with situations the next time they arise. 

 The sequencing of ‘job first’ before other support  

The common experience was that many mentees faced a range of barriers to employment, which 

required considerable input prior to seeking work.    Though for other individuals, the 

 combination of employability support aligned with the motivation provided by mentors reportedly

made the biggest difference.  

 The desire for having physical meeting space and/or opportunities for peer support in the 

community for all mentees, not just for young people.  

Mentors sometimes have nowhere to take mentees and nothing to do while they wait for housing or 

other specialist help. 

 The unique challenges to supporting mentees who live in rural areas  
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ENDING THE MENTORING RELATIONSHIP  

CRITICAL FACTORS 

 Flexibility regarding the length of time that services can offer mentoring to individuals. There is no 

‘one size fits all’.    

Some mentees required ‘light touch’ support only, while others (particularly younger people) may 

benefit from a longer period of time to allow underlying needs to come to light and to make positive 

progress on outcomes.  

 Mentees have on-going support from others or through another service if they want it. They 

understand whether/how they can contact their mentor or the service in future for support  

 Mentors actively prepare mentees for the end of the relationship  

FROM EXPERIENCE 

 Typically half of all mentees’ exits are ‘planned’ and half are ‘unplanned’ 

 Planned exits were more likely among older mentees (above 25 years) and the likelihood of a 

planned exit increased the longer mentees engaged  

 Unplanned exits were more likely among young males and those referred from prison rather than 

community. Unplanned exits were often influenced by factors beyond mentors control  

Unplanned exits were associated with individuals viewing their actions as justifiable, not being 

 ready (enough) to change, or having a lack of commitment to the service – those interviewed felt

mentors could not have done anything different to keep them engaged 

IN DEBATE OR REQUIRES SOLUTIONS 

 Balancing mentors’ caseloads with the demand for flexible length of support  

This requires weighing up the potential benefits of a longer period of engagement but for fewer 

individuals versus a shorter period of engagement for more individuals.  

 

  



 

9 | P a g e  
 

3. Organisational environment and structures  

CRITICAL FACTORS  

 Coordination of information and learning across public and third sector partners   

This includes efforts to avoid mentees having to be assessed and tell their story multiple times; 

mentoring services having a place at Induction and Core Screen, and in Integrated Case 

Management Boards; and access to prison information system. 

 Distinct from traditional service provision, in terms of the interpersonal relationship between 

mentee and mentor, a focus on mentees needs and goals, and responsive support   

 Clear vision, shared understanding, and commitment from organisations   

This includes strong direction and planning, and a supportive policy context  

 Good governance  

This includes supportive leadership and group structure (e.g. a Governance Group; Operational 

Group and specialist sub-groups); having clear accountability, understanding of roles, decision 

making and reporting channels, with agreement in advance how difficult decisions will be handled. 

 Independent from SPS, social work, or family members   

FROM EXPERIENCE  

 The stricter the criteria for delivering a service (i.e. what type, how, and for whom), the less 

scope organisations have to take collaborative, flexible, and ‘problem-solving’ approaches     

 Partnership working required agencies to address disparities in salaries and terms between staff 

delivering same roles   

IN DEBATE OR REQUIRES SOLUTIONS 

 The ‘best’ model for funding or delivery of mentoring services is not apparent  

This includes whether services are provided in a PSP model, directly commissioned by public sector 

partners, or through a collaboration of third sector partners outwith a PSP. The mix of both national 

and local mentoring services in the same geographic area presents a potential for duplication. 

 Being embedded in the prison setting (rather than ‘reaching in’ from the community) offers 

advantages, but is also constrained by space, equipment, regime/rules and liberation processes  

 There is nothing inherent in the PSP model itself that encourages the inclusion of the user voice 

in the design or development of services    

 Challenges posed to mentoring services include: 

- availability, access, and effectiveness of other support services, most commonly experienced 

with housing, mental health, and addiction services  

- the attitudes and behaviour of other agencies towards people leaving prison   

- building awareness and networks with services across large geographical areas, and not 

being dependent on individual workers’ contacts which are lost when staff change   
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4. Mentoring for whom? 

