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I n 2010 there remains a small group of people, spread
through every community in Britain, who ar e living
deeply chaotic lives. These individuals share our commu-

nities, our aspirations and our daily lives. Yet they are often
homeless, sleeping rough on our streets or serving short-term
prison sentences. Many are trapped in a spiral of dr ugs, men-
tal ill health and crime. All ar e ‘recycling’ between service
interventions without ever getting the coor dinated help they
need. And as the recession continues to bite, this disjointed
approach is costing an awful lot in terms of money and wast -
ed potential.

Since 1997 the Government has often claimed the high
ground in tackling exclusion. W e have witnessed the setting
up of the Social Exclusion Unit and Task Force, the creation
of a dedicated Social Exclusion Minister and direct prime
ministerial engagement. And ther e has indeed been some
considerable success in tackling wider social exclusion. Child
poverty has fallen, the number of people sleeping rough has
fallen dramatically , and public services across education,
health and social care have seen increases in funding and
impr oving r esults. 

But many people across the political spectrum will look at
this small yet highly visible gr oup of people who are 

INTRODUCTION: REAL LIVES

Tom Hampson and Oliver Hilbery

“I just want to be happy and feel part of this world, not an outsider.” 1
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routinely excluded and living chaotic lives and they will feel
that politics has failed. The public too ar e taking notice. As
new attitudes work for this pamphlet shows, far fr om being
hostile they remain optimistic about the hidden potential of
these individuals and for society’s r ole in helping them
achieve better lives. Many of the political and practical solu -
tions that can impr ove the lives of people facing multiple
needs and exclusions are now understood. Yet implementa-
tion r emains patchy, responsibility for action is often
offloaded and as a country we still seem unable to fully tack -
le the problem.

It is now time to build on our learning and to move for -
ward. We need a cross-party consensus for action and a mul-
tiple needs Green Paper early in the next parliament to set out
the government’s vision and appr oach.. Locally we must
accept the case for action and strengthen implementation of
the services that work. As Iain Duncan Smith, Hilary
Armstr ong and Alasdair Murray show in Chapters 2, 3 and 4,
the policies and ideas are there. This group of people can and
should be included in our vision of a just and fair society . 

“I would like to have a flat I can keep, be able to look out for
myself, something to do that help others and a life free of stress
and bad people.” 

Who? Chaotic lives that are costly to society
Individuals with multiple needs and exclusions ar e a small
subset of the two to three per cent of the population who suf-
fer from ’deep and persistent exclusion’.2 As well as facing
multiple needs – such as homelessness, substance abuse,
mental ill health and of fending – this group are also routine-
ly excluded fr om effective contact with the services they need
and tend to live chaotic lives that are costly to society.
National estimates, made difficult by a lack of data, converge

Hardest to Reach?
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on around 56,000 individuals at any one time, found mainly
in the homelessness or prison population. Locally, the picture
is much clearer. Individuals with multiple needs ar e often
very well-known to a wide range of local services – indeed in
many areas a handful of individuals ar e so ubiquitous that
they are known by name among local authority dir ectors,
health teams, the police and voluntary services.

What? Services that exclude
For those affected, facing multiple needs is just part of the
problem. The real difficulties arise when they try and seek
help fr om a range of services that are designed to deal with
one problem at a time. When that predictably fails to work,
they are excluded, or exclude themselves, as services and
agencies compete to avoid responsibility. The situation is
particularly dif ficult for individuals who have no ‘main’
need but a multitude of lower -level problems which togeth-
er are a serious cause for concern. 

“W ith some people if you’ve got either drugs or mental health prob-
lems they are willing to help you, but if you have both they’re like
‘oh they’ve brought on their mental health problems themselves.’”

“It’ s like one part doesn’t know what the other part’s doing. You can
talk to someone and then see somebody else the next time and they
don’t even know that you have actually spoke to somebody before.”

“People don’t know what it’s like unless they’ve actually done it
themselves. I mean I’ve been in situations where I wanted to give
up…and I didn’t know where to turn to. There was nobody there to
say ‘oh we can help you do this’or ‘we can help you do that’”

As a result, many individuals start to use expensive emer-
gency interventions – police, ambulances and A&E – as their
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first port of call rather than as a final r esort. Of course many
also fall into the one service that won’t exclude them – the
criminal justice system. Yet even here, or on release, they fail
to receive the coordinated help they need.

“I was going into prison, I was serving my time in there and then
I found myself being released and just going back into the commu-
nity and I’d be alright for a week or so and then I’d find myself start
drifting again, and not really knowing where to turn to.”

“No one is saying anything [about] where you can get help. You
have to go and look for it and I think there should be more aware-
ness in jail and when you get out of where the help is and where you
can get help.”

“There was one time where I actually went out and got myself arrest-
ed on purpose because I didn’t know what to do, where to turn to, so
I actually used the police, if you like, and custody, as somewhere to
go, someone to turn to and then using prison as somewhere to live,
as I had no other option, if you like, apart from being homeless, which
is, you know, something I didn’t really want to do.”

For the taxpayer, the financial costs can be shockingly high.
As David Halpern and Akash Paun show in Chapter 5, one
former dr ug addict and serial offender was estimated to have
cost government more than £400,000 over several years in
dir ect costs alone. This money is spent in a disconnected,
unplanned way and too often supports individuals to r emain
in dif ficult cir cumstances rather than move forward with
their lives.

How have we got here? Why do people – especially those
costing the taxpayer the most – often continue to fall between
the gaps? 



5

Introduction

Part of the answer is that both national policy and what
happens on the ground often fail to be joined up. On the one
hand, a range of different cultur es and systems operate
across Whitehall and amongst civil servants and policy mak -
ers, with budgets split across government departments, a
narrow focus on departmental concerns, little collective deci-
sion making and no clear ownership of the pr oblem.

Meanwhile at the local level, as outlined above, agencies
are often bad at communicating with each other and every-
one avoids responsibility. Inflexible cultur es, targets, budg-
ets, staff attitudes, strict eligibility criteria and a lack of suit -
able assessment lead to this group being ineffectively served.
Partly this is the fault of national policy drivers and a lack of
joined up commissioning, but local statutory partners and
the voluntary sector too must work har der to remove the
silos in their delivery – something that the Making Every
Adult Matter coalition is committed to achieving.

Towards the solutions
Fortunately a way forwar d is beginning to emerge. Both pol-
icy and practice have come a long way in recent years. 

In 2006 the Social Exclusion Task Force published Reaching
Out, an action plan on social exclusion. For the first time it
explicitly r ecognised adults with multiple needs and exclu -
sions, the barriers they face to service delivery and the gov-
ernment’s overarching vision of “public services that identi -
fy and persistently support people with chaotic lives and
multiple needs”.

This was followed in 2007 by PSA 16, the top level cross-
government target on social exclusion which has made head-
way around focusing local activity on people with complex
needs. Recently, too, a number of government strategies have
made specific mention of multiple needs and exclusions and
the solutions required. However, the issue of multiple needs
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and exclusions is still far fr om being uniformly r ecognised
across government and despite its good progress PSA16
focuses by definition on four gr oups of people who are
already well linked to services.

