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Abstract

In both Scotland and England reducing anti-social behaviour (ASB) and building a culture of respect are key central government priorities. Over recent years however, there have been signs that the emphasis of the official ASB agenda has been shifting away from a rather exclusive emphasis on ‘enforcement measures’.
With their emphasis on a 'whole family' approach and parenting interventions, ASB family projects (pioneered by the Dundee Families Project from 1996) are seen to respond to official concerns about social exclusion and tackling the underlying causes of ASB. In both countries post-2005 official endorsement of the DFP model has been marked by government-funded programmes to ‘roll out’ this concept more widely.
Drawing on findings from a recent evaluation of ASB family projects operating in Scotland combined with scrutiny of evidence from a number of English studies this paper explores, in a comparative manner, the differences and similarities in the policy discourses and models of practice employed by Scottish and English projects. More specifically, we critically appraise the role played by sanctions in gaining service users’ engagement.
Introduction

Policy background

For more than a decade in both Scotland and England reducing anti-social behaviour (ASB) and building a culture of respect have been key central government priorities. Accordingly, both jurisdictions have seen the introduction of a raft of legislation with measures to tackle ASB located within a wider policy agenda of revitalising disadvantaged neighbourhoods and stimulating a process of civic renewal. Both North and South of the border, the first few years of the current decade saw policy discourse dominated by Ministerial calls for the police and social landlords to ‘crack down’ on troublesome citizens. For example, leading ministers at both Westminster and Holyrood berated local authorities on what they saw as a reluctance to make full use of Anti-social Behaviour Orders or ASBOs (Travis, 2000; MacAskill, 2006). Since around 2005, however, official policy in both jurisdictions appears to have shifted away from a heavy reliance on an ‘enforcement-focused’ or policing approach and has recognised more explicitly that tackling ASB requires that underlying causes are addressed. 

Concerns that recent years have witnessed a ‘rising tide of anti-social behaviour’ mainly attributable to disruptive young people have proved a powerful driver for much of the policy activity noted above. Such anxieties have compounded the longstanding policy emphasis on the family as an important site of social control. In its latest phase, however, this agenda has been characterised by a growing focus on ‘intensive interventions’ to address dysfunctional intra-household relationships and defective parenting – phenomena seen as key underlying causes of youth misconduct. Across the UK, official commitment to such thinking is evidenced in a number of recent policy initiatives (Cabinet Office, 2007; DCSF, 2008; Scottish Government, 2009). 
Growing interest in such approaches draws on research evidence of specific characteristics associated with young people’s involvement in anti-social behaviour. Notwithstanding the fact that these characteristics are usually symptomatic of structural disadvantage rather than individual pathologies, they are more commonly referred to as ‘risk factors’ – e.g. emotional and mental health problems, disorder in the local community’, school exclusion, having a parent who is an offender; poor relations with parents and/or little time spent with parents (Wilson et al, 2006; Margo, 2008). 

Further developing a risk factor-based framework, researchers have identified conditions which, it is argued, can potentially counteract such risks (Bowen et al, 2008). These ‘resilience factors’ include enhanced self-esteem, more consistent and rewarding school attendance and reduced levels of intra-family adversity. Research also confirms the potential benefits of early intervention in meeting individual and family needs, particularly those associated with cognitive and behavioural development (ibid). At the same time, it is widely recognised that there is a need to improve the capacity of social services, health services and specialist programmes to both reach and improve the behaviour of the most at risk groups, such as those committing anti-social behaviour (Margo, 2008). 

The stated aim of ASB family projects is to target families threatened with eviction for ASB (or whose home has already been repossessed for this reason) and to help such families modify their behaviour so that the threat to their tenancy is lifted (or, if already subject to eviction, the family is enabled to re-gain a secure tenancy). In that such initiatives target the family as a social unit they are a form of what are sometimes termed ‘whole family’ interventions (Morris et al, 2008).

