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Using one key text as your main source, conduct a critical review of the punishment and rehabilitation of offenders (3000) words.
Paper critically reviewed: 
[bookmark: _Hlk530674031]Ward, T., & Durrant, R. (2011). Evolutionary psychology and the rehabilitation of offenders: Constraints and consequences. Aggression and violent behavior, 16(5), 444-452.
The main source, being reviewed, is an introductory paper of an evolutionary approach within correctional and criminal psychology, that focuses on the limitations and significances of offender rehabilitation, and promotes further understanding of criminal activity, to inform researchers, graduates and practitioners within correctional psychology, and who examine crime rehabilitation and its management. Overall, criminological literature demonstrates that crime is complex, and raises disputes, when analysing the concept of the ‘problematic’ rehabilitation theoretical framework (Ward & Durrant, 2011). Evolutionary perspectives of criminal and correctional psychology rarely support researchers and practitioners, in establishing an understanding of crime. Evolutionary psychology offers an understanding of human behaviour, together with criminal behaviour, and the responses to criminal activity (Buss, 2013). 
Ward & Durrant, (2011), offer a valuable and useful account, that guides practitioners and criminologists, to further explore evolutionary explanations, and to support the understanding of criminal behaviour, which consequently, improves crime management (Buss, 2013), where-by, identifying the vital factors to the process of ‘effective rehabilitation’, and who furthermore, introduce the importance of ‘Niche Construction’ and ‘gene-culture co-evolution’; a theoretical framework of which the authors, use to argue the underpinning of crime, and positively guide the practice of rehabilitation, through structured and ‘strength- based’ approaches, that aim to reduce recidivism (Durrant & Ward, 2015). 
Evolutionary criminology is defined as a ‘biosocial’ approach, that systematises criminological theoretical underpinnings, to explain crime (Walsh & Jorgensen, 2017). The ‘invaluable’ evolutionary approach, demonstrates the ‘adaption of criminal behaviour’, instead of counting on the more ‘imminent explanations’, like the ‘immediate causes of crime; genetic, environmental or social influences’ (as cited in, Andrews & Bonta, 2011), whereas, contemporary ‘biosocial’ criminologists believe that ‘not one size fits all’ and assumes that human behaviour is an arrangement of ‘environmental and biological’ influences (Boutwell et al, 2015). The biological explanation, in terms of crime is misunderstood, and is deemed as ‘unethical’ Rocque et al, (2012), and the theoretical implications are not favoured, as they imply criminals ‘cannot be rehabilitated’ (Akers & Sellers 2004), and that the role of biology can in fact increase ‘criminal and anti-social acts’ in terms of ‘genetics, hormones, physiology and cognitive development’, ‘risk factors’ Rocque et al, (2012). The basis of biological criminology proposes, individuals inherit criminal traits (Dugdale, 1877), yet there is no identified ‘gene for crime’, and that ‘genetic factors’, influence an individual’s behaviour and how they respond in their environment (Moffitt, 2017). Furthermore, findings, in twin and adopted twins, demonstrate that individuals do inherit some type of ‘genetic risk factor’, which may increase criminal activity (Raine 2014). Overall, it is currently implied that ‘biology’ in terms of evolution, requires urgent ‘reform’, and critics state that evolutionary factors are either ‘well established’, or ‘neglected’ (Welch, 2017), and views are inconsistent in the explanation of theoretical frameworks, which subsequently, increases ‘abstraction’, and limits ‘prediction power’ (Welch, 2017). Ward, (2014), concluded that there is a ‘conceptual and practical disconnection’ in the clarification of ‘crime and assessment’, and the ‘rehabilitation of offenders’, and draws ‘attention’ to explaining, why problems arise in offender assessment, and highlights implications of how practitioners misjudge the exact factors that should be considered when intervening with offenders and the treatment process. 