On the ground, we are now much clearer about what
works for this gr oup. The Adults Facing Chr onic Exclusion
(ACE) Programme, launched as part of the Reaching Out
action plan, above, has tested a range of service interventions
and taught us much about the key aspects of service delivery
required for this group. Often the solutions are simpler than
one might expect. We have learnt that multiple needs servic-
es can coordinate access to other services and provide the
‘consistent, trusted adult’ so often missing in people’s lives;
that they work best when they have full strategic and politi -
cal support in local areas; and that it is essential for ‘main-
stream’ services to be willing to ‘flex’ their eligibility criteria
or ‘go the extra mile’ to ensure that they respond for an indi -
vidual rather than shirking r esponsibility. These findings
have been echoed by other work in local areas over the years
in particular fr om Revolving Doors and specialist local mul -
tiple needs teams such as the Elmore Team in Oxford.
Individuals facing multiple needs often say that an interac -
tion with this kind of service is the first time they have felt lis -
tened to and valued for a long time: 

“There was also a referral system, or signposting if you like, where
they’d speak to me, see what was going on and then say ok I think
these people might [help]…and this was the first time that this had
actually happened to me. I started to feel a little bit valued, like
someone was actually listening to what was going on. I wasn’t
thinking I was going to end up homeless again.”
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“I was given a key worker, and I built up some really good rapport
with this lady... She started to come to appointments with me, come
to the council, help me fill out forms that I needed to, for the accom-
modation…So that started to work for me.”

“They’ve been absolutely brilliant actually, I was there yesterday. I
was speaking to my key worker and she’s helping me with my men-
tal problems, she’s helping with my drugs problems, she’s helping
me find some place to live and I’m working with another woman
from [the service] who is helping me to get back into work.”

“Fifteen years I was on-and-off taking heroin, been to jail several
times, I’ve spent most of my life in jail, suffering from mental prob-
lems…Finally I found [the service]…[now] I haven’t committed no
crimes. I’ve sorted a lot of my mental problems out; I don’t take
drugs anymore.”

“Their staff have listened to me and treated me as a human being
and not a machine that has broken down and needed repair. These
services have opened doors for me and given me good information
and support.”

Making it happen 
Yet even though the local solutions are perhaps relatively sim -
ple and policy across government is beginning to develop, there
remains a massive challenge and lack of implementation – part-
ly because local areas still struggle to recognise the benefits and
partly because government is yet to make it a political priority .

A stronger national focus on multiple needs and exclusions is
needed to encourage activity in local areas. This need not be pre-
scriptive about local delivery , nor does it need to define the
group from the ‘top down,’ but it should ensur e that every area
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has considered multiple needs and exclusions, knows who its
people are and has a plan in place to address their needs. 

In this time of economic constraint government must make
the case that any area ignoring this group is wasting its
resources, even if this can’t be seen in budget sheets, which
tend to only show parts of the pictur e. And if that is not enough
it can also point out how a focus on multiple needs and exclu-
sions will benefit a whole range of shared social policy objec-
tives, from ending rough sleeping to reducing reoffending.

The Making Every Adult Matter coalition is calling for the
next Government, of whatever composition, to lay out its
thinking on achieving this focus in a multiple needs Gr een
Paper early in the next parliament. 

Some may argue that there is a lack of political will – a hesi-
tancy to focus coherently on a group of people who are seen as
so marginalised. But as Peter Kellner outlines in the opening
chapter of this book, politicians should not be afraid of public
opinion on this issue. Voters are concerned about people with
multiple needs, they value their potential and can see the ben-
efits of intervening – both social and economic. They will not
stand in the way of action. 

It is time to be honest about the political and practical chal-
lenges and the good reasons for overcoming them. Helping this
group of people is key to social justice, public service reform
and many other policy ar eas. But getting it right will also be
good for British politics and ultimately good for everyone.

Footnotes
1 Thank are due to members of the Revolving Doors National Service

User Forum for all the quotes used in this chapter. See
http://www.revolving-doors.org.uk for more information. 

2 This figure is from Cabinet Office, 2007. Reaching Out: Progress on
Social Exclusion, p.5
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1. YES, IF...

Peter Kellner

Should we – society, taxpayers, government – do more to
help people with multiple needs? At a time when pr es-
sure on public spending is likely to be acute for some

years (whoever is in power at Westminster) can a case be
made for increasing support for those affected by a combina-
tion of pr oblems such as homelessness, mental ill-health,
offending, dr ug addiction and alcoholism?

Our new data suggests that the answer is “yes”; or, rather,
“yes, if”.  Most of the public believe that better services for
people with multiple needs can be regarded as a form of
investment: more coordinated services now would save later
on or help individuals contribute mor e to society.
Government interventions pr esented in this way would
receive good levels of public support.

First, we set out the meaning of ’multiple needs and exclu-
sions‘ and how men and women affected by them “often end
up sleeping rough or ‘r ecycling’ between prison and the com-
munity”. T wo-thir ds of the public say they are personally

While politicians have sometimes shied away from tackling the most
entrenched issues around people with multiple needs, new YouGov
polling – conducted for this pamphlet – shows that the public are very
concerned about this group and think government has a responsibil-
ity to make a difference. Politicians should stop being nervous of pub-
lic opinion – and embrace people’s desire for real change 
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Table 1: Public concern

Q: How concerned are you personally about the problems of such
people (with multiple needs and exclusions)?

21

47

68

24

4

28

4

Very concerned

Fairly concerned

TOTAL CONCERNED

Not very concerned

Not at all concerned

TOTAL NOT CONCERNED

Don’t know

Q: And how concerned do you think society generally should be
about the problems of such people?

37

48

85

9

2

11

4

Very concerned

Fairly concerned

TOTAL CONCERNED

Not very concerned

Not at all concerned

TOTAL NOT CONCERNED

Don’t know

Table 2: Society
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concerned about people with such problems. Perhaps a more
relevant number is the 21 per cent who say they are “very
concerned”: this is probably a better measure of real public
concern. So while it is not a majority passion there are signif-
icant levels of concern from the public for individuals in this
group.

When asked how concerned “society generally” should be,
the total saying “very” or “fairly” concerned jumps to 85 per
cent, with 37 per cent saying “very concerned” – again, a
minority but, this time, a rather lar ger minority .

So public concern exists, but it would still be r elatively easy
for any government to ignor e the issue and hope it will go
away, which, of course, it won’t. Suppose ministers and other
politicians took a long view and decided that for social and
economic reasons they must act. At a time when every penny
of public spending must be justified, could they persuade the
electorate of the case for giving a priority to the task of tack-
ling multiple needs? 

