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Abstract

This paper reviews secondary sourced literature in relation to education within a prison context with a focus on the reduction of recidivism rates. Education is a proven reducer of recidivism with many studies corroborating this statement. It is important to amplify the findings from this, and similar studies, as to encourage the US Government to inject significantly more funding and resources into education within the prison sector. This study looks at various sub-categories, each having relevant issues for discussion, whilst making recommendations as to how to better utilise education in this context.  Additionally, this study looks at the history of education within the penal system to show an understanding of how this has changed (within the United States) throughout the last 150 years. This study seeks to answer the question: Does recidivism correlate with education provision when focussing on prisons based in the USA? It is hoped that this study will allow for a greater understanding of education provision in the US penal system with hopes of further development of provisions in the future.
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Definitions
· Recidivism – ‘The reversion of an individual to criminal behaviour after he or she has been convicted of a prior offence, sentenced and (presumably) corrected’ (Maltz, 2001. P. 1)

· Restorative Justice - bringing ‘those harmed by crime or conflict and those responsible for the harm into communication, enabling everyone affected by a particular incident to play a part in repairing the harm and finding a positive way forward’ (RJC, 2019).

1.0 Introduction 
For the purpose of clarity, it is important to point out that in a prison-based context, education is essentially more than schooling and academia. When referring to education, this project is making reference to any programme offered in the prison environment that allows for learning whether this be academic learning, vocational training, group therapy or rehabilitation programmes.
Prisons are not somewhere people generally wish to go to, however, there is a great need for them. Over 9 million violent and property crimes were reported in the United States of America (USA) in 2017 (FBI, 2018). Prisons, as we know them today, were first introduced in the USA in the eighteenth century during an evolutionary period where corporal punishment was phased out in favour of imprisonment (Barnes, 1921). The first notable appearance of academic education and vocational training within the US prison system was in 1798 at Walnut Street Jail (DePuy, 1951). This would go on to have some success in reducing recidivism and brought about a new outlook on prison life and what can be accomplished when incarcerated.
Prison, at its core, is a place that houses people who cannot be trusted within society for a pre-determined amount of time, as a form of punishment for breaking the law. In an ideal world, when the prisoner is then released, they shall return to their lives as reformed people who have learnt to understand the consequences of their criminal behaviour and as such, commit no further crimes. This, however, is not the case as recidivism rates in the US are extremely high with an average of over 75% of released prisoners being re-arrested within 5 years of their release (Enns, 2016).

The US houses a large number of incarcerated people, especially when compared to other countries (ICPR, 2016). US prisons currently house the most prisoners in the world with over 2 Million people incarcerated as of 2016. The ICPR (2016) list shows China to be the second leading country for prisoner population, though they have 400,000 less prisoners than the US. The population of America is around 5 times smaller than that of China (Lutz et al, 2017), however, the US prison population is around 20% higher. This underlines how important reform is, not only for the prisoners, but for the country as a whole. 

1.1 – Aim

The aim of this project is to identify any correlation between education within the prison system and recidivism rates, identifying whether education is a more effective way of facilitating rehabilitation than imprisonment alone. 
1.2 – Objectives 

This project will attempt to clarify whether certain demographics within the prison system are more or less likely to re-offend when exposed to education and if socio-economic status affects this. Thought will be given to both the positive and negative outcomes of education in this context to determine whether education truly aids in reform.  
Prisoners can be extremely vulnerable when they are introduced back into society on their release. Post release outcomes vary from prisoner to prisoner and this project will attempt to determine what part, if any, education plays in this and how, if at all, this transition can be made smoother.
This project intends to provide an overall definition of education within the US prison system whilst identifying recidivism statistics to bring together a comprehensive comparison of findings relating to the aforementioned aim. These findings will be evaluated and critically analysed to allow for recommendations to be made as to how education within the prison system can be evolved to greatly weaken the likelihood of re-offending within the US prison population.
The rationale behind this project is to provide an understanding of how educating prisoners can result in reduced recidivism rates allowing for a better society with reduced crime. The research used within this project is combined through various pieces of appropriate secondary research in the form of online sources, literature and statistical evidence.