The publication identifies important ‘proximal factors’, in attempt to understand crime, by analysing the psychology of offenders, and their ‘developmental history’, to determine the ‘social structure, in which they are embedded’ (Durrant and Ward, 2015), which suggest that criminals are vulnerable, and that these ‘proximal factors’, cause or shape offender behaviours and activities, and is due to past history and environmental factors, and are more likely to commit crime. Furthermore, Berenji et al, (2014) demonstrates that criminals lack internal strengths and physical resources to live socially acceptable lives, and that these sociological factors determine a criminal’s motivation and decision-making process, such as to reform, or to re-offend and be classified as ‘incorrigible’, which further supports the importance of an evolutionary contribution in attempt to understand crime, through the idea that crime is committed and dependant on past history, environmental factors, and sociological implications. Both, Ward and Durrant, (2011) concluded that the above listed ‘proximal factors’, do not alone, describe evolutionary explanations of crime and punishment, and that further investigation is warranted. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Ward and Durrant, (2011) imply ‘niche construction’ (NC) is receptive to ‘cognitive and behavioural’ flexibility, which underpins an offender’s ability to adapt to their environment, and capacity to change their behaviours, on the belief that humans are evolved organisms, with ‘psychological, social, motivational, and cognitive adaptations’, such as the ability to learn through modelling, and to recognise socially acceptable ways, through attaining specific goals and actioning them, which is mandatory for successful offender rehabilitation, and is also demonstrated within early criminology, in the promotion of ‘rational approaches’ (Pangle, 2009), where-by Plato, theorised that crime is committed in response to poor education, which reshaped criminological perspectives, and implied that offenders should be educated instead of punished, in moral and ethical ways (Pangle, 2009). It is suggested that human biological ‘functioning and constitution’ is deeply affected by an individual’s physical and psychological mechanisms, which affects how the individual perceives and interacts physically and socially within the world (Ward & Nee, 2009). Furthermore, NC intersects with ‘social and cultural’ strategies, within the ‘rehabilitation process’, which implies that offenders need to build on individual ‘normative capacity’, through reinforcing ‘personally meaningful and socially acceptable practice identities’ (Ward & Marshall, 2007), and constructing, ‘ethical, prudential, and epistemic values’, to subsequently change their ‘behaviour, attitudes, beliefs and dispositions’ (Ward and Durrant, 2011). Capacity building identifies the offender’s ‘internal and external conditions’, that impact on sustaining and maintaining goals, and supports offenders’ chances of living ‘better life’s’, and subsequently, improves their well-being (Ward & Maurana, 2007). 
Odling-Smee et al, (2003), labels NC theory as a process, where organisms can modify their own ‘niche’ and other ‘evolutionary niches’ in ‘ecological and evolutionary thought’. Consequently, these modifications are said to ‘alter the pressures of natural selection (NS), and ‘evolve’ as a result of NC (Laland et al, 2016). Overtime, the theory is identified as an ‘explanatory framework for processes’ (Wallach, 2016), which refers to modification of ‘selective environments by organisms’ in ‘biological and human evolution’ (Laland et al, 2016). Odling-Smee et al, (2003) offers an expansion of Darwin’s, ‘evolutionary theory’ (1859), to outline how environments are ‘constructed’ and influenced by the evolution of other species. In terms of sex offending, it is argued that humans deeply follow patterns of sexual selection (SS), similarly to the mammalian species as males compete for access, status and resources, which in evolutionary psychology terms, results in reproductive success (Odling-Smee et al, 2013). NC is a ‘novel evolutionary process’ and is described as equal to NS, impling that advocates fail to see the importance of the theory, and that overtime, NC, the ‘evolutionary process’, explains ‘ecological inheritance’. More importantly, among human’s, ‘status’ is maintained through ‘risk-taking, and fighting’, and these behaviours are generally identified within males. This demonstrates that criminal behaviour may persist, despite various rehabilitation techniques, as males behave like ‘predators’, and use ‘reproductive tactics and sexual aggression’ to attain control. Criminal behaviour has evolved as a ‘reproductive strategy’, consequently a ‘naturalistic’ behaviour within nature (Xu et al, 2014), but overtime, as pressures increase, they lose ‘consistency’, consequently changing genetics, and the structure of their physical environment, through ‘ecological’ changes that ‘interact’ with ‘genetic and cultural’ factors. The explanation provides a basis for rape, as the result of ‘an adaption, or the by-product of an adaption’, and being driven by ‘cultural and social’ factors, in which ‘favours’ males, in terms of ‘interpersonal mating’ strategies (Ward & Durrant, 2011), and highlights that gender differences, in terms of reproduction, generates pressures between the sexes (Walsh, 1997). The explanation of human psychological and behavioural adaptions at the time, was not fully understood, hence the focus ‘into the role of cultural, physical and social environments, where the individual developed’ (Durrant & Ward, 2015). Furthermore, critics propose that the NC perspective; is classified as ‘gene-centric’ and avoids the complexity of ‘organism-environment interactions’ (Gupta et al, 2017), and is classified as an ‘extension of biology through culture’ (Whiten et al, 2017). Gene-culture coevolution perspective assists practitioners to look beyond the ‘dynamic risk factors’ and ‘criminal actions (Ward & Durrant, 2011), and to focus on the biological and psychological underpinning, which is consistent with Lombroso, (1912), who implied that most criminals are ‘born’, and are not as evolved as other members in society, and further noted that criminals share attributes, such as biology and heredity components, that are vital predictors to commit crime (Akers, 2013). The gene based criminological theory, promotes the idea of predispositions of genetic factors, which influences criminal behaviour, and that NS has assisted individuals to commit anti-social and criminal behaviour (Walsh, 1997). 
