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Summary 

In , the Ministry of Justice and Security launched the “Direction and opportunities for 
sanction enforcement” program. With this program, the ministry wants to make the 
execution of sanctions robust and flexible. But above all, it is about reducing the recidivism 
of ex-prisoners. The program aims to stimulate innovative projects from local practice, 
collect learning experiences, and identify, maintain and further implement the successful 
projects or parts thereof. 
Within the framework of the program, a plan and process evaluation was carried out of a 
total of ten pilot projects. These ten projects are specifically aimed at reintegration and 
thus prevention of recidivism of ex-prisoners. This report reports on this plan and process 
evaluation. 
 
The Scientific Research and Documentation Center (WODC), commissioner of the 
research, formulates the objective of the study as follows: 

To gain insight into the experiences with and the perceived impact of a selection of 
projects/interventions included in the ‘Direction and opportunities for sanction 
enforcement’ program, aimed at (i) the reintegration of (former) prisoners and (ii) 
the collaboration between municipalities, health care and the other network 
partners in the justice domain. 

For the purpose of the plan evaluation, a norms and evaluation framework was developed, 
which was based on international literature concerning elements and mechanisms that 
demonstrably contribute to a reduction in recidivism. This overarching evaluation 
framework was used to evaluate the selected pilot projects as a whole. 
The pilot projects are not all studied and described separately, but as much as possible as a 
whole. The underlying question is therefore not 'what have the studied pilots separately 
yielded in terms of knowledge and insight?', but 'what have these types of pilots taught 
us?' This means that we look for similarities in the ways in which the pilots all try to achieve 
the same goal, namely promoting social reintegration and thus reducing recidivism among 
ex-prisoners. 
For the purpose of the research, several interviews were conducted with the project 
leaders of the studied pilots In total, some forty persons from all disciplines who are 
directly involved in the return of ex-prisoners were interviewed (online). The aim was to 
provide feedback to the project leaders on the information collected in the field, both to 
supplement and verify it. 
Below, we answer the research questions for the plan evaluation and process evaluation, 
respectively. We conclude the summary with a conclusion.  
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Plan evaluation 

a. Which (intermediate) goals are pursued with the reintegration projects in the 
context of the ‘Direction and opportunities for sanction enforcement’ program? 
The goals and intermediate goals that are pursued with the ‘Direction and opportunities 
for sanction enforcement’ pilots are relatively easy to formulate. All projects aim to reduce 
recidivism by providing assistance in getting or keeping the five basic conditions in order, 
namely work/income, housing, finances/debt, care and identity papers, also referred to as 
living conditions. Some projects clarify intermediate goals, namely stabilizing the life of 
the client and repairing detention damage. It means that the client is provided with the 
necessities in some or all of the five essential areas. 

b. With which (presumed) effective elements and mechanisms, and in what way is it 
intended to achieve the (intermediate) goals of research question a? 
To achieve the goals, the following means are used in various ways: guidance / supervision, 
treatment, use of the client’s own network, and promotion of (self-) insight and (self-) 
knowledge. 
We see that it is seldom made clear what exactly, for example, counselling should consist 
of. This is often left to the craftsmanship of the professional. Counselling may consist of 
the provision of necessities in the five essential areas or offering help and support to the 
client’s in order to learn to arrange this themselves. 
What treatment should entail is specified in half of the pilots. Within the framework of 
‘Direction and opportunities for sanction enforcement program’, this usually concerns the 
treatment of addiction and/or (serious) psychiatric problems. For the rest, treatments can 
of course also form part of the care provided. 
The use of the client’s own network is not so much an intervention, as it is part of an 
analysis of how professional, client and the (prosocial) network can together ensure that 
the client becomes stable (and/or self-reliant). This analysis is made in about half of the 
pilots and is always (implicitly) part of the councelling. When the analysis is made, the 
result is usually recorded in a plan. This plan is discussed with the client and agreed upon, 
with an explicit look at its feasibility and the required commitment and resources. This 
contributes to the fourth element: promoting (self-) insight and (self-) knowledge, and this 
is ultimately an (implicit) part of the counselling. 
The often implicit character of the use of resources to achieve the (intermediate) goals 
makes it difficult to answer this question more explicitly. 