YouGov’s poll suggests that they could. While the public
are hardly clamouring for action (indeed, we usually find
that when they are asked to identify the main cause of
problems faced by the most marginalised, they blame a mix
of factors and sometimes the people themselves) it is also
clear they won’t stand in the way of change. They can see
what the benefits of action would be. Six out of ten electors
agree that if the government and local services did more to
help people with multiple needs and exclusions “the indi -
viduals would be able to contribute mor e to society”. By
more than six-to-one they outnumber those who say “I do
not think any benefits would r esult”. It is widely thought
that society would benefit in a number of other ways too:
the people themselves would be able to contribute more (58
per cent), fewer crimes would be committed (50 per cent),
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local communities would be str onger (32 per cent) and the
cycle of despair would be broken, with fewer people in
futur e facing multiple needs and exclusions (40 per cent).
These figures show a snapshot of public opinion as it cur-
rently stands – in the absence of any sustained local or
national government initiative to tackle these pr oblems.
Were such an initiative to be launched, the numbers antici-
pating a positive impact would be expected to rise.

It is inter esting that ‘futur e contribution’ tops the table of
perceived benefits of action, for we know that this is also
what often drives sympathy towar ds this group. Previous

Table 3: Results

Q: If the Government and local services did more to help people
with multiple needs and exclusions which, if any, of the following
benefits do you think would result? (Please tick all that apply.)

The individuals would be able to contribute more to society

Fewer crimes would be committed

The government would save money in the future

It would reduce the number of people facing multiple
needs and exclusions in the future

It would be fairer on those people more likely to suffer
from multiple needs and exclusions

Local communities would be stronger

Other

Not applicable - I do not think any benefits would result

Don't know

58

50

41

40

35

32

1

9

11
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work by YouGov for the Fabian Society found that a belief
that those receiving help would go on to contribute mor e to
society in the futur e was the single biggest factor in influenc-
ing support for welfar e. It was a much more powerful driver
of attitudes to welfar e than beliefs about how people got into

Table 4: Sympathy

Q: Which, if any, do you think would make you MORE sympathetic
towards their situation? (Please tick all the examples below that
would make you MORE sympathetic.)

If they had looked for help and not found it

If they were motivated to improve their situation

If they had poor mental wellbeing

If they had suffered abuse in childhood

If they could not rely on friends or family

If they faced significant barriers to employment

If the difficulties they faced were similar to the difficulties
faced by other people you know

That if they were dependent on drugs or alcohol it was
because of other issues in their lives

That if they committed crime it was because of other issues
in their lives

Not applicable - none of these would make me more 
sympathetic towards their situation

Don't know

63

58

54

47

37

33

21

16

11

8

8
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dif ficulties in the first place. People can be prepared to for-
give past behaviour if someone is genuinely trying now . 

And key her e was an individual’s intentions; not how
much they could put back into society , but that they wer e
prepared to try. 

So it’s no surprise the factors that our latest polling finds
most effective for incr easing sympathy towards those with
multiple needs are beliefs that the person is ‘motivated to
impr ove their situation’ or concr ete demonstration of good
intentions (‘if they had looked for help and not found it’).
Demonstrating that those receiving help are taking it in good
faith and showing that people do go on to contribute to soci -
ety in whatever way they find possible can ther efore be a
powerful driver of public support for assistance.

There is also a strong view that government and local serv -
ices currently have a disjointed appr oach for this group and
that a stronger focus would help impr ove situations for peo-
ple with multiple needs and exclusions (T ables 6 and 7). 

Overall, it is clear that voters are far more likely to welcome
than resist any plans to address multiple needs and exclu-
sions more ambitiously.

Table 5: Contribution

Q: Which of these statements comes closest to your view?

If people with multiple needs and exclusions are given
help to improve their lives, they will be able to contribute

much more to society in the future

People with multiple needs and exclusions – even when
given help – will always end up back in the same situation

eventually

Don’t know

59

26

15
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Table 6: Disjointed government

Q: From what you know, do you think...

Government and local services have a disjointed service
response for people with multiple needs and exclusions

Government and local services already work fairly well
together to provide a service for people with multiple needs

and exclusions

Don’t know

66

15

19

Table 7: Stronger focus

If government and local services had a stronger focus on people
with multiple needs and exclusions and worked better for them, do
you think...?

It would help improve the situation of this group

It wouldn't make any difference to the situation of this group

Don’t know

63

21

16

Table 8: Politicians

Q: Do you think...?

Politicians can make a difference to the lives of people with
multiple needs and exclusions 

There is not much that politicians can do to change the
lives of people with multiple needs and exclusions

Don’t know

52

34

14

15
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A s Chairman of the Centre for Social Justice I have
spent a great deal of time visiting voluntary sector
projects that work with individuals who have lived

their lives at the very mar gins of society. I have spoken
with addicts who have spent years cycling between life on
the streets and in prison, committing crime to fund their
habit. I have visited homeless projects whose clients have
suffered mental and physical health problems, both cause
and consequence of years of alcohol and drug abuse. These
are often people who grew up in chaotic and dysfunction -
al families, who fell out of the education system at an early
age and who, ultimately , felt entir ely rejected by society. 

It was to champion the plight of those facing such pr o-
found needs that I founded the Centr e for Social Justice.
The CSJ exists, quite simply, to put social justice at the
heart of British politics. W e seek to understand the drivers

2. MULTIPLE SOLUTIONS

Iain Duncan Smith

If we are to truly transform the lives of people experiencing multiple
needs and exclusions then a radically different model is needed; for
too long this group has been left behind. We must start seeing people
as individuals and, rather than delivering services in silos, take a
holistic approach to addressing their often complex needs.
Sustainable reform demands a preventative, evidence-led approach
with truly multi-agency working. 
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behind poverty and social exclusion and to r ecommend
effective policy solutions to them. 

Over the past decades, social breakdown has become
increasingly entrenched in our most deprived communi -
ties. Whilst the Government has been focused on poverty
as a whole, it has all but ignored those living in severe,
often persistent, poverty. The arbitrary poverty line – at 60
per cent of median income – has created a perverse target:
there may be fewer people living in poverty now than in
1997, but our analysis of poverty trends revealed more peo-
ple living in severe poverty.

1
Despite billions of pounds of

investment in government initiatives such as the New
Deals, Sure Start, NOMs and drug treatment programmes,
the lives of the very poorest in society have not improved.
An incoming government must r ectify this.

For too long the approach to poverty and social exclusion
has been economic, but poverty is far more than just the
absence of money. The CSJ has identified five key path-
ways to poverty – family br eakdown, economic dependen-
cy, educational failur e, addiction and personal indebted-
ness – and it is on these drivers that we must concentrate
more of our efforts. 

Crucially , where one driver is present, more often than
not so too are the others. Debt, for example, is a key driver
of family br eakdown and family br eakdown can lead to
failed education which in turn can significantly r educe that
child’s futur e employment pr ospects, increasing their like-
lihood of of fending and taking dr ugs.

It is therefore vital that politicians and policy-makers
recognise that any attempt to tackle poverty must be multi-
faceted, something which has too often been missing.
Implementing policies to addr ess any one of the pathways
in isolation will only ever have limited impact. The life of
an individual facing multiple needs and exclusions will
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only be sustainablytransformed with a holistic appr oach:
unlike government departments and their attitudes to
social issues, people do not live their lives in silos.