2.0 – Literature Review
2.1 – Education in prison

Education is a basic human right, something which every person should be entitled to. Article 26 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UN, 1948, p, 7) states ‘Technical and professional education shall be made generally available and higher education shall be equally accessible to all on the basis of merit’. This declaration speaks of education being accessible on the basis of merit, though this term can be subjective. There are those who believe that prisoners do not deserve to be educated, mainly due to their lack of understanding as to how this will positively benefit the economy and make the community a safer place (Zoukis, 2014). The general public tends to direct most of their animosity towards the funding aspect of the prisoner’s education.  The bone of contention for many is that the funding is provided free of charge and there is a feeling that the provision of this funding is taken away from law-abiding citizens when the truth is that it is not (Robinson & English-Smith, 2019).

In order for recidivism rates to decline there has to be change. Recidivism is a bi-correlational concept that is affected not only by the actions of the justice system but also that of the prisoners. Although prisons are necessary to punish those who have committed crimes, one of the ideal outcomes for someone who is, or has been, incarcerated is the rehabilitation of their criminal behaviours. (Rubin, 2001). The most common form of rehabilitation within US prisons is education, in both the form of skill–based vocational opportunities and academic education (Rubin, 2001). 

There is a large discrepancy in the average number of people with a high school diploma when comparing prisoners to the general public, with over 41% of prisoners lacking this qualification compared to just over 18% of the general public (Harlow, 2003). These figures can be further broken down by sub-categories such as gender and race (See Appendix A). Studies have found that an extra year in education reduces arrest rates by as much as 11% and that if 10% more students were to graduate from high school, the arrest rates would fall by 9%. Unfortunately, prisoners currently incarcerated would not benefit from this (as they would have already left high school), however, for that exact reason prisoners should be given as much educational help as possible whilst incarcerated so that they are able to make up for these inequitable figures.

Studies on how education can aid in the reduction of recidivism have amassed a greater understanding as to how educational practises can alter behavioural outcomes. Ehrlich (1975) concluded that though education does not directly correlate with the opportunity to commit a crime, it does allow for a mental bias against crime due to the probability of punishment. As this mental bias comes from the education a person receives, educated prisoners would, in theory, have the opportunity to develop this and choose against committing a crime. There are some cases where this is not the case, high IQ criminals do exist with both academic and creative genius, using their education and ability to learn in order to become better at their respective illegal activities (Oleson, 2016). Although prisoners come from varied educational backgrounds, it is important to note that the majority of them have lower literacy rates than the general public, so the aforementioned occurrence is rare. (Davies et al, 2010).


Studies have shown the positive correlation between education provision and recidivism. Jenkins, Steurer and Pendry (1995 p.21 cited in Chappell, 2004) found that;

‘The higher the level of educational attainment while incarcerated, the more likely the releasee was to have obtained employment on release… The success of the college graduates is especially notable’ (p. 149).

The aforementioned study also suggested that those who attained at least two years of education had a recidivism rate of 10% as compared to the 60% shown for members of the general prison population (Center on Crime, Communities and Culture, 1997 cited in Chappell, 2004). This shows clearly how educational attainment can drastically reduce recidivism rates.

Lockwood et al (2012) conducted a study into the recidivism rates of over six-thousand offenders who were released from prisons within the US state of Indiana in 2005. The study was a 5 year follow-up to examine the effect education has on both recidivism and post-release employment. The study found that the higher a person’s education level, the less likely they are to become a recidivist offender (Lockwood et al, 2012). Lockwood et al (2012) looked at three levels of education; below high school, high school, and college. They found the least likely recidivist offenders were those who had a college education showing 69% non-recidivism out of 306 subjects. Both other categories resulted in positive findings in relation to education provision correlating with recidivism (See Appendix B).