c. Which contextual characteristics (preconditions, local context, practical operation) 
of the reintegration projects can be distinguished? 
The framework of standards from chapter two places active elements in four contexts: 
screening, analysis, organization and intervention. We see that about half of the pilots, in 
varying compositions, pay explicit attention to screening and analysis, seek to connect to 
the strengths of a client and pay attention to an effective working alliance. A minority pays 
explicit attention to general responsiveness, the majority to specific responsiveness, using 
client-specific interventions to try to connect to what a client is sensitive to and reacts to. 
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The pilots are very differently organised. We see large-scale projects with many parties 
involved and small-scale pilots in which (in principle) only one municipality and one 
penitentiary institution are involved. Characteristic of the smaller projects is that many 
organisational aspects are left to the craftsmanship of the professionals. 
In the abovementioned, we have seen active elements and their contexts. But to what 
extent can we also speak of a mechanism? The program logic of the pilots can be 
interpreted as a mechanism, in which active elements interact with each other. If we link 
this to the main target group (usually short-term prisoners, people who have to stay in 
prison for less than a month) and the moment of intervention (usually during and 
sometimes even before detention), we can conclude that the mechanism of the pilots is 
mainly aimed at maintaining the basic conditions for a prosocial, non-criminal life, rather 
than at recovery or harnessing it. In other words, it is primarily about preservation, and 
secondarily, if the former fails, about recovery. 

d. Which (intermediate) goals, effective elements and mechanisms and / or 
contextual characteristics of the projects can be seen as innovative, and why? 
Innovative aspects can only be found in the contextual factors.. The (intermediate) 
objectives of the pilots cannot be called new or innovative. The program logic of the pilots 
is very similar to the program logic of the ‘Terugdringen Recidive’ program. The active 
elements are not innovative either. Guidance, treatment, deployment of one’s own 
network and increasing (self-) insight and (self-) knowledge have been core responsibilities 
of the probation service, forensic careservice and / or municipality for decades.  
What is innovative, are the various target groups that some pilots focus on, ranging from 
`(ex) offenders with a mild intellectual disability and serious psychiatric problems’ to ‘short-
term self-reporters’.1 By targeting a specific target group, efforts and resources can be 
used efficiently and are purposefully deployed. It is also innovative that clients are visited 
during their detention, or sometimes even before that, to see what is necessary for proper 
reintegration. 
However, many pilot projects are very similar to the regular aftercare programs that have 
already existed for some time. They are then used to improve existing work processes. 

e. To what extent and how do the (intermediary) goals, effective elements and 
mechanisms and / or contextual characteristics form an interpretation / elaboration of 
the three lines of change: safe nearby, life course central and craftsmanship first? 
 
Safe nearby: The small scale of some pilot projects is striking. This ensures that 
organisational difficulties (which played tricks on the ‘Terugdringen Recidive’ program) can 
be resolved more easily and more quickly. Local partners (care providers, district teams, 
schools, employers, community organisations, neighbourhood initiatives, district police 
officers and housing corporations) are often involved, as described in the Whitepaper 
‘Koers en kansen’.  
 

 
 
1 Self-reporters are people who report themselves on a given date to the prison where they have been placed by the DJI. Short-term 
self reporters have a prison sentence of less than one year. 
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Life course central: The term ‘life course’ is mentioned in six of the ten pilot project plans. 
This does not mean that the other four projects do not care about the life course. After all, 
all pilot projects focus on the five basic conditions / life areas or on "an approach that, from 
a broader perspective, is aimed at the causes of and changes in criminal behaviour in order 
to prevent recidivism", as the Whitepaper puts it. This means that the client’s needs are 
examined together. What happens subsequently with this knowledge varies. In about half 
of the pilots, the intention is to draw up an action plan (in a physical document), and also in 
about half of the pilots the intention is to involve the delinquent’s own social network in 
the return to society. That the approach must also “do justice to the victim and the 
neighborhood where the perpetrator and / or victim live”, as stated in the Whitepaper, is 
nowhere to be found.  
Craftmanship first: The White Paper describes ‘craftsmanship first’, among other things, 
as "being able to give priority to other disciplines, jointly determining who should take the 
lead and making firm agreements about everyone's efforts, information exchange and 
evaluation." Here, too, we see that the pilots differ. We rarely come across "hard 
agreements". Rather, it is the opposite. However, that does not mean that craftsmanship 
would not come first. It's just not made that explicit. It also means that many professionals 
can use their professional space to get things done (in their eyes) to save an ex-convict 
from a relapse in crime. 