More recently, Ministerial enthusiasm for ‘whole family’ approaches has been reflected in England by the 2006 government flagship programme to develop 53 ASB Family Intervention Projects (FIPs) and in Scotland by the 2006-08 funding of three demonstration projects under the official ‘Breaking the Cycle’ programme. Such measures are connected with Ministerial concerns about social exclusion and have been vigorously promoted as an effective mechanism for tackling root causes of ASB. Commenting on the Westminster Government’s ASB strategy and reflecting concerns about the displacement effects potentially resulting from an enforcement-led approach, a parliamentary committee concluded in 2005 that ‘intensive family-based interventions are essential if the deepest-rooted ASB problems are not simply to be recycled from one area to another’ (Home Affairs Select Committee, 2005, para 246).
The proliferation of ASB family projects over the past few years reflects inspiration drawn by policymakers from the Dundee Families Project (DFP), set up by Dundee City Council and NCH (now Action for Children Scotland) in 1996. Instigated by a municipal housing department plagued by ‘problem tenants’, DFP’s establishment of a residential ‘core block’ in which families would be subject to close supervision was, at the time, dubbed by the local media a ‘sin bin’ strategy (Black, 1997). Subsequently, however, DFP has been widely lauded in official and academic circles (Social Exclusion Unit, 1999; Scottish Executive, 2000; Burney, 2000; Squires & Stephen, 2005). Indications of DFP’s influence have included its manager’s secondment to the Home Office to advise on responses to antisocial behaviour in England and the public endorsement of its approach by then UK Prime Minister, Tony Blair (Times, 11 Jan, 2006). 
How what began as a local initiative has achieved semi-iconic status is a potentially instructive story in itself; the way DFP has come to influence practice across the country is also an unusual instance of social policy diffusion within the UK; not only bottom-up in character, but – also somewhat contrary to the norm – transmitted from Scotland to England. To what extent can this experience be seen as exemplifying a simple case of ‘policy transfer’? While reportedly modelled on DFP, to what extent do more recently established FIPs, in fact, faithfully embody the Dundee ethos and approach?

Sources and structure

There is a growing body of work on the operation and efficacy of ASB family projects. In constructing a comparative account of such initiatives, we have drawn on a range of sources. In relation to Scotland we have made reference to the original DFP evaluation undertaken in late 1990s (Dillane et al, 2001) and to our own more recently undertaken evaluation which revisited the Dundee scheme as well as looking at the three projects set up under the Scottish Executive’s Breaking the Cycle (BtC) programme and the 2005 Aberdeen Families Project (Pawson et al, 2009). 

For comparative purposes in addition to the Scottish data, we draw on key findings from two independent studies of ASB family projects established in England: a study of six ‘first generation’ English projects (Nixon et al 2006; 2008); and a national evaluation of the design, set up and early outcomes of the English post-2006 FIP rollout programme (White et al, 2008). In the paper we draw on this substantial body of work to explore similarities and differences in approaches adopted in Scotland and England.  In particular, we investigate the ways that projects are constructed as evidenced by official policy statements, by the characteristics of the families targeted for help and by the techniques employed by Project staff, themselves. More specifically, we seek to critically appraise the use and role of ‘sanctions’ as a method of coercing families to change their behaviour. 
Through comparative analysis we aim to illustrate the complex and indeed contradictory ways in which this type of intervention can be constructed. On the one hand, FIPs can be seen to represent a further criminalisation of social policy in which access to support is dependent on the threat of enforcement action. Simultaneously however, they may also have the potential to provide a valuable platform for local actors, in this case both Project workers and family members, to exercise personal agency in constructing an alternative narrative.

The paper is structured as follows. In the first main section we briefly outline some of the concepts encompassed within the academic literature on ‘policy transfer’ and some of the relevant questions raised in relation to the recent proliferation of ASB family projects. Subsequently, in the two main sections of the paper, we focus on the post-2005 official endorsement of the ‘intensive intervention’ approach seen in both England and Scotland. First, we analyse the official discourse through which this has occurred. Next, drawing on evaluation evidence, we assess the extent to which Ministerial rhetoric and key messages in official policy guidance have influenced operational practice on the part of ASB family projects. The paper concludes with a discussion on the nature of ASB family projects and how they can be understood within the wider framework of the governance of conduct. 

