




Two, contrasting, models of offender rehabilitation 

evident, each with distinct normative and etiological 

assumptions:

› Risk-Need-Responsivity Model (RNR):risk prediction 

and management.

› The Good Lives Model (GLM): personal identity and 

well-being enhancement.

I outline each model and argue for the adoption of 

the GLM in correctional and forensic contexts: Ideas 

matter!!
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 Primary aim of offender 

rehabilitation = reduce 

amount of harm inflicted 

on community

 Focus = identify and 

eliminate, modify, and/or 

manage risk factors for 

reoffending



• Match level of services to level of risk

› Higher risk clients need more intensive 
services

› Low risk clients require little to no intervention

“If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it”



Risk Principle tells us WHO to 

target…

…so now what do we DO?



Assess criminogenic needs (DRF) and target 
those needs with treatment and 
interventions



1. Antisocial attitudes

2. Antisocial peers

3. Antisocial personality pattern

4. History of antisocial behaviour

5. Family/marital factors

6. Lack of achievement in 

education/employment

7. Lack of pro-social leisure activities

8. Substance abuse



Risk Principle tells us WHO to target …

Need Principle tells us WHAT to target …

… so now HOW do we do it?



 General Responsivity
› Style of intervention delivery (evidence-

based treatment approaches incl. CBT, 
attention to positive therapist characteristics, 
etc).  

 Specific Responsivity
› Consideration given to unique needs of 

individual clients (e.g., visual/hearing 
impairments, learning style, level of 
motivation, intellectual ability).  



 Meta-analyses support efficacy of RNR-based 
treatment programs in reducing recidivism 
(approx 10%) amongst:

› Youth (Andrews, Zinger, et al., 1990)

› Female offenders (Dowden & Andrews, 1999)

› Sexual offenders (Hanson, Bourgon, Helmus, & 
Hodgson, 2009)

› Violent offenders (Dowden & Andrews, 2000)

 The effect is increased when greater 
adherence to the RNR principles (see 
Andrews & Bonta, 2010, for a recent review)



 RNR has been pivotal in maintaining 

faith in offender rehabilitation  

 RNR principles  necessary but not sufficient 

for effective offender rehabilitation (e.g., 

Ward, Yates, & Willis, 2012).

› Fragmented practice: “Tick & flick”

› Avoidant goals (“Pin cushion”)

› Motivational challenges

› High levels of treatment drop-out

› Dynamic Risk Factors NOT explanatory!



“As a kid I had lots of 
examples of what I didn't 

want to be. I spent my life 
trying not to be those 

things. Then when an aide 
asked me about 5 years ago 
what I wanted to be I had 

no idea.”

40 y/o male 
in civil commitment





 Strengths-based, positive approach

 Collaborative, motivational approach

 Focuses on how treatment will benefit 
offender 

 Two linked (!) goals:

 Reducing/managing risk

 Attaining a meaningful life



 Offending = pursuit of legitimate goals 

via inappropriate means

 Offenders as human beings are goal-

directed and predisposed to seek 

primary human goods

 Primary human goods = actions, 

experiences, circumstances, states of 

being, etc., that individuals seek to 

attain for their own sake

E.g., Laws & Ward (2011); Ward & Maruna (2007)



 Secondary goods = concrete ways 

(means) to secure primary 

goods(e.g., intimacy via sex with a 

child)

Dynamic risk factors = internal or 

external obstacles that block 

achieving primary goods in pro-social 

ways (e.g., impulsivity)E.g., Laws & Ward (2011); Ward & Maruna (2007)



 Aims of Intervention:
› Develop a good life plan that is meaningful to 

individual and that will also manage risk

› Establish positive approach goals and work 
toward building skills and external 
opportunities to attain these

 Aims of Supervision:
› Monitor implementation of good life plan in 

addition to risk



 GLM proposes at least 10 primary human goods

 Weighting  placed on various goods determines 
individual’s idea of a “good life” and good life plan 
(Identity*)

 Value pluralism!

 Primary goods  related to  offending  by their presence 
or absence

 Attainment of goods in a pro-social way reduce or 
manage risk to re-offend



Primary Good  Common Life Goal

Life  Life: Living and Surviving

Knowledge  Knowledge: Learning and Knowing

Excellence in Work  & Play  Being Good at Work & Play

Excellence in Agency  Personal Choice and Independence

Inner Peace  Peace of Mind

Friendship/Relatedness  Relationships and Friendships

Community  Community: Being Part of a Group

Spirituality  Spirituality: Having Meaning in Life

Happiness  Happiness

Creativity  Creativity

(*Yates & Prescott, 2011)



 Relationships and Friendships

› Desire to establish bonds with others

› Intimate, romantic, family relationships

 Instrumental (secondary) goods:

› Engages in social or other activities that facilitate 
meeting new people and maintaining 
relationships

› Spends time with friends

› Gives and receives support (e.g., emotional, 
practical)

› Sexual relationships



 Means used to secure goods:



Lack of scope: Putting all the 

eggs in one basket



 Conflict: Pursuit of one good interferes 

with pursuit of another good



 Lack of capacity to secure goods:





 Includes all PHG build around what  

+important to individual

› Sufficient scope

 Includes non-offending, practical ways to 

attain goods/goals

 Includes strategies to address flaws

 Includes links between goods, offending, 

and risk factors

 Example: John the Maori wood carver
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 Support for GLM constructs/assumptions
› E.g., Barnett & Wood (2008); Chu, Koh, Zeng & 

Teoh (2015); Willis & Grace (2008); Willis & Ward 
(2011); Yates, Simons, Kingston, & Tyler (2009)

 GLM more engaging for clinicians
› Harkins, Flak, Beech, and Woodhams (2012)

› Willis, Ward, & Levenson (2014)

 Preliminary research suggests GLM can 
enhance treatment engagement
› Simons, McCullar, & Tyler (2006)

› Gannon, King, Miles, Lockerbie, & Willis (2011) 



 Emphasis on 
approach goals, 
positive therapist 
characteristics

 Incorporates 
modified version 
of GLM

 3.2% sexual 
recidivism rate 
after 5.4 years 
(below 16.8% 
expected)



 GLM provides a better framework than 

the RNR for integrating features of 

effective & ethical treatment: 

› RNR principles, agency, plans, desistance 

therapeutic alliance, motivation, meaning, 

ecology, human rights, and capability 

building (values & skills). 



“Offenders want the 
possibility of better lives, 
not simply the promise of 

less harmful ones”

(Ward, 2006)