f. At a higher level of abstraction, what are the similarities and differences between 
the reintegration projects? 
The similarities between the pilot projects are mainly found in their program logic. In a 
more or less elaborated form, all projects assume that by limiting the damage of detention 
or by offering help on the five basic conditions, a stable living situation for the ex-prisoner 
can be obtained or maintained, so that he or she can better rehabilitate and reintegrate 
and is less likely to reoffend. 
The differences are found in the contextual factors, or the degree to which attention is paid 
to screening and analysising the offender and to the proper organisation of the 
intervention(s). It has also been described as starting at the front or at the back. If you start 
at the front, you first make a plan and implement it with guidance. If you start at the back, 
you immediately start with guidance and work your way through what needs to be done 
and what is feasible. 

a. To what extent is there, nationally or internationally, empirical support for the 
effectiveness of innovative elements and mechanisms in reintegration projects? 
For research question d we already established that there are not so many innovative 
elements or mechanisms to be found in the pilots. If we want to speak of innovations, we 
find them in contextual factors. The specificity of the various target groups of the pilots 
stood out. However, hardly any research is available into the effectiveness of interventions 
among specific target groups. 
A second innovative element was the early start of the intervention. Again, we found no 
empirical evidence for this. That is not to say that it would not work. It is clear that deficits 
in the five areas of life can only increase over time in detention, so early intervention 
makes sense. 
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b. Are there effective elements and mechanisms to be found in the literature on 
reintegration of (former) prisoners, that are not present in the projects and should 
possibly be included in them for better results? 
All effective elements and mechanisms, which we have included in a framework of norms 
(see chapter two), are reflected in the project plans. However, they do not appear in all 
project plans. In fact, there are only two project plans that pay attention to effective 
elements from both the Risk - Needs - Responsivity (RNR) model (see section . ) and the 
Good Lives (GL) model (see section . ) and to (the conditions for) an effective working 
alliance. 
It seems that projects can be ‘scaled up’ with effective elements from the norms 
framework that are not currently included. We say “it seems” because it is not clear in 
advance whether upscaling is always desirable and feasible. After all, this is related to 
motivation, manpower and resources, but also to the fact that certain elements may not 
be found in the plans but are actually applied in practice. There are clear indications that 
many aspects that are effective are not made explicit but are implicitly left to the 
craftmanship of the professional. In order to be able to scale up the projects, it is therefore 
necessary to delve into the existing work process and to consider and clearly explain what 
is already being done and what can still be done. 

Process evaluation 

a. How are the (intermediate) goals and the effectiveness of the elements and 
mechanisms measured? 
If we define effectiveness in terms of successful reintegration or reduction of recidivism, 
we find that this is not systematically registered. Successful reintegration is not 
operationalized in measurable elements. There are plans for measuring recidivism, but it is 
often still ‘too early’ to implement them. The caseload is generally kept up to date and in 
most cases, this also includes the interventions that have been carried out. In general, the 
efforts made are registered, but the results are not. 

b. What information must / can (still) be recorded to measure the results of the 
projects? 
None of the projects had a clear definition of ‘success’. The goal is often 'stabilisation', but 
that has many gradations, often with relapse. As a result, the intervention is often a 
process of upscaling and downscaling help, with no predetermined end goal. This 
immediately raises the question whether ‘the results of the projects’ can be measured. It is 
better to monitor the work processes and the caseload and to see whether ‘the right thing’ 
is being done, given what is known about effective elements. An effective working alliance, 
for example, is an important part of this, but its result is difficult to determine objectively. 
But it is good and necessary to define ‘success’, even if only in terms of the effort put into, 
for example, the five areas of life, in order to be able to make clear when a program can be 
labelled as successful. 
In addition, it is important to be able to show that the efforts are proportional to the 
potential gains to be achieved for society. And if then those efforts are being made on the 
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right people. These are people who pose a risk to society and / or to themselves, and who 
are respond well to the intervention(s). An assessment of this can easily be left to an 
experienced professional (as is currently the case), as long as it can be made clear that he 
or she has been given the space to actually form this assessment.  
 

