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Criminal rehabilitation has long been studied over the years with many models theorised to improve recidivism rates. However, this review will focus on the risk-need-responsivity model. Polaschek (2012) conducted an appraisal of the risk-need-responsivity (RNR) model which addresses key aspects of the model. The RNR model is used to identify causes of criminal behaviour and uses principles to help reduce offender’s commitment to criminal activities. Polaschek (2012)’s article gives an overview of the RNR model in detail explaining the background as to why the RNR model was developed, the article then describes the context of the RNR model to the rehabilitation of offenders. Following this Polascheck (2012) addresses and validates the RNR model by examining the strengths and the weaknesses of the model. Polschek (2012) article stipulates the importance of the RNR model against the weaknesses of the model therefore, the article concludes the model may have some weakness and needs further research however, the basis and principles of the model are valid and have been successful whilst implemented as a rehabilitation technique.

The model was theorised by Canadian psychologists who helped to change the existing process of offender rehabilitation (Polschek, 2012). The RNR model was officially published by Andrews & Bonta (1994). Research conducted by Looman & Abracen (2013) examine the revised RNR model by Andrews & Bonta (2010) instead of using the older model by Andrews & Bonta (1994). The current article mostly examines the older version of the model however, the article briefly explains the recent version further within the article (Polschek, 2012). This may cause inaccurate examinations of the model due to sociatal changes since the model was theorised. Previously there was no model in place for offender rehabilitation that addressed the issues of criminal behaviour, and techniques that help offenders to not reoffend (Polschek, 2012). The article has a strong statement on this which portrays previous theories to only address treatments for rehabilitation and not the criminal behaviour to understand why they offend. Other research supports this statement, a meta-analysis of offender treatments from the 60s till the RNR model suggest, although there are issues with treatments and the recidivism rate and not all treatments work, some treatments are successful for example high effect treatments, cognitive behavioural methods have helped to lower the recidivism rate by around 20%. Although this shows some success, the meta-analysis suggests there were no frameworks in place to help reduce reoffending until the RNR model was theorized in the 90s (Hollin, 2002). Since then the RNR model has gained in popularity and is used internationally, although the article suggests the model has little impact internationally (Polschek, 2012). However, there is little research to compare this statement with the article, Polschek (2012) should consider analysis of more articles regarding the statement, which will give more of an accurate statement. Detailing the background of the RNR model helps the reader to understand why the RNR model was theorized and the importance of the model then and today, this is done succinctly in the introduction of article (Polschek, 2012). Other research by Looman & Abracen (2013) were also detailing the RNR model succinctly however, the article describes the model simply and effectively which helps engage readers less knowledgeable with psychological terms.  The RNR model has had extensive research examining the validity of the model however, Polschek (2012) has provided insight into the RNR model in more detail, enabling future research to understand the difficulties within the RNR model at present, which will help progress the RNR model further and may lower offender recidivism rates. Other research that provides good insight into future research with the RNR model was created by Taxman, Thanner & Weisburd (2006) the research suggests future research is needed to examine the factors that help to identify the most suited populations for successful offender rehabilitation. 
There are three core principles of the RNR model which help to reduce recidivism rates, the core principles are risk, need and responsivity (Polschek, 2012). Risk states high risk criminals should be targeted more than low risk criminals, Need suggests criminal’s attributes should be addressed to help lower reoffending and recidivism is the intervention. After assessing the risk and need an intervention will be chosen for the individual criminal (Polschek, 2012). This is a greatly succinct breakdown of the principles of the RNR model the description is simple and brief, effective for all readers to understand the RNR model, portraying how and why the RNR model is used. However, recent research does not give a detailed description on the principles of the model, this should always be explained to show the reader what the framework of the RNR model does (Pattavina & Taxman, 2013). There are a number of other principles within the RNR model which was acknowledged within the article therefore, the article effectively provides enough detail for the reader to understand the whole of the theory behind the RNR model in depth (Polschek, 2012). However, there is previous literature which supports the articles acknowledgments of other principles which include respect for the person, provide a normative context, the model is based on empirical evidence, importance, legitimacy, clinical and organisational principles (Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Andrews, Bonta & Wormth, 2011). Polschek (2012) states the RNR model has developed over time and it has been adapted with empirical research to improve the model’s principles and has gained clarity in the literature which provides a great understanding for the model. Previous research supports the statement by Polschek although, the research may be dated the relevance is important and confirms the RNR model has developed and improved over time (Hollin, 2006).