Policy Transfer and Lesson Drawing

The terms ‘policy transfer’ and ‘lesson drawing’ were coined in the 1990s in an attempt to theorise what was seen as an increasing tendency for the transmission of policy instruments across national boundaries. Dolowitz & Marsh (1996) defined policy transfer as ‘a process in which knowledge about policies, administrative arrangements, institutions etc. in one time and/or place is used in the development of policies, administrative arrangements, institutions etc. in another time or place’ (p344). In his analogous concept of ‘lesson drawing’ Rose (1993) classified policy-making processes drawing on experience in other jurisdictions along a spectrum ranging from ‘inspiration’ to out and out ‘copying’.
Important for Dolowitz & Marsh was a distinction between voluntary and coercive policy transfer. The latter might be exemplified by the common scenario under which the provision of assistance by an international financial institution to a developing country is made conditional on the recipient introducing neo-liberal economic reforms. Undertaken voluntarily, policy transfer might be more akin to national governments playing the role of ‘rational shoppers’ (Bennett, 1991). Similarly, other writers have seen policy transfer as symptomatic of rational policy making (James & Lodge, 2003). Within the UK context, the professed enthusiasm for ‘evidence-based’ policy on the part of New Labour is also potentially relevant here (Davies et al, 2000; Wells, 2007).

The parallel growth of ASB family-based interventions in Scotland and England raises interesting questions as to whether these initiatives are symptomatic of a more generalised convergence in approach. A superficial reading of the development of this type of initiative suggests that a process of policy transfer or what Jones & Newburn refer to as ‘conscious emulation’ or ‘policy borrowing’ (Jones & Newburn, 2002:178) has occurred. Policy transference scholars, however, warn against simple and superficial interpretations of transference mechanisms. Instead, it is suggested that the impact of local practices may become apparent only when focussing on substantive content and specific interventions. 
Stenson & Edwards, for example, point out that: ‘while there may be similarities in the form, rhetoric and styles of policies, their meaning and impact are likely to vary considerably in the light of difference in context’ (2004:13.) Likewise, in his discussion of the tests required to establish a trend of ‘policy convergence’, Pollitt urges caution pointing out that ‘[f]ashionable labels are ... frequently borrowed … but are then stuck onto a range of products, some of whose contents are far more limited and conventional than the founding texts envisaged’ (Pollitt 2001: 944). Mindful of these cautions in the following section of the paper we draw on empirical evidence to explore the continuities and discontinuities apparent in FIP practices in Scotland and England. 
Rolling out the Dundee model: Comparing policy discourses

Since 2006 a new phase in the officially sponsored rollout of ASB family projects has been witnessed in both England and Scotland. This section looks at contemporary official policy statements to analyse Ministerial thinking in relation to ways such projects should operate. Of particular interest here is the portrayal of the new programmes in relation to the emulation of the original Dundee model. 

Post-2006 English and Scottish policy discourses are explored in turn below. Before moving to this discussion, however, it is important to note that the national programme launched in England by the Respect Action Plan (2006) was preceded by the establishment of six ‘pioneering’ ASB family projects in the North of England from 2003. Against the backdrop of a continuing Ministerial emphasis on enforcement rather than supportive intervention, the projects were developed by local authorities in cooperation with charities and housing providers, rather than responding to a central government initiative. All aspects of project work in the six projects were consciously designed to emulate the DFP approach. At a level of practice there was an extensive exchange of information via email, telephone and face-to-face contact between Project managers and DFP staff (Nixon et al, 2006).
Post-2005 policy discourse: England

In 2006 a new generation of 53 ASB family projects – now termed Family Intervention Projects (FIPs) – began to be established across England. Unlike the pioneering projects, these resulted directly from a central government initiative and £15 million of associated central government funding.  Citing the proven ‘success’ of the Dundee project, the FIP rollout programme was presented by the then Prime Minister as based on DFP model (BBC News, 2006). However, the Prime Minister went further by emphasizing that the new projects would: 

‘…combine supervision with sanctions with a project worker to provide intensive help for those families who are facing multiple problems…but the support comes with a tough message. If parents of children who are involved with ASB refuse to take up the offer of help, then parenting orders will be made available’ - Prime Minister Tony Blair at the Respect Action Plan Launch Speech 2006 (BBC News, 2006).
Nor was this formula simply a matter of Prime Ministerial rhetoric. Official documents represented the FIP programme as embodying a ‘twin track’ approach where support measures to address the underlying causes of problem behaviour would be combined with the threat of sanctions to discipline families if they fail to fully engage in the prescribed programme of activities (Respect Taskforce, 2006b; Respect Taskforce, 2007). Accordingly the role of project workers was ‘[to] grip families and use enforcement action and intensive help and are proven to turn families around’ - Louise Casey, Government Co-ordinator for Respect (Home Office Press Release 11/04/07).
The need for such a ‘twin track’ approach was justified in terms of ‘evidence-based policy’ (Davies et al, 2000) as follows (all emphases added):