2.2 – Theory
There are many theories that support the use of education in prisons, all of which centre around the association between education provision and recidivism. Ubah and Robinson (2003) advise that there are three important theories to consider when investigating the link between recidivism and education. They called these the ‘individual-change theories’ (Ubah & Robinson, 2003, p. 116).
The first of these theories is the moral-development theory which considers optimistically how education programmes within prison can aid in rehabilitation (Ubah & Robinson, 2003). The basis for this theory is to gain an understanding of how undertaking courses which aim to better a person’s conscience (philosophy, social sciences etc…) can promote the growth of moral maturity and develop stronger empathic tendencies due to the moral dilemmas that can be explored (Arbuthernot & Gordon, 1986; Duguid, 1981; Lockwood, 1991, cited in Ubah & Robinson, 2003). 
Understanding antisocial behaviours can also help identify why a person commits a crime thus allowing a more tailored approach to education. Whilst some criminals have no moral understanding, there are also those who completely understand the moral implications of their actions. Without educating the morally unaware prisoners on how their actions have consequences, there can surely be no expectation of rehabilitation. Gibbs (2010) uses the example of The Oklahoma Bomber, Timothy McVeigh, to show how a lack of moral understanding does not change solely through receiving a prison sentence. When McVeigh was preparing to be executed, he still gave excuses why he committed his crimes, even advising that he ‘would be in good company [in hell] with a lot of fighter pilots who also had to bomb innocents to win the war’ (McVeigh, 2001 cited in McVeigh, 2001).  This shows an extreme lack of moral maturity or empathy. It cannot be certain whether education would have changed Timothy’s outlook, but it does go some way to prove that rehabilitation cannot be expected of someone in these circumstances when no additional help and support is provided. 
The second theory discussed is the social-psychological development theory. This theory postulates that ‘cognitive processes play a prominent role in the acquisition and retention of new behaviour patterns’ (Ubah & Robinson, 2003. P. 118). This theory is supported by Helgasson (1985), who advocated for a more theoretical approach to the problem by combining cognitive and behavioural approaches with group psychotherapy. This form of development is assisted by education as the prisoner would develop a greater understanding of themselves and society, whilst retaining more control over the dehumanization that crime offers (Ubah & Robinson, 2003). By allowing prisoners’ access to courses that aid in a better understanding of one’s actions, the education system can help them identify how their actions affect their victims and how they can make better choices. This can also include the use of restorative justice. Zehr (2014) facilitated the first US victim/offender conference and helped develop the concept of restorative justice. Zehr (2014) advises that restorative justice can help a prisoner develop cognitive empathy and morality by addressing first-hand what has happened and being confronted by the victim in a controlled environment and made to answer for their crimes.

The final theory that Ubah and Robinson (2003) discuss is the opportunity theory. This theory summarizes that the main reason people commit crimes is due to having no other legitimate way of gaining vocational and monetary opportunities, thus proceeding to commit illegal acts in order to satisfy their needs (Ubah & Robinson, 2003). The USA is making drastic movements for reductions in employment rates, with unemployment being down 3.6% (as of April 2019) which is the lowest since December 1969 (Bureau of Labour Statistics, 2019). These are general statistics for the whole of the US, however, the statistics for both teenagers and African-Americans have not changed. African-Americans make up around 34% of the US prison population (NAACP, 2014). Currently, African-American high school students are around 12% less likely to graduate than their white counterparts meaning that these students are unlikely to achieve the qualifications they will need in order to attain the economic opportunities afforded to those who graduate (NCES, 2019). This reduction in opportunity may leave the student seeing no other option other than to commit crime in order to have money, shelter and food. Having an education, even as a former prisoner, could improve their chances of getting a job once released, thus eliminating the need to commit further crimes.
2.3 – Socio-Economic Factors


Education has the power to not only help reduce recidivism, but to give disadvantaged people an opportunity to get their life back on track and become successful. 