a. To what extent did the reintegration projects get started? 
One of the projects examined was terminated prematurely. And one project has not yet 
been implemented. The remaining eight projects have started, networks have been 
formed, a change in mentality has taken place and work processes have been adjusted, but 
the caseload has remained lower than intended. This is largely due to the Covid-  
epidemic (there was a drying influx of clients), but sometimes also due to the lack of 
sufficiently clear administrative agreements, changes of project leaders and in a few cases 
due to long-term illness. 
Nevertheless, in all eight running projects, knowledge and experience has been gained 
with the new working methods, in which a plan is already drawn up with the client before 
or during the detention period for the period thereafter and an attempt is made to get that 
plan implemented. None of the pilots has yet been able to implement the new method in 
the existing structure. As a result, all pilots suffer from what is called the pilot paradox: 
internally a success, but difficult to scale up within the existing (financial) structure, the 
main cause of which is the failure to clearly define exactly what ‘successful processes’ are. 

b. Are the projects being carried out as intended? If not, why not? 
In essence, the projects are executed as intended. There are new working methods. 
However, implementation practice is constantly being adjusted. This usually means 
expansion: more care parties, more prisons, more municipalities, more types of 
interventions. The intent of the projects remains intact (namely making agreements with 
the prisoner at an early stage and implementing them); the organisation and 
implementation are actually constantly changing. It is an illusion to think that new working 
methods can be implemented in one go. These have to grow and slowly gain a foothold, as 
in an organic process. The pilots learn from each other and this study, too, wanted to 
contribute (through learning evaluation) to the optimization of the work processes. 

c. Are there bottlenecks, barriers or unforeseen (side) effects during the 
implementation of the projects? If yes, which? What changes / solutions are possible 
and / or made? 
 
We identify six bottlenecks. 
 

. Monitoring and outflow 
Monitoring takes place to a very varying degree. The caseload is usually known, but the 
progress and certainly the successful outflow much less. Hardly anyone can give a 
conclusive definition of a successful case. For some, success means providing a suitable 
home, but there is no further insight into the long-term effects of this. Another consciously 
avoids any definition: after all, the life-course approach can also mean lifelong control over 
(the need for) guidance and care, with constant scaling up and down. An attempt is usually 
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made to stabilize clients and to gradually let go, according to the judgment of the 
professional involved. 
 

. Direction 
Usually, the client's situation, the case, determines what happens. Customisation is the 
credo. Case management is the motto. Doing what is necessary and dividing the available 
time and resources across the caseload as best as possible. One person gets a house, 
another a car, yet another retains his/her benefits or day care, and so on. They work on 
establishing contact and trust and simply 'check' whether the client can 'indeed' provide for 
himself in his five areas of life. That is all well and good, but process management (taking 
the lead in the cooperation between the different partners, by, among other things, 
making clear agreements on the work process) is lacking in about half of the cases. 
Transparency about work processes is also lacking as a result. And that can have 
consequences for the future financing of projects. 
 

. Privacy and communication 
The Sentencing and Protection Act, which will come in to force in , should make it 
easier for a municipality or care services to visit detainees and share privacy-sensitive data. 
The idea is that detainees will more often give permission to share data as they become 
more responsible for their own return to society. Now only judicial officers have free access 
to detainees. If information is to be shared, they must ask for permission. That permission 
is often refused. Often because clients are unable to see exactly what their permission is 
being sought for. The communication between people ‘inside’ (prison employees) and 
‘outside’ (for example aftercare coordinators) is very variable. If people know each other, it 
is not a problem; then there is a call and things are arranged. But if it has to be done via the 
official channels, things can easily go wrong. Reports are not made on time, so that 
planned aftercare cannot be effectuated on time. This is especially the case in pre-trial 
detention, where the end date of the detention can change suddenly due to decisions of 
the examining judge. 
 