‘We know that intensive, tailored action, with supervision and clear sanctions can be effective in improving the behaviour of the most problematic households. A small number of projects that use these approaches are currently operating, providing a more effective response to persistent anti-social behaviour’ (Respect Taskforce, 2006a, p22)
‘Based on evidence, we know that this small number of families need an intensive, persistent and, if necessary, coercive approach’ (Respect Taskforce, 2006b, p4)

‘The proven success of FIPs is based on systematically linking enforcement and support to provide families with the motivation and opportunities to change’ (Respect Taskforce, 2007, p7)

‘FIPs work. There is clear evidence that intensive support and supervision to the most challenging and anti-social families alongside clear sanctions where necessary, can stop entrenched anti-social behaviour and improve life chances’ (Respect Taskforce 2007, p9).
Similarly, backing up Prime Ministerial oratory, numerous official policy statements reiterated the requirement for rollout FIP projects to incorporate punitive and coercive elements into their operational model: 
‘We will roll out schemes which ‘grip’ problem households and the array of services involved with them and change their behaviour’ (Respect Taskforce, 2006a, p21)
‘Sanctions are key: The threat of sanctions or use of sanctions provides both a way of curbing bad behaviour and also a lever for persuading people to accept and co-operate fully with the offers of help…A contract between the family and the project which sets out the changes in behaviour that are expected, support that will be provided and sanctions that will be imposed if behaviour does not improve’ (Respect Taskforce, 2006b, p5)
‘To ensure that failure to comply has consequences for families, contracts should identify sanctions that will apply if families do not adhere to the terms’ (RespectTaskforce, 2007, p7)
The above reference to ‘contracts’ is, in itself, interesting given the substitution of the term ‘care plan’ as used by DFP (Dillane et al, 2001 p23). Rollout programme FIPs were advised that sanctions for non-co-operation should be listed within such documents. It was recommended that such references should make plain the potential for enforcement action to be invoked by other agencies such as ‘Housing Department will consider appropriate necessary action, ABC – ASBO’; ‘Social Services will consider appropriate necessary action, parenting contract-parenting order’; ‘Police will consider appropriate necessary action, police warning-possible criminal charges’; ‘Education will consider appropriate necessary action, ABC-exclusion’ (Respect Taskforce, 2006b, pp9-10).
Post-2005 policy discourse: Scotland
The enforcement-focused stance of ASB policy seen in England in the early years of this decade was strongly echoed in Scotland. For example, the Scottish Executive’s relevant major policy documents – ‘Putting Our Communities First’ (2003), ‘ASB (Scotland) Act 2004’ and ‘Guidance on ASB Strategies’ (2004) – all stressed the need to respond to ASB by the threat of countermeasures. Each cited the need to ‘protect and empower communities’ through the ‘introduction of effective enforcement’, privileged over other forms of prevention or diversionary activities (Scottish Executive 2005:13 as referenced in Walters & Woodward, 2007). Similarly, First Minister Jack McConnell told the media: 
‘When the Scottish Parliament passed the Antisocial Behaviour Bill [in 2004] we sent out a clear message that enough was enough. We are standing up for the law-abiding majority who care about their communities, by giving them the tools to stand up to the law-breaking minority who couldn’t care less’ (Scottish Executive 2005b)
In 2006, the need to tackle root causes of antisocial behaviour began to be publicly recognised:

‘Many of those involved in antisocial behaviour have multiple and complex economic and social problems … only by addressing those problems [will we] get longer term solutions for communities’. (Justice Minister, Cathy Jamieson (Scottish Executive 2006))
On this basis, the Executive justified its development and funding allocation for three new ASB family projects under its ‘Breaking the Cycle’ programme. Nevertheless, the Ministerial rationale for supporting such interventions was framed in almost identical terms to those presented in the English Respect Action Plan: 