In terms of sex offending, there has been a dramatic decrease in hypothesizing ‘the status of construction’, which suggests that little research on the conception of ‘risk’, and the ‘classification of offenders’, results in further issues, and offender ‘risk files’ (Durrant and Ward, 2015). This poses as a problem, as forensic and correctional practitioners are un-informed of the hypothetical framework, of ‘offending and risk’, which devotes a multi-dimensional nature of how individuals’ function. In 2007, the legal system stated that a key issue to offender rehabilitation is that ‘high-risk’ offenders do not ‘fit’ into the legislation that aims to deal with offenders, who are classified as mentally ill, and who also have difficulties within criminal justice systems, in the sense that ‘high risk offenders’ possess personality disorders, and are over-represented, compared to those who qualify for extended sentences (Coid et al, 2007). 
Originally Burgess and Akers, (1966), proposed a general ‘social learning theory’, a mainstream framework of ‘differential association-reinforcement theory, for criminal behaviour’, and assisted in improving both offender learning and social behaviour, through ‘observation and imitation’, on a basis of ‘reward and punishment’ (Akers & Sellers, 2004). The theory is most influential within criminological literature, since the 1970’s, and is still contemporary in explaining ‘crime and delinquency’, which implies that individuals can control their behaviour through a process of ‘self-regulation’ and which identifies a diverse array of criminal and non- criminal behaviours (Akers & Sellers, 2004). Bandura, (1991), expanded this, to the ‘theory of modelling’, and furthermore, emphasises the importance of social learning within crime rehabilitation (Astray-Caneda et al., 2013). The assumption is that ‘criminal behaviours are learnt’ (Alper, 1995), through interactions, in the process of communication, and techniques of committing crime, and insinuates that ‘motives, drives and rationalisations’ are formed into the ‘self’ (Braithwaite, 1989). One’s identity is considered a learned response to social stimuli, and the emphasis is based on the context of socialisation, instead of one’s ‘mind’. In short, the theory proposes that individual identity is not a product of the unconscious, which is believed in psychoanalytical perspective, but is in fact the result of modelling ‘oneself’ in response to other’s expectations, which suggest that behaviours are formed in response to reinforcement and encouragement from those around us (Dweck, 2013). This is particularly important from a developmental perspective as early experiences are important to our individual ‘make-up’ (Dweck, 2013), and it is argued that the mind is constructed during development, instead of ‘unfolding’ if prompted by ‘cues’ (Clark, 2008). According to Beck, (1967); Beck et al, (2005), varying psychopathological tendencies are categorised by maladaptive schema’s, that have formed as a ‘function of adverse early learning experiences’, cited in, Hooley et al, (2017).  Effectively, Schemas about the world, and self-schemas are vital to forming the ability to engage in organised and effective behaviour, which permits the ability to focus on relevant information amongst the complex information, incoming through our senses (Hooley et al, 2017). However, a schema can be classified as a vulnerability, as schemas can be ’distorted’, making perceptions inaccurate, and consequently, inaccurate distortions, imply the offender is resistant to change (Hooley et al, 2017). This is an implication to rehabilitation as offenders are unable to form new identities and change existing behaviours (Ward et al, 2007) and may be the result of their co-morbid psychiatric psychopathology disorders (Bonta & Andrews, 2007). Critics suggest that the social learning model of reoffending, stigmatises offenders, and they are labelled from their past actions and behaviours, which depletes self -esteem, and increases the chances of recidivism (Bonta & Andrews, 2007). According to the social learning principle of ‘reciprocal determinism’, Bandura, (1978), individual cognition and behaviour, influence each other (Litt, 2015). The learning process notes that behaviour is controlled by the individual, their cognitive processes, personality and characteristics, and through interactions with their environment, and ‘social stimulus events’ (Cherry, 2018). Our environment consists of physical surroundings that continuously reinforce stimuli, and influences the intensity and frequency of the behaviour, and furthermore, the behaviour itself, which subsequently, positively or negatively, impacts on the environment (Cherry, 2018). 
Ward & Durrant, (2011), provide creditability to both clinical and criminology psychology, and adhere to modern criminogenic views, that seek to identify the root causes of crime, to determine how best to address and prevent crime (Gilling, 2005). Ward, successfully developed the Good Lives Model (GML); a ‘strength- based approach’ of offender rehabilitation, based on ‘building capacity’, and ‘strengths’ of offenders, through strategies, to reduce the risk of crime (Chu, 2013), which is globally and holistically applied within various settings, to currently treat and manage violent offenders, through a practical perspective and model; ‘traditional risk management’ (Whitehead et al, 2007), which solely focuses on ‘identification & modification’ programmes, which assesses offender ‘dynamic risk factors’, to permanently change existing behaviours. However, negatively, there is no clear justification, as to how the programmes were created, and how ‘identification & modification’, ‘interact’ together (Durrant and Ward, 2015). 