I believe that with a much mor e comprehensive
approach, and one which looks at not just the programmes
being deliver ed but the processes and structur es within
which delivery occurs, we r eally can bring those at the
margins into the mainstr eam of society. Below is a five
point appr oach for doing just that.

First, both national and local government should be
doing much mor e to prevent
negative outcomes in the
first place. For the majority
of homeless, addicted and
offending adults their pr ob-
lems did not start in adult -
hood – the risk factors were
evident much earlier .
Ar ound half of all prisoners ran away fr om home as a
child, almost a thir d were in local authority car e, half were
excluded from school and two thir ds have a numeracy
level below that of an 11 year old child. 2 Similarly , up to a
thir d of rough sleepers were in care,3 40 per cent of home-
less young women were sexually abused as children4 and
family conflict is the main immediate cause of homeless-
ness for at least two thirds of homeless young people.5 We
also know that substance abuse correlates strongly with the
experience of family breakdown and dysfunction amongst
young people.6

In short, we know that gr owing up in a chaotic and frac -
tur ed family envir onment is a key risk factor for futur e
problems. It can condition the infant brain curtailing its
development and r educing the child’s life chances. Surely
it would be better to get ahead of the curve and strengthen

If we are to transform the
lives of those with multiple
needs then a truly joined-up
approach is needed. 
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families rather than constantly trying to pick up the pieces
after they have ceased to function? 

The CSJ has looked extensively at the issue of early inter-
vention – taking into account the most r ecent neuroscientif-
ic evidence – and we have made a number of key policy
recommendations. These include enhancing the role of
health visitors, building on Sur e Start Children’s Centres to
create Family Hubs and rolling out pr oven intensive early
intervention pr ogrammes such as the Nurse Family
Partnership (NFP).7 A comprehensive evaluation of the
American NFP revealed significant benefits, ranging fr om
a 79 per cent reduction in child maltr eatment to an 81 per
cent decline in convictions amongst adolescents.8 These
results speak for themselves. This is too important an issue
to allow party politics to get in the way . I encourage politi -
cians to follow the example that Graham Allen and I have
set in co-authoring the report Early Interventionand work
together to see this much needed agenda implemented.

Second, if we are to transform the lives of those with
multiple needs then a tr uly joined-up appr oach is needed.
Instead of funding individual departments to deliver pr o-
grammes, funding should be attached to the delivery of
policies which ar e cross-departmental. This would r equire
buy-in fr om all relevant Secretaries of State via a co-ordi -
nating body.9 A similarly cr oss-departmental approach
should be adopted at a local level. All pr ogrammes to do
this should be overseen and coordinated by someone at
cabinet level. 

At a local level, much mor e effective sharing of data is
needed. In our Gangs report we identified the failur e of
local agencies to highlight young people exhibiting risk
factors until much too late, and r ecommended a new multi-
agency model to overcome this.10 The principle is the same
for adults with multiple needs, and a similarly multi-
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agency model – one in which all relevant agencies, includ-
ing local authorities, PCTs, police, housing and voluntary
groups come together – should be applied. 

Thir d, to maximise the effectiveness of this multi-agency
approach local authorities should make use of the key
worker model. As has been demonstrated in many of the
Family Intervention Pr ojects, providing a single point of
reference for vulnerable and often chaotic individuals can
be highly effective, and is less likely to mean people falling
through cross-agency gaps. 

Fourth, worklessness is
one of the key drivers of
poverty and is both cause
and consequence of issues
such as addiction, offending
and homelessness. The pro-
hibitively high participation
and marginal tax rates cur-
rently embedded in the ben-
efits system mean that, for many low income individuals,
work simply does not pay . Rather than helping people out
of poverty , the benefits system now has the perverse effect
of trapping people in persistent unemployment. W e should
be encouraging people to make the transition into work,
ensuring there are no barriers in the way of taking up work
and – once they are there – using the voluntary sector, sup-
porting people to stay in work. 

Our r eport Dynamic Benefitsused dynamic modelling to
produce a comprehensive blueprint for r eforming the ben-
efits system. This includes reducing effective tax rates by
intr oducing one single withdrawal rate of 55 per cent
(some groups currently lose up to 90 pence in every addi-
tional £1 earned), increasing the earnings disregard and
simplifying the system. 11 Work is socially and financially

A socially and economic-
ally strong society is not one
in which an entire section is
left behind.
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beneficial and is linked to better physical and mental
health, we need a benefits system that reflects this.

Finally, national and local government should only be
commissioning pr ogrammes that work. The curr ent eco-
nomic climate makes this imperative, but r ecession or no
we should not be spending taxpayers’ money on inef fective
initiatives: the human as well as the financial cost to socie-
ty is unacceptable. I have commissioned the CSJ to create a
social return on investment (SROI) model for government.
The private sector assesses the return on investment for
dif ferent programmes aimed at achieving the same goals
and uses the data to determine which programmes are
adopted – government should do the same. Indeed, in the
US, Washington Institute for Public Policy has been using
an SROI model for years to determine how taxpayers’
money is spent. We need a similar body in Britain to eval -
uate the impact of dif ferent programmes and ascertain
their social and financial value. Not all addiction pr o-
grammes, for example, or offender rehabilitation pr o-
grammes are equal; far from it. Taxpayers deserve to know
that their money is delivering r eal results, and those for
which the money is being spent deserve a programme
which will actually deliver life change.

For more than a decade government has been focused on
alleviating poverty amongst those just below an arbitrary
poverty thr eshold, this cannot continue. An incoming gov -
ernment must turn its attentions towar ds those who have
been left to languish at the very margins of society, those in
severe poverty. I believe that the reforms described above
would transform the lives of society’s most damaged indi -
viduals. But if doing the right thing is not r eason enough
for politicians, then let them r emember that a socially and
economically strong society is not one in which an entire
section is left behind. The reforms detailed above will
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require political courage, but failur e to demonstrate such
courage is not just a wasted opportunity , it is an abdication
of responsibility . Britain needs action now. 

Multiple Solutions
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I n 21st century Britain, what can we do to change the life
chances of the most vulnerable of our society? These are
the people who end up in accident and emergency, or a

police cell, who are likely to be in and out of custody, who
may have an alcohol or drug addiction, and may well have
little or no contact with their families.

When I was Social Exclusion Minister in the Cabinet
Office, we took another look at people with multiple needs
and it was clear that they were often only accessing services
in emergencies (the most expensive way), that no one had
overall r esponsibility for working with such vulnerable
adults, and that we spent a lot of money without significant -
ly impr oving the lives of the people concerned. We set up
twelve pilots ar ound the country called the Adults Facing
Chronic Exclusion pilots to see what could work mor e effec-
tively for this gr oup, but also focused other work on early
intervention, to try to make sur e that fewer people end up in
similar situations. Since I left government I have had the
privilege of working in the North East with The Cyr enians –

Services to help people with multiple needs and exclusions exist,
but only in limited geographical areas. How can government build
on its learning so far and expand the provision of services focused
on helping those most in need?

