Q1. Critically consider the use of rehabilitation programmes in offending populations.
Traditionally, the aim of incarceration has been rehabilitation. Though, there has been controversy in the existing literature regarding to effectiveness of various behaviour interventions for perpetrators and the capability of these interventions to reduce reoffending rates. According to Bailey (1996) & Logan (1972), evidence had been discovered in the 1950’s that providing treatment to perpetrators had been effective. But, in a study by Martinson (1974), they performed an investigation on over 200 intervention studies and established that no treatment intervention is successful in treating offenders.
According to Andrews et al., (1990), investigators in the criminal justice system became concerned in evolving a model to clarify why particular treatments were effective and why others were not. This led to the development of the risk-need-responsivity model for assessing program efficacy (Andrews, Bonta, & Hoge, 1990). The risk-need-responsivity model has been formerly authenticated as a way of successfully assessing offender treatment programmes (Andrews & Bonta, 1998).
The Risk, Need and Responsivity model (Andrews, 2010) has been the well-known method for the therapy of criminals in Canada, in addition to further areas of the world e.g. UK for thirty years. The fundamental principles of the risk-need-responsivity are that disciplinary interventions needs to be based on three main reintegration principles; risk, need and responsivity. The risk reintegration principle states that the treatment must be altered according to the criminal’s threat to the public. This means that the criminals who have shown to be at a high risk of recidivism must be given the most rigorous treatment available, while the treatment for offenders who have been acknowledged as being a low risk must be given a less intense treatment (Jeglic et al., 2010). 
As reported by the need principle, successful offender interventions should initially focus on the criminal’s criminogenic needs and try to alter their dynamic risk factors. Finally, the responsivity principle focuses on the demand for treatment interventions to correspond with an offender’s way of learning, incentive and cultural upbringing (Andrews & Bonta, 1998) According to Conroy (2006), once the assessment and treatment has been completed, the offender is transferred to the final phase of rehabilitation which is reintegration into society and risk supervision. However, Ward (2003) critiqued the notion of criminogenic needs due to disregarding the rudimentary human needs that encourage individual satisfaction. Ward & Stewart (2003) contended that achieving the basic benefits of attachments, pleasant employment, relationships, creativity, constructive self-esteem and erotic gratification must be the main aims for offender reintegration. Once an offender has accomplished these aims, decreases in criminogenic needs will follow.
Consequently, Ward et al. (2010; 2008 & 2007) have developed a model called the Good Lives Model (GLM). The GLM has been categorised as a constructive and invigorating substitution to the risk-need-responsivity model of offender rehabilitation (Ward et al., 2010). The Good Lives Model has shown to be increasingly prevalent in intervention programmes for offenders who have committed sexual crimes (McGrath, 2010) and is bring used in various jurisdictions worldwide. The GLM is a strength-based method to propose reintegration that enhances the risk, need and responsivity principles of successful disciplinary intervention (Andrews, 2010) through its emphasis on supporting offenders to progress and fulfil plans in life that are unsuited with offending. 
The risk-need responsivity model focuses its treatment methods in adverse ways. The focus is normally on the removal of undesirable outlooks, decrease of intellectual misrepresentations and the extermination of deviant sexual fascinations. Though, in contrast Ward & Stewart (2003) propose that the GLM encourages the development of strengths, abilities and aptitudes instead of the suppression of undesirable performance, in an effort to encourage a ‘good life’ (Ward et al., 2003). They also state that the risk-need model does not focus on the role of individual uniqueness in the transformation process. The Good Life Model, however, states that the outcomes in regard to the transformation results from a complete reconstruction of one’s self (Laws & Ward, 2011). 
To summarise, according to (Ward, 2007), the key difference between the Good Lives Model and The Risk-need responsivity model is in adjustment. The RNR is known to emphasize deficits such as criminogenic needs and the Good Lives Model is known to emphasise strengths in offenders such as a more positive outlook on life (Ward et al., 2007).
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Q2. Critically explore the evidence base relating to the accuracy of eyewitness testimony when used as evidence within the courtroom.