Prison is generally considered to be the most socially acceptable form of punishment (Rubin, 2001), however, once a person has served their time and is released they are often treated differently by society (Zoukis, 2014). There are many stigmas associated with formerly incarcerated people; that they are dangerous, cunning and willing to commit more crimes, however, this is often not the case (Zoukis, 2014). Being associated with these character traits can have a substantial effect on how the person would view themselves, as well as having a pre-conceived notion as to how they would be treated by society (Moore et al, 2016). There is little research on how criminals psychologically respond to stigma, however, their behaviour is likely to correlate with their perceptions (Moore et al, 2016). Inzlicht et al (2011, cited in Moore et al, 2016) conducted psychological research into the responses that former prisoners had to stigma and found there to be a link with brain functioning leading to ‘maladaptive behaviours, poor mental health and difficulty participating in the community’ (p.1). Further study showed similar results in people who are not criminals, meaning this is more a general reaction as compared to a criminal only reaction (Livingston & Boyd, 2010). It is important to mention that criminals are in a highly stigmatized bracket that are, at times, regulated with restrictions on social involvements such as voting, employment, financial and housing aid etc… due to public disapproval (Pogorzelski et al, 2005 cited in Moore, 2016).

Prison-based education, since its conception, has been used as a tool to reduce recidivism, however, there is an opportunity for this form of education to also enact change within the composition of the American socio-economic class system. Recidivism reduction is a great way to measure the effectiveness of educational programmes in prison, however, it should not be the only goal held by the US Government. Increased educational attainment will boost the economy as there will be more qualified workers and people earning. This should, in time, reduce homelessness, crime and poverty levels across the country.

2.4 – Anti-education advocacy

One of the most referred to opposing reports is that of Martinson (1974). The report makes varying statements regarding the validity of the claim of education-based recidivism reduction, though to many, the methodology and findings are, at times, erroneous. The premise of the report was the summarization of his three years of work looking at 231 prison rehabilitation programmes and their results over the previous 30 years (Martinson, 1974). Martinson (1974) deduced from the results that ‘with few and isolated exceptions, the rehabilitative efforts that have been reported so far have had no appreciable effect on recidivism’ (p. 25). The study came after an earlier survey (published in 1975, after Martinson’s study) conducted by Lipton, Martinson and Wilks (1975) that was similarly aimed at showing the lack of correlation between education and recidivism, which received similar critique. Lipton, Martinson and Wilks are described as having a ‘pessimistic reaction to the [aforementioned] individual-change theories’ (p. 120) by Ubah & Robinson (2003).
Farabee (2002) suggests that the methodology used by Martinson (1974) was flawed in both how it was executed and how it would be interpreted. Farabee (2002) discusses the flaws in the study and implies that Martinson (1974) showed more of an aversion towards the type of programmes implemented rather than the outcome of the programme. Martinson (1974) even wrote that ‘It is in fact possible that some of our treatment programs are working to an extent, but that our research is so bad that it’s incapable of telling’ (p.49). This admission led many theorists (Ubah & Robinson, 2003; Farabee, 2002) to question the validity of the study which ultimately culminated in future studies that reported positive results in recidivism reduction, thus disproving, to an extent Martinson’s study (1974). It is important to note that in a future report, Martinson stated that ‘some treatment programs do have an appreciable effect of recidivism’ (Martinson, 1979 p.244 cited in Farabee, 2002 p.191).
As Farabee (2002) states, ‘Revisiting Martinson’s conclusions… would not be necessary if his concerns had since become obsolete’ (p. 191). A similar study was completed by Pearson & Lipton (1999) though this focussed mainly on drug rehabilitation though education and its results on recidivism. This study also received critique due to the legitimacy of the study due to how it was performed (Farabee, 2002).
There have been a very small number of studies completed opposing the use of education in reducing recidivism, and those that have been completed have been disproven.
2.5 – Removal of the Pell grant, and future funding

Although prisoner education programmes are proven to reduce recidivism rates, the US government have made it harder for prisoners to access the funding they would need in order to pay for non-state-funded courses. With the passing of the Violent Crime and Law Enforcement Act of 1994, the US government eliminated the option of the Pell grant being available to offenders whilst incarcerated (Page, 2004). This decision was made after a group of politicians banded together as they found it inappropriate to allow prisoners the opportunity to gain college-level qualifications (Page, 2004).  The Pell grant is a form of financial aid available to students who cannot otherwise afford to undertake undergraduate studies (US Dept. of Education, 2019). Ubah (2004) expounded the fact that the aforementioned study by Martinson (1974) had a great influence over the decision to overturn the Pell grant’s availability to prisoners, and though Martinson’s (1974) work was proven to be somewhat inaccurate the law is still in effect. 