3. ON THE GROUND

Hilary Armstrong
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Is Equality Fair?

an organisation which works with the most excluded and
vulnerable in many dif ferent ways. The Cyrenians have con-
ducted one of the Adults Facing Chr onic Exclusion (ACE)
pilots which is now being mainstr eamed in Newcastle. The
service works with chr onically excluded individuals who
are not accessing existing services or who are deemed to be
inappr opriate for existing pr ovision, often because of com-
plex needs, and uses day and night outreach to seek out
excluded individuals. 

The unique feature of this pilot is that all the pr oject work-
ers are ex-service users who experienced chronic exclusion in
the past. These are the people with whom the tar get group
are most likely to engage, and they can be excellent role mod-
els. They have proved to be knowledgeable and passionate
about the many indefinable barriers to accessing services,
and they have empathy and insight into how to make con -
tacts and initiate change. This is not an easy model, and The
Cyrenians have had to keep a close eye on management and
support for these workers. The Newcastle service helps indi-
viduals with multiple needs access specialist services, either
by bringing these services directly to the excluded individu -
als, or by accompanying them to appointments to ensure that
they actually attend, to advocate for them and jointly with
these services to promote the best outcome for the individual
clients. So the project has helped individuals to significantly
impr ove levels of engagement and inclusion but it has also
had a wider effect, by influencing how local services are
deliver ed so that they are better coordinated around the per-
son in need, rather than operating within the rigid frame -
works and eligibility criteria that so often act as barriers for
those with chaotic lifestyles.

Another pr oject where the Cyrenians work with the most
vulnerable is the GAP project, which provides individual
outreach and group support for women in Newcastle who
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are involved in sex work or ar e sexually exploited. The
women have a wide spectrum of personal, social and eco-
nomic needs which means that access to mainstream servic-
es presents real challenges for them. Again, what the
Cyrenians call ‘assertive outreach’ is used to contact women
wherever they feel comfortable, and they are frequently
accompanied to appointments. The workers also try to pr o-
vide alternative life experiences for the women, and have
included sport and gym sessions with a personal trainer , cre-
ative writing, art, horse-riding and film making. Ther e's also
a weekly drop-in, r un and
organised by some of the
women themselves. 

Evaluation shows raised
self esteem and a growing
recognition among the
women that they do have
choices in their lives. 

Taking this work forwar d
What can we learn from this
and other work, and what ar e
the implications for pr ogressive government? Clearly if we
really want to tackle multiple needs, we cannot simply r ely
on those who are deeply excluded having the same formal
rights as everyone else. Simply developing universal servic-
es does not, of itself, tackle inequality. The most vulnerable
have complex needs, and expecting them to conform to the
means by which mainstream services have traditionally been
offered, does not work. So what then should be doing?

Firstly, services really do have to be reconfigured to ensure
that they respond to the needs of the individual. We have
been talking about personalisation and personal budgets for
some time, but this is just part of the issue. It is also clear that
there have to be more holistic ways of engaging and working

The unique feature of this
pilot is that all the project
workers are ex-service users
who experienced chronic
exclusion in the past.
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with individuals, something that services often find incr edi-
bly dif ficult to do. That is wher e using the voluntary sector
becomes even more important. It is in the voluntary sector
that we see the flexibility and sensitivity to work in this mor e
holistic way. Many of the ACE pilots are based, in different
ways, around the pr ovision of a ‘consistent, trusted adult’ to
help first engage and then guide service users to the help
they need. The key to success in such services is often the
quality of the r elationship that is developed between worker
and service user. This requires true professionalism that has
a large element of empathy. The successful projects also
recognise the level of support that staff will need, particular -
ly if the workfor ce is to include previous service users.

Secondly, it is clear that such holistic services will only
work well if ther e is also a corresponding cultural shift acr oss
all other local services and agencies – statutory and volun-
tary. Holistic services like those described above in
Newcastle rely on a wide range of mainstream partners to
provide many of the interventions that individuals ar e being
helped to access. All these partners must recognise the role
that they have to play in tackling multiple needs, r educe bar-
riers to accessing the services they provide, ‘flex’ their eligi -
bility criteria and pr ovide a more personalised approach
within their own individual specialisms.

All this means that commissioners are going to need to
work in much mor e sensitive ways, where they agree across
services on the outcomes they are looking for, and then offer
contracts on that basis. If those contracts are over-prescrip-
tive on pr ocess, they will be expensive and probably unsuc-
cessful. It also means that we have to be more trusting of the
voluntary sector dir ectly delivering services, and not just see
them as peripheral. Central government must also play a role
in helping local commissioners to see the value of working in
this way. 
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Making it happen
The work on multiple needs to date is pr oviding clear evi -
dence that the life chances of the most vulnerable who have
complex needs can be transformed. Meeting a group of peo-
ple with very complex needs last week, that was the most fre-
quently used wor d - transformation - whether they wer e
talking about their ability to contr ol their addiction, their
self-harm, their lack of self control and anger, their relation-
ship with their family . 

We need to build on what we know works, widen its
implementation acr oss areas and ensure that central gov-
ernment has a clear focus on helping this group. There are
hard lessons for us about public service reform, commis-
sioning and how we work with individuals and we have a
long way to go. But if we r emain focused, it is clear that
much can be achieved. 
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4. COST-EFFECTIVE, LOCAL AND PERSONAL

Alasdair Murray

Since taking office in 1997, the Labour Government has
made tackling social exclusion one of its key priorities.
Alongside its anti-poverty tar gets, it has sought to try

and tackle some of the most entrenched forms of social exclu-
sion through public service agreements (PSAs) and the sup-
port of specialist cross-departmental bodies, like the Social
Exclusion Unit. 

However , this process has so far met with mixed success.
By definition, the most socially excluded gr oups are the hard-
est to reach. These groups of people tend to have an array of
complex needs, including substance abuse and mental health
problems alongside periods of homelessness and regular
brushes with prison and the pr obation system. They are the
least able to engage effectively with services. They may
require special provision, such as supported accommodation
which is in short supply in many ar eas. Some are reluctant to
change their lifestyle and resist support. A few are abusive or
violent.

There is mounting evidence that the Government’s well-
intentioned policies ar e still failing to help those with the

Government efforts to reach people with the most complex needs have
failed because they have missed people out, with many falling
between the gaps or failing to engage with services. Aliberal
approach to helping adults with multiple needs must be more efficient
and bespoke.
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most complex needs. This has led to calls from groups, such
as the Making Every Adult Matter (MEAM) coalition of char -
ities, for the next Government to focus more closely on those
who fall outside curr ent policies. 

This short essay argues that four key principles should
inform the next Government’s appr oach to dealing with the
most intractable social exclusion problems. 

First, government must impr ove its data on this group and
its ability to measur e progress.

Second, policy must be focused on achieving long term
savings, by effective intervention to solve r oot causes – rather
than constant and repeated spending on symptoms.
Governments find such long term accounting dif ficult in nor -
mal economic conditions but with the pr essing need to
reduce overall spending accepted by all political parties, this
becomes even more essential.