In countless countries all over the world, the criminal justice system depends on judges and adjudicators to assess evidence from numerous sources and with fluctuating levels of reliability. The belief that memory retention is usually very precise and unaffected by alteration or harm is an adverse misinterpretation of recollection that has significant outcomes in a law court room (Simons et al., 2011). The result of an individual giving evidence whose memory has been affected may result in the imprisonment of an innocent individual while the actual criminals continue to be free. 
Alterations in human memory may occur due to the length of time since the event. This is somewhat because over a period of time, human memories start to become less episodic (extremely detailed) and more semantic (more generalised) as the evidence is continuously being recovered and re-encoded in fluctuating situations. There are numerous different ways how human memory can be altered. Many of these alterations comprise of some sort of unambiguous or deceptive information (Loftus, 2005). Over the last three decades, a phenomenon called the misinformation effect has been extensively studied. This effect indicates an alteration in original memories subsequently after being subjected to incorrect information associated with that memory. For example, an alteration in the remembrance of the physical characteristics of an offender after being subjected to an image of a suspect who was not the actual offender (Loftus, 2005). This distortion is believed to be deceptive in that it diverts from the original memory, not because it is intentionally deceitful. Previous studies have demonstrated that it is likely to produce memories in an individual’s brain that is completely untrue. For example, a visit to the local hospital when they were a small child when no such event had occurred (Loftus, 2005).
In most cases, minor details regarding an incident are of little significance and are regularly not well remembered. Still, in a courtroom, eyewitnesses are regularly asked to testify and recall these minor details. A few witnesses may provide versions that are lacking in detail, unclear in places and could have a small degree of obvious alteration. However, other eyewitnesses who possess the same amount of information may present a clearer and more comprehensive version with strong assurance specified to their recollection. 
Over a period of time, the human brain becomes weaker and becomes more vulnerable to alterations, emotional and traumatic ‘flashbulb recollections’ are also very vulnerable to these automatic alterations. These kind of memory alterations increase as a person gets older and are more vulnerable to the misinformation effect than younger people (Dodson, 2006). Therefore, as people grow older, their recollection of the gist of the incident stays intact, however, memory for specific details of the incident degrades and older people are very probable to incorrectly include comparable information into their recollections. 
The unreliability of memory has been shown to have consequences for the question of how much emphasis should be granted to eyewitness evidence in court cases. All of the previous research conducted on eyewitness testimony in the courtroom has shown to be inadequate and cannot be expected that this is properly understood by society and by the court systems. 
This next section examines several psychological factors that have been shown to affect the accuracy of eyewitness testimony, these are; weapon focus and anxiety/stress.
According to Loftus (1987), weapon focus means the visual concentration that witnesses give to an offender’s weapon throughout the sequence of a crime. It has been shown that the weapon e.g. a knife will be given the victims full attention, resulting in the victim being unable to recall fundamental details regarding the offender later on. Weapon focus has also been shown to influence an eyewitness’s ability to describe an offender. A meta-analysis of ten studies displayed that environments where a weapon was missing produced considerably more precise descriptions of the offender than did the situation where a weapon was present Henderson (2011) especially when the contact is short, the presence of a noticeable weapon may influence the trustworthiness of an recognition and the accurateness of an eyewitness’s report of the offender. Conversely, an analysis by Yuille (1986) contradicts the significance of weapon focus in manipulating eyewitness recollection. They stated that eyewitnesses of a actual event had extraordinary precise recollections of a traumatic incident involving weapons. 
The next psychological factor that has been shown to affect the accuracy of eyewitness testimony is stress/anxiety. According to McLeod (2018), actual events of violence has been shown to cause stress and anxiety. over 20 studies were examined and a connection between stress and performance was discovered following an inverted-U shape proposed by the Yerkes Dodson (1908). This means that when an individual must complete a task such as eyewitness testimony, their performance will increase with stress up to an optimal point where it starts to decline. Clifford (1978) discovered that people who witness a video clip of a ferocious assault were able to recall less than 40 items of information about the event than the other group who witnessed a less violent version. This demonstrates that watching a video clip in an experiment is less stressful than a real life-event, so the accuracy of memory could be influenced even more in reality (McLeod, 2018). 