Furthermore, Polschek (2012) analysed the strengths of the RNR model and provided detailed descriptions of the strengths. The article states the RNR model is effective in deciding which therapies may help individuals to reduce their chance of reoffending. Other research by Ward, Melser & Yates (2007) states the use of the RNR model has lowered recidivism rates across the globe which in turn provides safer communities. This finding by Ward, Melser & Yates (2007) support Polschek (2012)’s statement, which shows the article has validity and improves the notion that the RNR model is effective in offender rehabilitation. The article states there are cognitive behavioural principles are used within the RNR model to unify the theory and treatments (Polschek, 2012). However, previous research suggests there are implications with the model due to the RNR model being mostly theory based although, previous literature was conducted prior to the revised version of the RNR model (Ward, Mesler & Yates, 2007). Recent research suggests the revised version of the RNR model improves unity between theory and practice (Pattavina & Taxman, 2013). The article uses historic research which has provided evidence of the validity of the original RNR model by Andrews & Bonta (1994). Due to this the article may use dated information with which may not consider the societal changes throughout the years. However, using historic research may provide the article with background information and classical experiments which could improve the validity or understanding of the article (Polschek, 2012). Previous research by Taxman, Thanner and Weisburd (2006) created their own experiment to examine whether the RNR model improves recidivism rate with crime and substance misuse, in certain populations where crime is more prevalent. To conduct the experiment the Wisconsin risk tool was used which is a version of the RNR model. The findings of the experiment showed the Wisconsin risk tool was successful in reducing the correlation between crime and substance misuse (Taxman, Thanner and Weisburd, 2006). Although this experiment is fairly recent the experiment is prevalent in the appraisal of the RNR model, therefore, supports the notion that historic or classical experiments could still be considered in recent research, which will provide a varied and valid statement with improving understanding of the RNR model. Polschek (2012) also uses recent research which was found to have a varied outlook on the RNR model, some research suggests the RNR model as not vary affective with criminals in today’s society, whereas majority of recent research suggests the RNR model is effective in improving the recidivism rates (Polschek, 2012). Supporting this notion research by Gordon & Wong (2010) shows that the RNR model is effective in understanding the causes of criminal behaviour and finding the right treatment for the offenders which improves recidivism rates. 
[bookmark: _Hlk530172680]The next section of the article analyses the weaknesses of the RNR model. However, within the article the abbreviation for Psychology of Criminal Conduct (PCC) is not made clear, and the abbreviation PCC (Polschek, 2012) is used within this section of the article without being stated previously. Due to this the reader may become confused and unclear as to what the article may be discussing, future research should consider the use of abbreviations and making sure the abbreviation is clearly stated to hinder confusion. Within the weaknesses the article discusses PCC more than the RNR model. The PCC is a book Andrew & Bonta (1994) created which theorised the RNR model. Throughout the article the RNR model was mentioned alone, using the PCC towards the end of the article can create confusion as to what the article is analysing either the PCC book or the RNR model (Polschek, 2012). Future research should consider using either PCC or the RNR model and referencing one. Furthermore, the article stipulates the responsivity principle of the RNR model has had the least research conducted compared to the other principles Polschek (2012) states the lack of research could result in important consequences although the responsivity is the most effective and humane principle. Recent experiment conducted by Makarios, Lovins, Myer & Latessa (2017) addressed this issue. Although the research is regarding sex offenders and not general offenders, the research can still be applied to general offenders in accordance with other research on general offenders. The research assessed the RNR model with a correctional program checklist (CPC) in sex offender’s community centres. Focused on all the core principles of the RNR model. The study found the RNR model positively correlated with the CPC which shows RNR model to reduce recidivism rates. The article by Polschek shows there is also little research on the priority risk factors, this may hinder the positive effects the RNR model has on recidivism rates. The importance of risk factors in recidivism is high, understanding each risk factor can improve the treatment available for the offenders to assist the offenders re-offending rates (Polschek, 2012). Recent study conducted by Olson, Stalans & Escobar (2015) examines the differences between male and female inmates risk factors. This was done to understand the differing risk factors between genders, which gives insight to the possibility of many risk factors that are different for different genders. The findings of the experiment show previous imprisonment, time imprisoned and specific crime histories had differing gender specific risk factors for overall recidivism. Marital status, ethnicity and age had differing gender specific risk factors with violent crimes. The research indicates that specific genders will have differing risk factors for certain crimes. The research shows there is need for more research with the risk factors of the RNR model, the experiment also supports Polschek (2012) statement. The article has provided clear directions and examples as to how to improve the RNR model and uses previous research to validate the statements. 