Thir d, government needs to build on local service delivery.
Local service providers are by far the best placed to define
precisely who is most in need of support and to work close-
ly with the user to determine what help would be most ef fec-
tive. The Government is moving in this dir ection: the Total
Place Initiative seeks to analyse the impact of all forms of
public expenditur e in a specific area, and should help to
make spending more targeted and effective. However, the
danger remains that the next Government will pay lip serv -
ice to localism while keeping a close grip on the reins.

Finally, service provision must become more personal. It
should be obvious that individuals who face an array of
overlapping and complex pr oblems will need specially tai -
lored services. However, too often users complain they still
face impersonal and inappropriate service delivery.
Government should explor e the possibility of giving service
users greater control over the budget strings.
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Data: what gets measured gets done
In 2007, the Government introduced Public Service
Agr eement 16 which was designed to tackle social exclusion
among the most vulnerable adults. It sought to get the vari -
ous agencies that are active in this field working together to
increase the proportion of the most excluded in settled
accommodation and in work, education or training. The
Government chose to focus on four main groups: adult
offenders under probation supervision; adults with moder -
ate or worse learning dif ficulties; care leavers at the age of 19;
and adults in contact with secondary mental health services.

Given the short period that
the PSAhas been in place, it is
dif ficult to assess what differ-
ence has been made to out-
comes, although the scale of
the problem is now apparent.
The most recent data, pub-
lished in February 2010,
shows that the number of
people in contact with sec-
ondary mental health services and on the Care Programme
Appr oach who are in ‘settled accommodation’ stood at 21.5
per cent, while employment rates stood at just 3.4 per cent.1

The figures are better for those cases where there is full infor -
mation: 60 per cent and 11 per cent respectively. Meanwhile,
in 2008 the Government found that at the end of their license
period, 77 per cent of offenders are in settled and suitable
accommodation and 37 per cent of offenders are in employ-
ment.2

Even if we accept their accuracy, these figures indicate the
scale of the task for these groups.  However, service

The danger is that the next
Government will naturally
seek to cut that which is most
politically expedient. 
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providers closest to excluded people, believe that PSA16 is
failing to r each those who most need help. 

There are three reasons for this. First, government has cho-
sen to focus on groups it can relatively easily define and
measure. This means that many individuals are simply
missed. For example, an individual could have needs in a
number of areas, which combined create a major challenge,
but individually do not meet the thr eshold for intervention. 

Second, an individual could be known to all the r elevant
services but not identified as a PSAclient. This points to the
need for service providers with command of the full case
history to define needs based on broader guidelines than
those covered by the PSA 16, as suggested by the MEAM
coalition. 3

Thir d, those with the most complex needs are often reluc-
tant to engage with services. While this may be choice –
drug addiction keeps many fr om seeking help - stigma,
perceived discrimination and low motivation ar e also
important factors. 

As outlined elsewher e in this pamphlet, the Making Every
Adult Matter coalition has sought to make a r ough estimate
of how many people have multiple needs including those
missing from the Government’s current definition. In total
there are around 140,000 people in prison or homeless. Of
these an estimated 40 per cent face multiple problems. There
are thus 56,000 people across the country that have multiple
needs and face exclusion. This might be an understatement,
however, as other groups, like sex workers, may not be cap-
tured in these figures. 

The next Government should expand the definition of the
most excluded, while passing more powers to intervene
simultaneously. It must then greatly impr ove the quality of
data available. 
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Long term savings: the challenge of austerity
Mor e accurate data will, of course, be vital to making the
wider economic and social case for making better use of
resources directed to the people who are the most difficult to
reach. This will be even more essential in a context of public
spending austerity, which looks set to dominate the next
Parliament no matter which party forms the Government.

It is often the case that ‘Cinderella’ services such as mental
health are easy targets for cuts during periods of fiscal con-
solidations. The danger is that the next Government will nat -
urally seek to cut that which is most politically expedient.
The repeated attempts of the main political parties to ring
fence certain budgets only further incr eases the likelihood
that less politically sensitive services will face the axe. 

It is vital that the case for continued investment in services
for those with multiple needs is made. This r equires work
clearly outlining the longer term costs to economy and socie-
ty of sticking with the status quo, which far outweigh the
spending necessary to provide effective services now. There
is already evidence that effective drug treatment and home-
lessness services reduce public spending in the medium
term. Drug users cost the Government more than £10,000 a
year but every £1 spent on drug treatment saves a minimum
of £9.50 in associated health and crime costs.4

The danger is that even if services for those with multiple
needs are not directly targeted for cuts, they will suf fer in any
case as the Government makes a series of small ‘salami’ cuts
across the board. Gus O’Donnell, the cabinet secretary, has sug-
gested a useful alternative: establish ‘single issue’ budgets for
cross-departmental spending areas such as social exclusion. It
would ensur e the Government would need to assess the over-
all impact of any spending r eduction. It may also lead to fur -
ther efficiencies by preventing people repeatedly ‘recycling’
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through dif ferent parts of the criminal justice, dr ug treatment,
homelessness and mental health support. 

The next Government should take the challenge of reducing
the fiscal deficit as an opportunity to ask mor e profound ques-
tions about what it should and should not be funding and how
money best reaches its intended targets. By any measure, it
must remain a priority to pr ovide suitable funding for those
who are most excluded and face the hardest challenges in life.
And in the medium term ef fective action now should yield sav -
ings in the futur e.

Local solutions
In many areas, the number of people with multiple needs will
be relatively small. It is vital that these people are defined as
locally as possible, although within the br oad parameters set by
national government in consultation with services users and
providers fr om across the country.

Services also need to be delivered as locally as possible and
make better use of the diversity of state and non-state organi-
sations already working ar ound social exclusion. This is in line
with the tr end in policy, as all the main parties are committed
to some form of localism and greater diversity of pr ovision.
Here, the Government’s Total Place Initiative (TPI) pr ovides a
useful way forwar d. The TPI requires all the various funding
agencies to consider how they could better co-ordinate their
funding str eams in a particular area. Six out of the 13 pilot areas
for the project have considered some aspect of social exclusion.

Personalised services
It is also vital that policymakers at all levels of government seek
to accelerate the trend towards more personalised and user-led
services. To be effective, services must be shaped by users, offer
choice, avoid exclusions and build trust and confidence. 



There is good evidence that users respond well to incr eased
choice and responsibility. For example, the US ‘Housing First’
project seeks to get those with multiple needs into settled
accommodation in mixed communities befor e completing
other treatment.5 Choice is an important element of the pro-
gramme – users are able to decide on the apartment, furnish-
ing, and the location and times of contact with support work -
ers. From the outset, users are treated as capable of remaining
stably housed despite their mental health and/or dr ug prob-
lems. The Housing First project in New York has recorded an
80 per cent retention rate over a two year period.