The expulsion of the Pell grant came with great consequence for education programmes within prisons all over the US, with some being discontinued completely (Ubah, 2004). Prisoners were unable to afford the costs associated with undertaking the courses and as such, within the first year of the removal of the grant, 44% less prisoners enrolled in both academic and vocational courses, culminating in only 4% of the prison population being able to self-fund (Tewksbury, 2000 cited in Ubah, 2004).

Due to the reduction in recidivism that education can bring, removing the Pell grant from availability may have cost more money in the long run than allowing it to remain. Crime comes at a cost and to really understand the cost/benefit for providing education in a prison setting, the hidden costs must be considered. There are costs (both financial and non-financial) to the victim, cost of pursuing justice through the court system, cost to the state to keep the criminal incarcerated – all these costs are expected for each crime committed and punished. However, the cost of the Pell grant is negligible when looking at the potential benefit of the recidivism of an individual – to remove the Pell grant is to remove hope that any future cost of crime (related to this individual) in negated. (Cohen & Piquero, 2009; Lovell & Jemelka, 1996 cited in Duwe, 2017).

The Pell grant is still available in certain circumstances. The grant can-not be obtained if a person is incarcerated in federal or state prison. However, people who are in a local, municipal, or county correctional facility or at a juvenile detention facility do have access to the Pell grant (US Dept. of Education, 2019). Once a person has been released from prison there are still restrictions on their eligibility for access to the Pell grant. If the person was convicted (as an adult) for possessing or selling illegal drugs they are required to attend and complete a course in a drug rehabilitation unit and pass two random drug tests (US dept. of Education, 2019). If the person has been convicted or any form of sexual offence (forced or non-forced) they are not eligible for the grant whatsoever (US Dept. of Education, 2019).

There has been some reform to the learning options for prisoners since the removal of the Pell grant. Prisoners now have access to multiple pathways to learning including access to vocational training such as the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act (US Dept. of Education, 2019) and the Incarcerated Youth Program (IYO) (Winterfield et al, 2009). The Carl Perkins related opportunities are more vocationally orientated whilst the IYO program is available for prisoners studying both academic or vocational subjects whom are under the age of twenty-five, though they must have less than five years left of their sentence (US Dept. of Education, 2019; Winterfield et al, 2009).
2.6 – Female prisoners


Traditionally, women were less likely to be imprisoned for a breach of legality. This is due to the lack of liberties afforded to women (Freedman, 1984). Traditionally, women were controlled by their husbands and the church, so committed less crime due to lack of opportunity. In the late 1800’s to early 1900’s crimes were separated in to three categories; crimes against the person, crimes against the property, and public order (Freedman, 1984). Women were generally convicted for the latter as compared to both alternatives, with the most popular convictions relating to ‘petty street crimes and those governed by moral and sexual codes’ (Freedman, 1984). Even now in the twenty-first century women still are more likely to be imprisoned for public order crimes as compared to crimes against the person or property when compared to men (Scruggs, 2005).

The female prison population is on the rise, with the increased since 1985 being at double the rate of men (404% vs 209%) (The Sentencing Project, 2007). Statistics show that around 44% of female prisoners had not finished high school and over 60% were unemployed at the time of their arrest (The sentencing project, 2007).
Opportunities for female prisoners to have educational and vocational access are a lot harder to come by than for their male counterparts (Scruggs, 2005). Vocational programs tend to be geared towards more gender-stereotypical roles such as hairdressing and beauty. Women also tend to be paid less for their vocational work than the men (Scruggs, 2005). Studies have shown a greater interest from female prisoners to undertake courses that will help them provide for their families and that assist in their learning through varying learning styles (Scruggs, 2005).