‘I accept that historically there has been an over-emphasis on supporting 'difficult' families - and insufficient attention given to supervision and ultimate sanctions if support and supervision are rejected. … That is why we are funding variations in a further three local authority areas’ (Justice Minister, Cathy Jamieson (Scottish Executive 2006) – emphasis added)
More specifically, the accompanying press release stressed that the BtC schemes were required ‘[to incorporate] …sanctions, including the use of measures in the Act [ASB (Scotland) Act 2004], such as parenting orders and ASBOs where appropriate’ (Scottish Executive 2006). Again echoing Westminster government rhetoric, the Justice Minister presented the new programme as inspired by the Dundee Families Project while also portraying the DFP model as emphasising a ‘tough love’ approach:  
‘The success of the Dundee Families Project has been attributed to the criteria for entry, the strict supervision provided and the clear sanctions imposed if families breach the agreement for participating in the programme’ (Scottish Executive 2006)
It is important to note that the former Justice Minister comments cited above were made in the run-up to a Scottish Parliament election and that, following the subsequent change in political control, the new Scottish National Party administration has explicitly signalled what appears to be a significant shift of emphasis in this policy arena (see concluding section and associated footnote). 
Post-2005 policy discourse: reflections

Post-2005 Government promotion of ASB family projects can be argued as representing a distinct policy shift stimulated by a recognition of the need to tackle underlying causes of misconduct. In justifying their new policies Ministers in both England and Scotland have explicitly cited the DFP model, although in doing so they have emphasized a strong coercive strand in the Dundee approach. While cast in the terms of ‘evidence-based policy’ it is fair to question the extent to which this portrayal is this a faithful interpretation of Dundee practice. 

Evaluation findings indeed confirm that in initial negotiations with those referred to DFP it was made clear to the families that, failing their participation in the project, continued antisocial behaviour could lead to their eviction or end their chances of re-gaining a secure tenancy:

‘It was made pretty clear [to the family] that if they wanted to get back into City Council housing then this [participation] was … their last chance …. They very reluctantly agreed to at least speak to Families project workers…. They [project workers] are very skilled in engaging and befriending and talking through issues with people and gaining the confidence of families. .. It then became apparent that the family were really up for working with the family project’ (Housing stakeholder) (Dillane et al 2001:21)
Importantly, however, it was not DFP practice to incorporate within family care plans explicit references to sanctions liable to be invoked in the event of non-co-operation. Neither – given their adherence to the DFP model – was such practice found in the English ‘pioneer’ ASB family projects. On this basis, therefore, it is arguable that the Westminster Government used the DFP ‘trademark’ to sell to the public what was intended to be a different product. 

These observations about official policy discourse raise important questions about the extent to which Ministerial (or Ministerially approved) phraseology and guidance on how government-funded ASB family projects should operate is reflected by the actual practice on the ground. It is therefore to this that we now turn.

ASB family projects and the role of sanctions: practices on the ground

English ‘pioneer projects’

Our own evaluation found that family support plans (or ‘contracts’) developed by the pioneer projects held to the DFP approach of avoiding explicit stipulation of sanctions which might be invoked for lack of co-operation, or specification of enforcement actions which might be taken by other agencies if a family refused to participate in the scheme (Nixon et al, 2006). Here, we are referring to the powers held by social landlords to initiate re-possession of a tenant’s home due to ‘breach of tenancy’ through ASB, or to invoke other enforcement action such as seeking an Antisocial Behaviour Order. Under this legislation, failure to honour specified prohibitions will render the subject liable for criminal prosecution.

Post-2005 government-sponsored programmes

Aspects of similarity

Our interpretation of the evaluation evidence is that there are some significant areas where practice on the part of English FIP projects stands out as ‘unusual’. Before discussing these, however, it is important to emphasise that there is clearly a considerable body of shared practice across all three post-2003 cohorts of ASB family projects. In many respects all of these projects make use of techniques and approaches similar to those developed at DFP. Perhaps most importantly, projects’ work is typically informed by a number of shared guiding principles which include treating family members with respect, listening, being non-judgemental and accessible (White et al 2008:80-83; Pawson 2009: para 5.49). As illustrated by the following comments the associated practices were highly appreciated by family members, many of whom had been victims of anti-social behaviour and were often subject to multiple and health and/or social problems: 
“they’ve been like able to see the situation from our side.” (Nixon et al 2006:43)
“I feel we’ve got somebody in authority who actually believes us now.” (ibid 43)
'Social workers and these kind of people they think they are something because they have this job and [key worker] comes across more of as a friend and an understanding person’. (Parent) (White et al 2008:80)
Such approaches were seen by service users as being complemented by the patience, honesty and persistence of key workers (White et al, 2008:82; Pawson et al, 2009: paras 5.50-5.54): 