However, it is not yet the
case that all UK services are
tailoring pr ovision to the
needs of the individual. In par -
ticular, studies show that those
with multiple needs face par -
ticular pr oblems with the
inflexibility of the benefits sys -
tem and Job Centre Plus. One
survey found that participants
with multiple needs experienced the Job Centre Plus to be
“inef ficient, impersonal and felt it often cr eated barriers and
exacerbated problems”.6

To make services truly personal, people with multiple
needs should be able to interact with one ‘lead’ provider.
Service users are clear they need to be seen regularly by one
person who can help guide them thr ough the system based
on a single case history and not have to start from scratch in
every new service. This opens up the possibility of “pr ovid -
ing structured, focused support which enables people to set
goals gives structure to their lives and helps them develop
problem solving skills”. 7
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It is vital that the case for
continued investment in
services for those with multi-
ple needs is made. 
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The Government has sought to establish support and clear
guidelines for lead pr ofessionals.8 These people take on respon-
sibility for guiding people thr ough the many dif ferent elements
of the system. Leads include personal managers for those leav-
ing care, offender managers for those in the probation system
and care co-ordinators for mental health service users.

However, research has found a number of limitations to this
system.9 Lead professionals are often unaware of their own
position. Many have heavy case loads which limit the time they
can spend on services outside their specialism, and they some-
times lack the experience to ensure clients can find suitable
accommodation. For their part, clients are sometimes unaware
of who is acting as the lead professional. Lead professionals are
also often unaware of PSA16 and there is little evidence that
they have adapted practices in light of it. 

Instead of the current system, which imposes a default lead
person who works at the first service the person uses, the lead
professional should be independent of other key agencies. This
would ensur e they could offer impartial advice and champion
the individual acr oss the range of services. 

The lead professional should also have access to a single
budget for the service user enabling them to help make
informed decisions about the best use of funds. This reform
would r equire central government to remove barriers between
dif ferent social exclusion budgets. It would open up the possi-
bility of allowing users gr eater control over their budget and a
move towards ‘self-directed’ care. This practice is now wide-
spread in some of the services that those with multiple needs
access. For example, mental health services users and those
with learning disabilities alr eady have control of parts of their
budgets. The evidence to date is that, carefully managed, this
can lead to improved outcomes and cost savings. It also offers
an opportunity to work with the user to develop vital skills
such as financial management, which are often lacking.
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Conclusion – drawing in the hard to reach
The next Government has the opportunity to build on the work
done over the last decade and create a policy approach that
successfully engages with the hardest to reach in society. The
looming spending constraints should not be an excuse for inac-
tion. By any definition, helping those with multiple needs is a
key function of public spending and should not be thr eatened
by the current rethink about the role and scope of the state –
however needed this is. Nor should public sector austerity pr e-
clude further r eform towar ds creating a flexible, responsible
and personalised service structure for those with multiple
needs. Such reform should bring savings. A cost-effective, local
and personal approach offers real hope for those individuals
facing the challenge of multiple needs.

Cost-Effective, Local and Personal

39

Footnotes
1 http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/social_exclusion_task_force/psa/indi-

cators_data.aspx
2 http://www.hmg.gov.uk/linkuplinkin/home -job/offenders -

probation.aspx
3 MEAM, ‘A four point manifesto for tackling multiple needs and exclu-

sions’, September 2009
4 Godfrey et al, ‘Economic analysis of costs and consequences of the

treatment of drug misuse’, Journal of Addiction 99 (6), 2004.
5 I Atherton and C McNaughton Nicholls, ‘Housing First as a means of

addressing multiple needs and homelessness’, European Journal of
Homelessness, Vol 2, December 2008.

6 Braithwaite, T., ‘Multiple needs: service users’ perspectives’, Revolving
Doors Agency, September 2009.

7 Braithwaite, T., ‘Multiple needs: service users’ perspectives’, Revolving
Doors Agency, September 2009.

8 Cabinet Office, ‘ Taking the lead: supporting the lead professional in
tackling social exclusion’, December 2009.

9 DCLG, ‘PSA16 (socially excluded adults) qualitative research on set-
tled accommodation, March 2010.



Hardest to Reach?

40



41

5. HOW TO JOIN UP GO VERNMENT

David Halpern and Akash P aun

A s one moved between the various departments it was
obvious that, thr ough the salaries of policemen, proba-
tion of ficers, social workers and so on, we were spending

a fortune on a relatively focused section of the population... there
had to be a more imaginative and effective way to use these
resources.”1

This quote could have been from yesterday. In fact it refers to a
meeting of Permanent Secretaries – the heads of Whitehall
departments – held in 1993. It’s a sobering thought that, in many
ways, little has changed. But we have made some progress. In
particular , we have gained important insights into what drives
exclusion and what works to get people out of it.

Political context
In the mid-1990’s Peter Lilley raised the issue of government
spending substantial sums on the same disadvantaged individu -
als in separate and ineffective silos. But it was the 1997 Labour
administration who made it a central focus. It was the subject of

For at least fifteen years, policy-makers have talked of the chal-
lenge of joining up government – ensuring that different arms of
the state are acting in a co-ordinated, intelligent fashion. After a
decade and a half of attempts to join up, government still strug-
gles to work across boundaries. The results of this can be seen in
the chaotic lives of people with multiple needs and exclusions,
but there are many lessons to draw too.

”
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Blair ’s first major speech in government, and a new Social
Exclusion Unit was created in the Cabinet Office.2 Blair returned
to the issue in 2006, reconstituting the Social Exclusion Task
Force back into the Cabinet Office and handing the Cabinet
Secretary – the head of the Civil Service – his only Public Service
Agreement: social exclusion (PSA16).3

The Conservative Party has also retained, or perhaps redis-
covered, its interest in exclusion, arguing that pr oblems such
as family breakdown, welfar e dependence, debt and addiction
create “an ever-growing under class” excluded from main-
stream society.4

While government can claim to have made some progress
over the past decade in reducing problems such as child pover-
ty and the number of adults with no qualifications, 5 a critique
levelled at government (not least by itself) 6 is that it has not suc-
ceeded in tackling the “persistent and deep-seated exclusion of
a small minority”. 7 Adults with multiple needs ar e particularly
likely to be ‘left behind’ as the complexity of their pr oblems
leave them prone to ‘falling into the gaps’ between dif ferent
support agencies, and to ‘bouncing around the system’, access-
ing dif ferent services in an often ‘chaotic’ and expensive way.
Such individuals can come to be seen as “everyone’s problem
but no one’s particular r esponsibility”. 8

The scale of the problem
The Cabinet Office in 2007 estimated that 2 to 3 per cent of the
population suf fer from “deep and persistent exclusion”. 9 The
Making Every Adult Matter (MEAM) coalition has used a
subset of this population in its definition of multiple needs
and exclusions, focusing on individuals who ar e “routinely
excluded from effective contact with the services they need”
and “tend to live chaotic lives that ar e costly to society”. As
outlined earlier in this pamphlet, MEAM estimates that ther e
are about 56,000 people fitting this definition in the prison and
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homeless populations alone.10 This figur e excludes other high-
cost, high-need people such as those living chaotic lifestyles in
social and rented housing. 