. Regional placement 
Sometimes prisoners are not placed in the prison in (or in the vicinity of) their place of 
residence / municipality, but elsewhere. Placements elsewhere are sometimes necessary 
due to lack of space or due to the fact that too many friends or family members from the 
same living environment end up in one detention facility and therefore may continue their 
criminal activities ‘inside’. 
However, placement far outside the municipality of residence can have far-reaching 
consequences. Detainees can often no longer be visited, unless at the expense of a lot of 
travel time, case managers cannot just be called because it is not clear who the relevant 
case manager is, reports go wrong; in short, (unintentional) arbitrariness arises with regard 
to assistance and care provided by the responsible municipality. Probation can ‘go inside’, 
but in principle that only makes sense if a probation period remains after the detention. 
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. Financing 
Changing work processes does not just happen. This requires a catalyst, someone who 
‘points things in the same direction’, as can be heard here and there: someone who 
lobbies, regulates, pioneers and finances. The ‘Direction and opportunities for sanction 
enforcement’ subsidies offered an excellent opportunity to set up, try out and refine 
innovative work processes without the hassle of funding. The costs of the project manager 
as well as (for example) the rent of a client's home that had to be paid for, comes from one 
and the same ‘source’. There are concerns about the period after the pilot. How will the 
project manager be paid later, is that still possible? But also, how should complex care be 
financed if a health insurer, the Social Support Act or the Long-term Care Act are 
inadequate or take (too) long to arrive? A problem that is anything but new (cf. Balogh & 
Moors, ), but is still topical. 
 

. Covid-  epidemic 
The Covid-  epidemic played a dominant role worldwide in the year of this study ( ). 
The measures that were taken in the Netherlands as a result affected all of the pilots. 
Some pilots were just getting up to speed when the first lockdown was announced in 
March . Some of the influx came to a complete standstill. Everywhere, the caseload 
was forced to be drastically reduced. The execution of many prison sentences was 
postponed. Detention facilities could mostly no longer be visited by ‘outsiders’, which is 
how municipal officials and health care professionals were suddenly seen again. Online 
facilities could not always be arranged and, moreover, often did not meet the 
requirements that most professionals set for themselves, namely being able to see 
someone, in the broadest sense of the word. As a result, there was much less contact with 
the detainees than was intended. 

d. Are there factors that promote the implementation of the projects? If so, which are 
they? 
The most important driver has without a doubt been the non-earmarked money. No 
‘shuffling with funds’ or difficulties with arranging money for simple material interventions 
or with arranging time-consuming ‘Wmo’ or ‘Wlz’ trajectories, but being able to do and 
experiment with what seems necessary. 
It also seems easier to make new, different work arrangements if it is ‘flagged’. The flag of 
the ‘Direction and opportunities for sanction enforcement’ program in this case and a 
ministry (the Ministry of Justice and Security) that supports it. This promotes benevolence 
and thus also the possibility to do things differently within well-defined structures (which 
we often find in prisons), with the ‘inside’ paying more attention to ‘outside’. In short, the 
fact that the projects were pilots, with all the associated benefits, worked well. At the 
same time, we see that implementing these pilots in the existing structures is still difficult, 
because too little attention has been paid to them in the design. They were busy bringing 
about a change in mentality and organizing the new work processes, and not yet with the 
subsequent phase. 
A second promoting factor is that within the unique 'experimental set-up' of the pilots, the 
professional space could be temporarily expanded quite easily. Because not every action 



        Samenvatting 

 
 

had to be explained or justified, it was possible to work relatively quick and innovatively. At 
the same time, this is also a pitfall, because it provides temporary ‘internal’ success, but it 
hinders lasting ‘external’ success, because it remains unclear how certain choices are 
made. 
A third stimulating factor, related to the first two, is enthusiasm and (joint) 
entrepreneurship among the professionals involved. In general, people have great 
confidence in the added value of the efforts made, without being hindered by what they 
perceive as ‘bureaucratic red tape’. 