‘If she’s got a problem with us she tells us straight. She doesn’t beat around the bush.’ (Parent) (White et al 2008:82)
‘They didn’t say if you don’t do this you would lose your home, it’s just well, it needs to be done and it needs to be addressed now […] but not nastily. You know like when you’re a kid and your mum says, come on, that needs to be done.’ (Parent) (ibid 82).
Interviews with families revealed that challenging families (see above) is a universal and crucial element of key worker’s role. While families clearly detested being coerced by statutory agencies, they bore being challenged by an individual known and trusted, the key worker.   

Challenging families is closely related to another element similarly seen as critical by both English and Scottish projects – the importance of achieving ‘buy in’ on the part of service users. As further described in the Pawson et al report, project staff went to great lengths to convince service users that participation in the scheme should be seen as an opportunity rather than a punishment. It was seen as critical that service users were convinced to engage with project staff voluntarily rather than because they were ‘contractually’ bound to do so. Having secured willing engagement key workers felt a basis had been established for challenging a family’s unacceptable behaviour without the risk of their withdrawal from the project. 

Aspects of difference

As mentioned earlier, at the time when the new generations of ASB family projects were being rolled out in England and Scotland official statements emphasised an intention to incorporate sanctions alongside support. As noted, Prime Ministerial rhetoric was reflected in more detailed official policy guidelines produced by the Westminster government. In Scotland no such guidelines were produced. 
It is, of course, possible that government statements advocating a ‘twin track’ model were designed mainly to win media approval and public support and that these were not reflected by operational practice on the part of the post-2005 projects. Relevant here is the finding from the White et al evaluation that ‘… there were families … who were not aware of the enforcement aspect of the FIP service. These people viewed the FIP wholly in a supportive light and did not realise that the FIP could impose sanctions on them’ (2008:82).
More generally, however, White’s evidence does appear to reveal that the political emphasis on sanctions has been reflected to a significant degree in English FIP practice. As they describe it (Ibid:4, 124), families referred to FIPs were routinely threatened with sanctions to secure their initial co-operation. Also, again in line with official recommendations, sanctions for non-co-operation were explicitly listed on family contracts. The practical ‘disciplining’ impact of such practice is at the same time called into question by the White et al finding that families ‘typically had little or no recall of the support plan or family contract beyond a vague recollection of being ‘asked to sign something’ (Ibid:77).
As reported by White et al, actions threatened for non-co-operation included, among others, demoting tenancies, gaining possession orders suspended on the basis of compliance with the project, Acceptable Behaviour Contracts, parenting contracts, and parenting orders (Ibid:13, 126). The report does not, though, mention the extent to which such measures were actually invoked when families were judged as failing to respond to such threats.

In practice, warnings of sanctions were invoked at the beginning (to secure initial co-operation) and then in some cases only much later, when a key worker judged that s/he had gained sufficient confidence from a service users such that they could be threatened without the risk of severely antagonising them: ‘If a family signed-up to work with a FIP with reluctance, or was resistant or slow to engage, playing any sort of enforcement role during the early stages could prove highly challenging and risky’ (Ibid: 126). This, in some cases, had led FIP staff to suspend ‘playing such a card’ until a time when it was deemed to have become feasible. 
‘[With one mother the FIP workers are now saying] ‘Right, this stops now. We’ve done this, this and this, you are gonna lose your kids and you are gonna be evicted and that’s the bottom line, so buck your ideas up, see that you’ve got a problem with alcohol’ [...] But if they’d have said that to her four, five, months ago, she’d have just said piss off, so, and they wouldn’t have got back in the door, cos it’s a voluntary project at the end of the day.’ (FIP staff)(White et al 2008:126)
Nevertheless, while FIP staff and local agency partners recognised that projects were expected to embrace an enforcement role of some kind, ‘…there was a good deal of variation in terms of exactly how this was construed in principle, and played out in practice’ (Ibid: 125). Drawing on project staff interviews, four interpretations of key workers’ ‘proper role’ here were identified:
· Group 1 (‘weakest’ interpretation of enforcement role) - FIP staff saw it as no part of their role to pass on information about the family to other agencies; to give evidence against the family; or to initiate enforcement action.