At the local level, adults with multiple pr oblems are often
well-known to services, councils and often to the public too,
typically numbering ar ound 100-300 in a Local Authority ar ea.
Some areas have developed their own identification tools, such
as the New Directions Team partnership in South London,
whose shared assessment uses a range of behavioural indica-
tors to assess whether particular individuals ar e suitable for
referral to a programme of
focused intervention. 11

Other information comes
from data collected under PSA
16. According to the latest
reported data, there has been
impr ovement on the indicators
measuring accommodation
rates for care leavers and ex-
prisoners in probation (though
with wide variation acr oss the country),12 but stagnating or dete-
riorating rates of employment and education levels for these two
groups.13 For the other four indicators, r elating to adults with
learning disabilities and mental health pr oblems, there is uncer-
tainty about pr ogress due to concerns with data quality. 

The fiscal context: opportunity or threat?
Individuals with multiple needs and exclusions incur high costs
for government thr ough repetitive use of public services, a
reliance on expensive emergency interventions (such as A&E),
criminal justice r esponses, and welfare payments.

Individual case studies illustrate the high costs of multiple
needs and exclusions. A simple estimate of direct annual expen-
ditur e on an ‘average’ adult with multiple needs in 2006 was

It is possible to identify
those at high risk of multiple
problems in adulthood from
relatively early in childhood.
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around £23,000.14 In many cases, it can be far more. For example,
one former drug addict and serial offender was estimated to
have cost government in excess of £400,000 over several years in
dir ect costs alone (not counting social costs of crime and anti-
social behaviour).15, 16

On one hand, the need for government to cut the deficit
should create a sharper focus on the high and often duplicated
spend on adults with multiple needs. However , their relatively
small numbers (including as voters), and the tendency of silo-
based services to protect their core functions and cut collabora-
tive and pr eventative measures in times of financial pressure are
cause for real concern.

What works? 
The 2006 social exclusion strategy showed that it was possible to
identify those at high risk of multiple pr oblems in adulthood
from relatively early in childhood. For example, the 5 per cent
most ‘at-risk’ 10-year-olds were found to be around 100 times
more likely to be suffering fr om ten or more problems at the age
of 30 than the 50 per cent of 10-year-olds at the lower end of the
risk scale. The strategy identified a number of well-evidenced
interventions for the early and teenage years, suggesting the pos-
sibility of long-term pr evention, but it was much less confident
about what works for adults. 

Recently, the results for 12 pilot adult interventions have been
released (see box). The results are very encouraging and despite
the dif fering appr oaches of each pilot, suggest very similar con-
clusions. The majority of pilots led to marked impr ovements in
the adults’ life as a whole. Substantial cost savings resulted, such
as big reductions in the use of expensive emergency medical care
and police call-outs. And ther e was a simple common thread in
the successful pilots – the introduction of a consistent trusted
adult – and at a relatively modest cost of around £10-20 per hour.17

Government should now seek to build on the learning fr om these
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pilots to support futur e policy development and further imple -
mentation of similar schemes.

Removing the barriers to joined-up working 
While over 80 per cent of senior civil servants in a recent Institute
for Government survey believed Whitehall had made significant
impr ovements in joining-up over the past five years, nearly 60
per cent believed that government remained a long way from
where it should be in this regard.18 National appr oaches to
address joining-up have included: joint strategies, specialist units,
cross-cutting Ministers, cross-cutting targets such as those in PSA
16, and valuing collaboration in pr omotions and Capability
Reviews. However, ownership of the multiple needs issue across
government remains unclear and fragmented.

Fragmentation in Whitehall can also cascade down to the local
level with detrimental ef fect.19 Frontline practitioners r eport that
multi-agency working is hamper ed by factors including:

• Dif fering and sometimes contradictory tar get regimes;
• Silo-like commissioning str uctures that do not focus on

multiple needs;
• Restricted budgetary flexibility and dif ficulty in seeing cost

efficiencies across separate budgets.

Added to this ar e the issues faced by all agencies in local areas of
cultur e, funding, staffing and the day-to-day challenges of work -
ing with a complex client gr oup, Attempts to addr ess local join-
ing up have included the encouragement of multi-agency work -
ing thr ough the revamped Local Area Agreement framework,
strengthening the ‘place leadership’ role of Local Strategic
Partnerships, and a reduced plethora of central targets. Assessing
areas as a whole, such as via the new Comprehensive Area
Assessments, are also an important part of the story.
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At the individual level, the key ingr edient for making change
happen seems to be a lead practitioner – a trusted consistent per-
son who comes to understand the individual in a r ounded way,
cares about them, and gets them the help that they need.

In many areas this kind of practical coordination is much need-
ed. As one recent study of poor families in Sheffield showed,
there often remains a bewildering complexity of dif ferent teams
and services, constrained by local, regional and national targets
and reporting to dif ferent central departments, the local Jobcentre
Plus and the government regional office.20 Too regularly, coordi-
nation between local agencies remains poor and no-one in the
area has a strategic oversight for people with multiple needs and
exclusions.

Many have concluded that the weak link is money . Budgets
split into discr ete pots for specialist agencies at both national and
local level, especially when reinforced by separate accountability
agencies, make silos hard to break. As one interviewee com-
plained “If you split money and governance like that you almost
neuter the project before it starts, it proves very difficult to do and
you are almost doing it on good will.” This suggests a r ole for
dedicated budgets for cross-cutting priorities (eg with ‘joint key’
arrangements for release). The pooling of budgets at a local level,
as being explored in the Total Place initiative is also promising.
Interestingly, the results of the adult pilots suggest that, at the
individual level, complete pooling of r esources into individual
budgets may not be necessary to get better outcomes, though
some cash to help with tailored solutions can be helpful. 

Conclusion
The new Government formed after May 2010, whichever party or
parties it comprises, will be under gr eat pressure to bring the fis-
cal deficit down. Ther e is a real danger that the strong silo-based
character of British government, from Whitehall to the fr ont line,
will lead to innovative and cr oss-cutting programs for adults with



multiple pr oblems being cut in order to protect conventional
mainstream services. Those working to improve the lives of these
adults will need to buttr ess their moral and compassionate argu-
ments with r obust cost-benefit analyses. In this respect, the recent
and positive results of the ACE pilots are likely to be critical.
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Adults facing Chronic Exclusion (ACE) Pilot Projects
In 2006 the Government launched a set of pilot projects,
with 12 local areas given funding totalling £6m to trial and
evaluate innovative methods of impr oving outcomes for
adults with complex needs. 21 Sponsored by four govern -
ment departments,22 the ACE pilots have focussed on three
main areas:

• “System change – simplifying the complexities asso-
ciated with several statutory services working collab -
oratively (e.g. housing, social care, benefits, health
and criminal justice system) to offer co-ordinated
support to someone with multiple needs.

• T ransition points – helping people to negotiate dif fi -
cult times in their lives such as leaving prison, leav-
ing care and fleeing domestic violence.

• System navigation – Offering practical help to people
to access several services at one time.”23

Preliminary (unpublished) findings of the ACE pilot pr oj-
ects suggest that a relatively low investment of ar ound £50
per month per client led to behavioural changes that deliv -
ered cash benefits. For instance, clients of the projects were
found to have reduced their use of expensive emergency
treatments and instead doubled their use of GPvisits at a
tenth of the cost.  More data is due to be published shortly.
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