The Sentencing Project (2007) found that only half of women’s prisons were proving educational opportunities in the post-secondary field as only half of the women seem to partake in the courses with only one in five women taking high school classes. Contrary to this there are a growing number of programs becoming available to women in prison. The College Program is a volunteer run program for women that is running in one medium-security prison, in its first two years it facilitated eighteen college level classes that were attended by around ninety women (Sanford & Foster, 2006). The founder of The College Program also co-founded The Women’s Re-entry Project for Training and Education in a neighbouring state. This program aims to expand the current provisions for higher education in women’s prisons by offering “pre” courses (pre-college, pre-apprenticeship etc…) to help the women have a better change when re-integrating back into society and undertaking post-prison education (Sanford & Foster, 2006). Both programs aim to reduce recidivism rates in the women by providing them with the tools they need to succeed on the outside and allow them a smoother transition back in to the non-corrections world.

Education comes in many forms, both in prison and out. There are twelve prison programs across the US that allow mothers to retain access to their child whilst in prison. The child and mother both reside in a parental unit within the prison for a maximum period of thirty months whilst the mother serves her term (US Dept. of Corrections, 2017). A requirement of this program is the undertaking of educational programs that ‘teach positive and effective parenting skills, give children care that focuses on their developmental and educational needs’ (US Dept. of Corrections, 2017). Findings suggest that this reduces recidivism greatly as it allows the maternal bond to be nurtured, and work placements to be found which greatly reduces both the need and the urge to commit further crime (US Dept. of Corrections, 2017).
3.0 – Conclusion and Recommendations

3.1 – Conclusion


Reducing recidivism rates is, or should be, the ultimate goal of any prison. Education, as shown in this study, is likely the foremost method of rehabilitating a prisoner to the stage where they are less likely to become a recidivist. Much of the research completed on this subject results in a positive correlation, with those showing a negative or non-existent correlation being disproven or shown to have many contradictions. Prison education should be something to be championed and better funded, as compared to pushed aside and subject to budget cuts. There should be equality in the types of education available to both genders, especially in terms of the vocational opportunities available. Funding opportunities should be made available to prisoners once again, to provide as much assistance as possible. The socio-economic benefits of providing education to prisoners vastly outweigh the cost of funding, whilst providing the prisoner with an opportunity to change their life once released. When considering the question “does recidivism correlate with education provision when focussing on prisons based in the USA?”, whilst also considering the literature reviewed in this study, it is clear that there is not only a correlation between the two but also a great need for education in this context. Providing a quality education should never be a question of “if”, it should be a question of “how”.
3.2 – Recommendations


For a study such as this, it would be inopportune to conclude without providing recommendations for those professionals within the US prison industry. The following are some key recommendations that may provide further understanding to the question of recidivism through education. It is the hope of this study for these recommendations to be considered professionally for the context in which they are written.

Further research should be completed into how the removal of the Pell grants has affected recidivism rates since 1994. The results of this are assumed to show a disbenefit and as such, consideration should be given to the re-instatement of the grants.

Consideration should be given to the country wide adaptation of the prisoner parenting programme, allowing expectant mothers to retain their children for up to 30 months in a specialist prison unit. This will help create and nurture the parental bond whilst reducing the urge to commit crime.

Further research should be commissioned to identify whether there are any negative correlations between recidivism and education. It may seem an inappropriate recommendation for a study trying to prove the correlation to recommend an opposing study, however, the disproval of previous studies has allowed for the true positive nature of the correlation to come through. If a study is able to find an accurate negative correlation this would then provide room for further improvement so this can be amended into a positive correlation.

Education programmes should be mandatory for all US prisons to provide and those that do not should be assisted in doing so by the US Government.
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· Comparison of attainment levels in the prison population and the general public -         Harlow, C.W (2003) – ‘Education and Correctional Populations’. Available at https://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/ecp.pdf. Accessed 20/04/2019 at 3.47pm.
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· A table showing offender demographics, employment and recidivism with education. Lockwood, S., Nally, J.M., Ho, T. & Knutson, K. (2012) – ‘The effect of correctional education on post release employment and recidivism: A 5 year follow up study in the state of Indiana’. In the Journal of Crime and Delinquency. Vol 58/3. Pp. 380-396.