· Group 2 - FIP staff were prepared to pass relevant information about families on to the enforcing agencies, and were clear with families about their obligation to do this. However, they saw it as no part of their role to give evidence or to initiate enforcement action.

· Group 3 - FIP staff were prepared to give evidence against families in court to support enforcement action taken by others. However, they saw it as no part of their role to initiate, or ask others to initiate, enforcement action.

· Group 4 (‘strongest’ interpretation of enforcement role) - FIP staff were prepared to initiate, or ask others to initiate, enforcement action if necessary.
(White et al, 2008:125).
On the face of it, this appears revealing. As we see it, however, that the value of this analysis is limited by the somewhat imprecise ways that the terms ‘sanctions’ and ‘enforcement’ are used here. The authors fail to distinguish between three rather distinct and contrasting forms of action on the part of project staff: 
(i). challenging families through requiring them to recognise unacceptable aspects of their behaviour and face up to the need for change; 
(ii). reporting child protection concerns to social services; and
(iii). responding to family ‘non-co-operation’ by triggering and/or helping to facilitate ‘enforcement action’ (e.g. tenancy repossession, ASBO) on the part of relevant agencies (e.g. social landlord, police).  

As already noted, challenging ‘unacceptable behaviour’ is a key activity in all projects – in Scotland no less than in England. In our view, however, encompassing such practice under the heading of ‘sanctions’ or ‘coercion’ is inaccurate. 
Similarly, whereas prevention of family breakup was often a key aim of project support in Scotland, just as in England, there were occasions where the additional scrutiny brought to bear on a family (particularly through being housed in a ‘core block’) revealed child protection concerns resulting in children having to be accommodated by the local authority (Pawson et al, 2009: para 4.53). Where project support helps reveal the need for such action, this must be seen as to the child’s short and long term benefit. Such a scenario may, nevertheless, be seen as ironic in that it complicates simplistic claims for project cost-effectiveness which stress the immediate (notional) public expenditure saving resulting from intervention which helps prevent the (expensive) need for a child to be ‘taken into care’. In any event, we would see it as erroneous to portray such action as a form of ‘sanctions’ or coercion. It does not seem credible that any project worker would raise the possibility of making such a report as a means of exerting pressure on a family to co-operate with project staff. If a sanction is a threat such a term cannot properly be used here.
Where we would see practices depicted by White et al as distinct from those implemented in the English pioneer projects or in Scotland is in relation to explicit threats of ‘enforcement action’ to evoke co-operation on the part of a referred household. Such tactics were not highlighted as typically playing any significant role in the initial negotiations to secure a family’s participation (Pawson et al, 2009). The term ‘negotiations’ is used advisedly here to emphasize the typically lengthy ‘assessment’ process prior to a family being formally accepted for project support. As explained in the report ‘It could take significant periods of time for project staff to overcome the initial scepticism some family members felt as a result of their history of antagonism with other agencies, and for trusting relationships to be established in order that engagement with the projects could occur’ (ibid: para 2.45).