The national Evaluation of the Reducing Reoffending Change Fund explored variations across 

different groups of mentees
2
:  

 Female mentees were more likely than males to begin mentoring with longstanding and complex 

needs  

In particular in solving everyday problems; work, education and training leisure or constructive use 

of time; and family relationships. More deep-seated needs may reflect that females in PSPs were 

older on average, and they may achieve more progress because there was greater scope for 

improvement 

 Male (and younger) mentees were more likely than females to start mentoring with challenges in 

relation to their readiness to work on problems   

This reflects that most males involved in PSPs fit within this younger (under 25) age group  

 Mentees referred from prison are more likely than community referrals to begin mentoring with 

challenges in relation to accommodation and money  

IN DEBATE OR REQUIRES SOLUTIONS 

 Whether individuals who have complex needs and behaviours are ready or appropriate for 

mentoring  

 Ways to allocate limited time and resources to help mentors with challenging caseloads, for 

example a way to identify individuals who may require longer, more intensive support, and/or have 

the strongest chance of success  

 The same PSP suggests age-based limits is artificial and advocates for flexible eligibility criteria to 

work with older prisoners who are often ‘ready to change’ and may benefit from mentoring  

 

 

  

                                                           
2
 This section does not draw on findings from the evaluations of individual PSPs because unlike the national 

evaluation, they had limited disaggregation and comparison between different groups of mentees. 

http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2016/02/9184
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5. Mentors 

CRITICAL FACTORS 

 Qualities, skills and behaviours of mentors to develop a trusting mentoring relationship:  

- Respectful, non-judgemental, and treats the mentee as an equal  

- Listens and takes time to get to know the mentee  

- Has persistence and ‘stickability’, working with mentees if they are difficult to locate, are 

challenging to work with, or return to prison   

- Caring and empathetic to the difficulties people face    

- Relaxed, flexible, and a calming influence  

- Works together to set and work on goals, offering practical support  

- Is positive and offers praise  

- Helps to challenge and evaluate actions and consequences  

- Shares personal experiences and difficulties they have overcome  

- Is ‘real’ and honest about options   

- Is reliable and ‘present’  

 Committed team that works together, with good leadership that is not far removed from 

delivery  

 Clear guidance to mentors about the level and type of support they can offer  

Less experienced mentors in particular may require guidance and support for when intensive 

support is appropriate, when to back-off to allow the mentee to develop their skills and confidence, 

and when to challenge mentees who are trying to take advantage rather than change 

 Clear guidance to mentors about when they can offer support beyond the service time-limit, and 

whether mentees can re-engage once they exit or if they previously declined mentoring  

 On-going training and support for mentors, including;  

- on-going support and systems to manage and monitor caseloads  

- regular clinical supervision to reflect on their work and any impact on them personally  

- time and opportunities (informal and formal) to share advice, experiences and support  

- induction for new mentors tailored to the mentoring role  

FROM EXPERIENCE 

 The potential for a more efficient use of training resources by coordinating training across all PSPs 

if there is a shared demand for a particular topic  

IN DEBATE OR REQUIRES SOLUTIONS  

 The impact of different types of mentors on outcomes, such as mentors who have lived 

experience, or whether the role is voluntary or paid  

Previous evaluations noted by PSPs demonstrated that those with prison experience have real 

credibility when engaging with mentees.  
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‚  

6. Evidence for mentoring 

The RRCF national evaluation  

The national evaluation of the Reducing Reoffending Change Fund examined outcomes for mentees 

across all six PSPs: 

 Outcome areas that showed most improvement were those linked with attitudes and motivations, 

and those which were more in the direct control of the mentee. These are areas that may help in 

the initial stages of the change process.  