a. To what extent are the first results developing in the direction of the (intermediate) 
goals pursued? 
If we assume that rectifying deficiencies in the five basic conditions  / life areas with ex-
prisoners contributes to their stability and self-reliance, and that this in turn contributes to 
successful reintegration and reduction of recidivism, then we can certainly say that the first 
results are in the direction of the pursued developmental objectives. After all, all pilots 
work on bringing or keeping the five basic conditions in order. In the scientific literature 
(see the plan evaluation, but also the sixth aftercare monitor of the WODC: Boschman et 
al., ; ), sufficient evidence can be found that having one or more of the five 
preconditions in order contributes to recidivism reduction. 
In addition, professionals are convinced of the usefulness and effectiveness of their efforts. 
This is important, because without that conviction, the chances that the results will 
develop in the direction of the pursued goals is of course slight. The professionals do what 
they think is necessary (“doing nothing is not an option”), and usually try to focus their 
efforts on those inmates they believe are most likely to succeed in stabilizing their lives. 
This (usually) means that there must be some motivation on the part of the client to 
receive the help he or she actually needs. 
But it also means that active cooperation can be expected from the client. It is not a one-
way street. We see this reflected in the interviewed detained clients. The people we spoke 
to showed that motivation and self-insight are important, but that they only have an effect 
in a positive interaction with the counselor or supervisor. The pilots have given many 
professionals the space to do just that. This with the tailwind of social trends that want to 
stimulate and support this own responsibility. 

b. Are there parts of the projects that are considered successful by those involved, or 
not? If yes, which? Why? 
Talking to clients with a multidisciplinary team early on - so during or even before 
detention - and making a Detention and Reintegration Plan (in any way it is called), is seen 
as successful. Two pilots deviate from this because the detention may have been served 
longer ago. For the rest, the projects cannot be so much divided into ‘parts’. It is precisely 
the domain-transcending, integrated approach in combination with customization that is 
seen as successful. 
 

c. To what extent is the project design and implementation sufficient to be able to 
achieve the set goals according to those involved? Are adjustments / improvements of 
the projects necessary / desirable? If yes, which? 
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The project plans are sufficient to achieve the set goals (see also the answer to question 
a). The biggest problem, however, seems to be the finite nature of the current funding, in 

combination with the fact that in the project plans no or insufficient thought has been 
given to continuation. 
By paying more attention to the efficiency of the projects, they have a greater chance of 
being continued. Thanks to the pilot subsidy, new working methods could be tested. By 
clarifying the costs in relation to what is considered to be 'successful' and making 
agreements on what is reasonable in accordance to that, future financing can be justified. 

d. To what extent do the reintegration projects address the problems of the target 
group and to what extent do they help to solve or prevent these problems? 
There is not really a single target group. It is precisely the diversity of target groups, and 
the attention to them, that seems to be a success factor. Think of people with a mild 
mental disability or serious psychiatric problems, homeless people, addicts, but also 
detainees, self-reporters and (very) short-term prisoners: all target groups that in the 
regular circuit fall between two stools in many situations, or do not become recognized a 
target group at all. The funds of the ‘Direction and opportunities for sanction enforcement’ 
program enabled the existing caseload to be expanded to include these target groups, 
simply by paying extra attention to them. 
Because customisation is provided in all pilots, attention is therefore also given to the 
specific problems of the clients. That is, if the problem is related to the five basic 
conditions. In some pilots, professionals do not give (equal) attention to all five basic 
conditions / life areas. In some others, they do. 