Such practice appears to contrast markedly with English FIP experience where families were usually expected to commit to engage with project help after a single meeting (White et al, 2008: 61) – although the assessment of a family’s support needs was liable to take much longer. In such circumstances it might be imagined project staff would be more likely to see a need to ‘wave the big stick’ by spelling out the potentially serious consequences of refusing to sign up to work with the project. 
Our analysis of family support plans drawn up by Scottish ASB family projects found that these typically highlighted family strengths, key issues to be addressed, methods to be used, measures of success and timescales for achieving specified goals. In contrast with English FIP practice as reported by White et al, sanctions were not mentioned.
Discussion and Conclusions
Probably thanks to the common factor of Labour-led national administrations, Ministerial rhetoric on ASB remained very similar for much of the past decade, north and south of the border
. While the period since 2005 has seen some shift in emphasis away from an enforcement-focused approach, policy statements continued to contain a strong communitarian streak, at least initially. In England, this element of the political discourse around ‘community safety’ seems to have been reflected in the operational practice of recently-established ASB family projects in ways which depart from the initial English pioneer projects as well as from Scottish practice. Arguably, therefore, presentation of the post-2006 FIP programme as emulating the Dundee Families Project model was something of a distortion; the reality of ‘voluntary policy transfer’ here was more nuanced than is initially apparent.
The way that the ASB family projects recently established in Scotland have avoided incorporating a strong emphasis on threatened sanctions is perhaps partly attributable to the longstanding Scottish tradition of welfare paternalism. According to Keating (2007), for example, ‘Scotland tends to retain the egalitarian and universalist assumptions of the old British welfare state’ (Ibid, p242). More specifically, our observations here are consistent with the characterisation of youth justice in Scotland as incorporating a significant component of restorative justice – in contrast to the comparatively punitive ethos of the English system (Muncie, 2001).
More generally, this paper has drawn on comparative accounts of the various practices employed by ASB family projects to illustrate the ways that such interventions reflect technologies to control conduct. It would, however, be a mistake to characterise these projects as solely disciplinary interventions. To the extent that they are typically targeted on households whose tenancies are already under threat, it must be acknowledged that all ASB family projects contain a coercive element. At least implicitly families face the threat of disciplinary consequences if they fail to capitalise on proferred project support to help them curb previous misconduct. Equally, it should be stressed that such projects aim to promote social inclusion, to improve health, education, well being and to increase community stability by enabling and supporting families to live peacefully and fully participate in their communities. While assessing the incidence of project ‘success’ is a problematic enterprise it is apparent from all the evaluations reviewed here that an appreciable proportion of families in receipt of project support respond positively to such help – at least in the short to medium term (Dillane et al, 2001; Nixon et al, 2008; Pawson et al 2009). 

Within the broader context of the changing governance of troublesome populations it must be acknowledged  that ASB family projects represent a technology of power that embodies distinctive moral values (Prior 2007:6). Thus the projects do not solely serve to contain and control behaviour they also seek to transform ‘anti-social’ subjects into active, self governing, responsibilised citizens. Such technologies of agency reflect the new ‘politics of conduct’ in which dominant moral discourses are employed to reconstruct subjects as active members of responsible communities (Rose 2001; Flint 2003). Through the application of a normative gaze in which ‘responsible’ behaviour is defined in relation to shared values and expectations FIPs reflect wider trends in governance combining proactive interventions with the sanction of disciplining power if families fail to improve their capacity for self-regulation. 

Returning to Stenson & Edwards’s advice to take note of the way in which technologies of governance devised at the centre are linked to and dependent on activities, organisations and individuals operating in a local context, scrutiny of the empirical evidence about the efficacy of ASB family projects provides an interesting example of the ways in which local actors can modify and disrupt the intended outcomes of national policy. Project workers, like housing officers, are perhaps best conceptualised as intermediary agents charged with transmitting knowledge and skills to the ‘anti-social’ subject whose behaviour they seek to change in relation to a normalised set of values (Flint 2003:615). While accepting that control is axiomatic in ASB policy, Donoghue (2008) convincingly argues that in many post-modern accounts too little attention has been paid to the extent to which new measures are espoused and/or welcomed by local actors ‘of their own volition’.
In conclusion, in undertaking a critical examination of the empirical evidence of practices associated with ASB family projects in this paper we suggest that rather than constituting a single, unified practice model ASB family interventions are critically shaped in response to local concerns and priorities. Such projects are characterised in terms of difference, discontinuities and contestation with project practices varying from one locality to another. Thus rather than a convergence of practice the different ASB family intervention practices employed north and south of the border represent an interesting example of divergence in local policy implementation. 
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� The post-2007 Scottish National Party administration, however, has cast itself as adopting a new emphasis, declaring an intention to ‘focus more on prevention and early and effective intervention and move away from the narrow focus on enforcement …[an approach which would] … address the causes of ASB, such as drink, drugs and deprivation, and not just the symptoms’ (Scottish Government 2009, p6). Alongside this analysis, however, the administration opted not to extend its Breaking the Cycle funding beyond its 2006-08 timeframe, seeing the costs of such projects as being more appropriately borne by local authorities.
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