 Areas that showed less improvement were more connected with external factors, such as family, 

accommodation, work or education, and substance use – and require the input of external 

agencies. This indicates that a longer period of mentoring may be needed to secure and sustain 

engagement with these other agencies. 

 Those who made no progress on outcomes were more likely to be young males, referred from 

prison and engaged for less than 3 months. 

 

A review of existing evidence 

The Scottish Government updated a review in 2015, What Works to Reduce Reoffending: A 

Summary of the Evidence to support strategic thinking regarding what works to reduce 

reoffending. We have drawn the existing evidence for mentoring direct from the review. It 
reported that:  

There is some promising evidence that mentoring
3
 can have positive effects on 

reduced reoffending, employability and motivation to change, though more studies 

are needed to reach a safe conclusion
4
. Relatively few UK studies have evaluated the 

effectiveness of mentoring schemes in reducing reoffending and addressing 

criminogenic needs. None have used a robust design with appropriate control groups.  

With this in mind, evidence for mentoring includes: 

 Studies in England and Wales indicated that mentoring can lead to reduced reconviction rates 

among participants, increase chances of employability and contribute to positive changes in 

thinking styles when motivational interviewing techniques are used by mentors
5
.  

 In Scotland, the evaluation of the Routes out of Prison project found that contact with the life 

coaches helped the majority of interviewed offenders to access services and increased their 

motivation to desist from offending
6
. 

 Mentoring is advocated as a potentially effective way of helping offenders build new social 

networks that can support the desistance process, and to the extent it can help extend social 

                                                           
3
 “Mentoring is defined as “a one-to-one, non-judgmental relationship in which an individual voluntarily gives time to 

support and encourage another.” NOMS (2013) Intermediate outcomes of mentoring interventions: a rapid evidence 
assessment. 

4
 Malloch, M.S., McIvor, G., Schinkel, M. and Armstrong, S. (2013), The Elements of Effective Through-Care Part 1: 

International Review, SCCJR Report No. 03/2014. 
5
 Armstrong, S., Christyakova, J., Mackenzie, S. and Malloch, M. (2008) Circles of Support and Accountability: Consideration 

of the feasibility of pilots in Scotland. Glasgow: Scottish Centre for Crime and Justice. 
Maguire, M., Holloway, K., Liddle, M., Gordon, F., Gray, P., Smith, A. and Wright, S. (2010) Evaluation of the Transitional 
Support Scheme. Final Report to Welsh Assembly Government. 

6
 Schinkel, M, Jardine, C., Curran, J. and Whyte, B. (2009) Routes out of Prison – evaluation report. Edinburgh: CJSWDC. 

http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2015/05/2480
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2015/05/2480
http://socialwelfare.bl.uk/subject-areas/services-activity/criminaljustice/
http://socialwelfare.bl.uk/subject-areas/services-activity/criminaljustice/
http://www.sccjr.ac.uk/publications/the-elements-of-effective-through-care-part-1-international-review/
http://www.sccjr.ac.uk/publications/the-elements-of-effective-through-care-part-1-international-review/
http://www.sccjr.ac.uk/documents/circles.pdf
http://www.sccjr.ac.uk/documents/circles.pdf
https://wccsj.ac.uk/images/docs/tss-report-en.pdf
https://wccsj.ac.uk/images/docs/tss-report-en.pdf
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bonds, offer emotional support and encourage uptake of services is supported by desistance 

theory
7
. 

 A rapid assessment of 18 studies, which included mentoring and control groups, found that the 

research on impact on reoffending was limited but that overall mentoring reduced reoffending 

by four to eleven percent (although they point out that the more robust studies found no 

significant impact)
8
.  

 A review into effective throughcare suggested that mentoring may be useful for ‚building upon 

inter-agency co-operation, supporting individuals with practical issues while also fostering self-

reliance and individual responsibility‛, but there is little evidence about its impact upon 

outcomes
9
. Other reviews of ‘what works’ have also found that transitional support programmes 

were generally effective in reducing recidivism
10

. 