Previously the RNR model was theorized in 1994 by Andrews & Bonta, the translation of the RNR model to practice could have been misunderstood or misapplied, Polschek suggests it is open for debate on whether or not theorists are to blame for the misunderstanding or misapplying of their work (Polschek, 2012). This statement made via the article shows no evidence to which extent the theory was misunderstood or misapplied, to validate this statement evidence should be noted in here detailing why there is debate. However, the theorist of the RNR model had acknowledge there was little clarity with the model, there are suggestions of the lack of clarity effecting the criticisms the model had received previously (Andrews, Bonta & Wormth, 2011). Displaying the notions Andrews, Bonta & Wormth (2011) had regarding the RNR model does improve the validity of the previous statement that there is a lack of clarity within the theory of the RNR model. Polaschek (2012) suggests future therapists and policy makers may have inaccurate assessment of the RNR model and could be reluctant to use the model or have problems translating the model to practice. This statement by Polschek (2012) is backed up with evidence which shows the importance of the therapists to understand the model. Polschek (2012) also suggests using simple and clear book covers have empirically been found to improve persons likelihood to read and understand a book. This statement is also backed up with empirical research by (Song & Schwartz, 2008, 2009) which adds to the validity of clear and accessible languages improves the understanding and use of the RNR model. Future research should consider using more accessible language regarding the RNR model which will improve the use of the RNR model.
The article has a large conclusion addressing each topic separately and then one main conclusion at the end (Poleschek, 2012). This can become confusing for readers to understand the overall view of the article, more emphasis should be used on creating a valid and succinct conclusion to assist readers with understanding whether the RNR model is effective on lowering recidivism rates. Similar research used a smaller more succinct conclusion, creating a simple scenario for readers to understand (Hollin, 2002). Throughout the conclusion there are new references which helps to validate the points within the conclusion. Hollin (2002) does not use new research when displaying the points of the conclusions. Polschek (2012) concludes that the RNR is one of the most popular methods of improving offender rehabilitation and lowering recidivism rates. Similarly, Pattivina & Taxman (2013) supports the articles conclusion. Polschek (2012) also states there are numerous experiments and research regarding the RNR model past and present. However, more research is needed regarding the risk factors and responsivity principle of the RNR model. Recent research addresses these conclusions however, recent research is slightly limited with regards to these topics therefore, more research is needed (Makarios, Lovins, Myer & Latessa, 2017; Olson, Stalans & Escobar, 2015). 
The article may have some flaws with the structure and lack of evidence in places however, the article addresses key points in the effect of RNR model on offender rehabilitation and recidivism rates. The article is a good article and gives detailed descriptions with every point made, the article used evidence to back up majority of the statements. The language used is easy to understand although mishaps have occurred for example the abbreviation. Even though there are slight issues with the article the overall argument regarding the RNR model is most prevalent. The RNR model should continue to be used to help lower the recidivism rate of re-offending. Future research should address the flaws in the article and aim to improve with more evidence and research should look at the principles of the RNR model individually, to gain an equal understanding of each principle alone. 
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