. On the basis of the insights from the answers to the abovementioned research 
questions, can possibilities be formulated for improvement of the projects, such as 
with regard to the (intermediate) goals and the effective elements and mechanisms, 
the guidance / intake, the implementation, the collaboration with (network) partners? 
By making efforts to get or keep the basic conditions in order for target groups of ex-
prisoners that are neglected within the regular circuit, it has become apparent that it is 
plausible that all current pilots studied here contribute to some extent to their stated goal: 
reduction of recidivism. From this point of view, there is not much need to change in the 
(intermediate) goals and effective elements. The best way in which this effort could and 
can be made has been a quest for all pilots and differs greatly from one pilot to another. No 
generic recommendations can therefore be formulated regarding guidance, 
implementation and cooperation. However, it is advisable to always keep a close eye on 
what a reasonable relationship is between costs and benefits, or what an intervention 
based on a basic condition / life area may cost under what conditions. It is important to 
define in advance when the intervention is successful. 
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. On the basis of the insights from the answers to the abovementioned research 
questions, have possibilities for continuation emerged, such as with regard to 
removing (structural) bottlenecks in practice, the extent to which methods can be 
scaled up, ways to disseminate to other municipalities, lessons learned (do's and 
don'ts) about the chosen project approach? 
The pilots have shown that structural bottlenecks in (regular) practice (such as neglecting 
the reintegration of certain groups of ex-prisoners) can be circumvented by a different way 
of working. 
However, what works within one context cannot simply be transferred to another context. 
The scale size in relation to the target group is important here. If the target group is ‘heavy’ 
(serious cases, multiple problems), then small-scale (‘short lines’) is desirable and therefore 
only a relatively small number of people can be helped. If the target group is 'light' 
(concrete, usually material interventions), a larger-scale approach is possible, but there is a 
risk that success factors (enthusiasm, entrepreneurship, the 'flag' under which they work, 
the ‘we-did-this-feeling') will be diluted and old, existing, regular structures regain the 
upper hand. It is therefore important to keep an eye on the scale. 
This study has shown that the pilots can be effective. In order to perpetuate them, it could 
be made more transparent what is seen as a ‘successful trajectory’ within the pilots. This 
allows them to translate their internal success into external success, with ‘the wind in the 
back’ of the current social tendencies to help the weakest people in society and show them 
their own responsibility in the process. 

Conclusion  
All in all, we conclude that all pilot projects studied within the framework of this evaluation 
are likely to potentially contribute to a reduction of recidivism among ex-prisoners. The 
projects are (mostly partly) in line with what is known about effective elements. 
There are innovative aspects to the way in which the effective elements are applied. In the 
first place, this applies to the specificity of the target groups targeted by the interventions. 
Secondly, the early nature of the interventions is innovative, with clients being followed 
and supported almost continuously or being approached before or during detention to 
make a plan for their reintegration.  
The process evaluation shows that many pilot projects had to search for the right working 
process. Moreover, the necessary cultural changes that should have promoted cooperation 
between municipalities, probation, the Custodial Institutions Agency (DJI) and the various 
care parties, seemed to have been greatly delayed by the prevailing Covid-  epidemic 
and, especially of course, the restrictive effects this had on meetings and the influx of 
clients. Inadequate information systems and the fact that regional placement is still far 
from being a standard did not help. 
Nevertheless, enthusiastic project leaders succeeded in bringing about a change in 
mentality, helping ex-prisoners who 'normally' risked falling between two stools to 
reintegrate. This is done in a variety of ways, from providing highly complex care for 
people with serious (multi-)problems to simply providing a tool to enable the client to keep 
their life 'on track'. 



        Samenvatting 

 
 

A pilot often means pioneering: finding out what works and why. Thanks to the 
unearmarked money from the subsidies of the program, there was plenty of room for this. 
At the same time, we see that this has also led to a number of important issues being 
neglected. For example, insufficient thought was given to the proper harmonisation of 
screening and analysis with the intervention and its organisation: getting a clear picture of 
what you should and can do, for whom. What you have to do (to reduce recidivism as much 
as possible) is described in the plan evaluation, and is also clear in the pilot projects 
(investing in the five areas of life). What exactly you can do differs from pilot to pilot and is 
determined by the (right) mentality and culture of the cooperation partners and the ability 
to organise what you have to do. Knowing what you can do for whom and how, means that 
you can also define when a project can be called a success. 
In the pilot projects, little or no attention was paid to defining success in advance. As a 
result, too little attention has been paid to the follow-up: who will take over the funding 
and under what conditions?  
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