 In the US, ‘community based mentoring’ was placed among the types of programmes that had 
success or were found to be ‘promising’ for the reintegration of young people who had 
offended.

11
  

 Mentoring is especially likely to work with young people under 19 years of age who are still at 

risk.
12

 

 There are few studies that can determine the impact of mentoring on female reoffending.  

 

 

  

                                                           
7
 Shapland, J., Bottoms, A., Farrall, S., McNeill, F., Priede, C. and Robinson, G. (2011) The Quality of Probation Supervision – 

A Literature Review, Unpublished research report. 
8
 Jolliffe, D. and Farrington, D. P. (2007) A Rapid Evidence Assessment of the Impact of Mentoring on Reoffending. London: 

Home Office (Online Report 11/07).  
9
 Malloch, M.S., McIvor, G., Schinkel, M. and Armstrong, S. (2013), The Elements of Effective Through-Care Part 1: 

International Review, SCCJR Report No. 03/2014.  
10

 Trotter, C. (2011) Mentoring in R. Sheehan, G. McIvor and C. Trotter (eds.) Working with Women Offenders in the 
Community, Cullompton: Willan Publishing.  
11

 Fraser, A., Burman, M., Batchelor, S. and McVie, S. (2010) op cit. Fraser, A., Burman, M., Batchelor, S. and McVie, S. 
(2010) Youth Violence in Scotland: Literature Review, The Scottish Centre for Crime and Justice Research.  
12

 Finnegan, L., Whitehurst, D. and Deaton, S. (2010) Models of mentoring for inclusion and employment. London: Centre 
for Economic and Social Inclusion 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140305122816/http:/resources.civilservice.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/09/rdsolr1107_tcm6-7376.pdf
http://www.sccjr.ac.uk/publications/the-elements-of-effective-through-care-part-1-international-review/
http://www.sccjr.ac.uk/publications/the-elements-of-effective-through-care-part-1-international-review/
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2010/10/07105517/0
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Sources and limitations 

Sources 

This summary draws findings from the following evaluations: 

 An Independent Evaluation of Includem’s IMPACT Project: II. Interim Report (November 2014) 

Dartington Social Research Unit  

 Evaluation of Chance to Change Mentoring Service Voluntary Action South Lanarkshire 

(September 2015) Ipsos Mori  

 Evaluation of New Routes (December 2015) Hall Aitken  

 Evaluation of Shine Women’s Mentoring Service (February 2015) Ipsos Mori  

 Evaluation of the Reducing Reoffending Change Fund (2015) Scottish Government 

 Evaluation of Year 2 of the Reducing Reoffending Change Fund PSP Tayside Council on Alcohol 

(2015) McMillan Rome 

 Includem IMPACT Project, Key messages from Dartington Social Research Unit Independent 

Evaluation (2016) Includem 

 Low Moss PSP Evaluation (December 2015) Reid-Howie Associates Ltd 

 Moving On Scotland Evaluation, Seven Years On (2016) Briege Nugent and Dr Beth Weaver  

In 2013, the RRCF Partnership also commissioned an evaluation of the development of PSPs during 

Year 1 of the RRCF.  Findings were not drawn into this summary due to its focus on the early 

formation of PSPs only.  

 Reducing Reoffending Change Fund Evaluation of Year 1 – Public Social Partnership Development 

(2013) Iconic Consulting. 

 

Limitations of the PSP evaluations 

 The evaluations were separately commissioned by each PSP, and varied widely in their purpose, 

focus, and evaluation questions.  

 The evaluations, including the national evaluation, were not designed to assess the effectiveness 

of different approaches or models of mentoring across the PSPs. 

 Evaluations of individual PSPs had limited disaggregation and comparison between different 

groups of mentees to understand differences in outcomes or approaches between groups (e.g. by 

age, sources of referral, length of time in service, multiple needs). 

 

http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2016/02/9184
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2013/05/1311