Whitehead et al, (2007) conducted a study to demonstrate how the GLM improved offender ‘traditional risk-management’ programmes and highlighted the GLM’s clinical relevance in supporting not only sex offenders, but a larger scope of offending typologies. However, the GLM promotes ‘primary goods, and ‘human needs’, and once this has been met, improves offender psychological well-being (Ward & Marshall, 2004), and subsequently the offender conceptually understands how to ‘construct’ a good life in a socially acceptable way, in collaboration with offender ‘good lives’ reintegration plan (Ward et al, 2012).
Great emphasis is applied to the Risk-Need-Responsivity, (RNR) model, an enhancement of the GLM, to assist offenders in crime rehabilitation, to assess ‘multi-dimensional factors’, to meet offender needs, and to positively create competencies within criminals, to indirectly reduce risk to the population, and re-offending, which in turn, improves correctional outcomes (Andrews and Bonta, 2011). However, in 2012, critics proposed that the RNR model, has ‘practicality and empirical validity’, that validates its contribution to offender rehabilitation, yet, more work is needed in the RNR framework, such as to target offender individual needs (Polaschek, 2012), whereas, the GLM framework identifies the need to tailor and build on personal ‘strengths and capacities’, and to target offender ‘aspirations and interests’, in turn, improving offender self-efficacy and restoration of social skills and capacities, and relationships, for community restoration, which steers away from punishment, and is a therapeutic approach to crime and correction, which subsequently contributes to the idea of ‘punishment as a moral engagement with the offender’ (Duff, 2005), and furthermore, supports Beccaria, (1974), view of deterrence, to prevent crime, and instead of punishing an offender, outlining, ‘swift justice’ to persuade offenders to analyse the ‘potential consequences’ before they commit a crime, and improve happiness within society (Beccaria, 2009). 
The ‘what works’ debate examines the effectiveness of prison, and the behavioural interventions, through empirical evidence, to understand how to reduce recidivism and to identify what does or doesn’t work (Andrews et al, 1990). Programmes may target’ cognitive skills’ to change offender erratic thinking patterns, and this generic element is identified across many accredited programmes. To ensure effectiveness, the interventions are structured, and delivered ‘by the book’, however, the interventions are not tailored to ‘suit all offenders’ on an individual basis and aims at the ‘majority’ of offenders and it is argued, that group interventions often give offenders the chance to share and ruminate ideas of offending (Clarke, 2004), and can also impact on offender well-being (Kemshall, 2015). Furthermore, practitioners need to improve offender perceptions, by teaching empathy in interventions, and to build on existing capacities of culturally, morally, and ethically acceptable behaviours, so that they can recognise their own, and others mental states, basic needs, interests, and emotions, with main emphasis on pro-social and altruistic behaviours, to reduce offender activity (Gerdes et al, 2011).
Ward & Durrant, (2011), provide a huge emphasis on ‘social attributes’ such as relationships and being a part of a community, to successfully reintegrate and rehabilitate offenders into society, and which is not merely viable, to simply focus on an individual psychologically, and is supported through ‘desistance’ findings, which demonstrate that offenders need more than psychological interventions, to reintegrate successfully within any society, and that programs need to be ‘responsive to offender’ goals’, as well as participating within ‘social and community relationship building’ (Ward & Durrant, 2011). An offender is an individual, who needs to be valued and accepted, by society and their practitioners, just as any other individual, to restore a healthy life balance, through attaining goals, consequently reducing recidivism (Andrews & Bonta, 2014). Desistance literature identifies those offenders who re-offend and abstain from crime (Grimwood & Berman 2012). The literature demonstrates that if the offender feels respected and valued, and not devalued, then they are more likely to change their behaviours, and improve their well-being, and consequently work towards living a ‘good life’ (McNeill et al, 2012). Furthermore, research indicates, that prisons do not reducing recidivism, and that this is because the basis of science is ignored (Cullen et al, 2011). 
The efficacy of treating sex offenders is controversial (Fedoroff et al, 2009), and funding for potential and convicted sex offenders is scarce. However, it is deemed unethical to not provide treatment for sex offenders (Marshall et al., 1991), and so, sex offenders are often neglected, and society questions whether treatment should be provided at all, and to keep offenders imprisoned to protect society from their deviant behaviours and patterns, yet, ironically when treatment is not provided, and offenders are released, it only creates more victims, as behaviours are not addressed before societal reintegration, which is evident today, in over six prison inspection reports, in Moorland, Wakefield and Shrewsbury, which mentions that no intervention is enforced at all, which is due to cuts in funding for sex offender treatment programmes (Duggan & Dennis, 2014). The rehabilitation of sex offenders, through various criminal justice programmes, can prepare offenders for reintegration in society, and can potentially keep society safe, especially if principles are followed and maintained. For example, ‘Megan’s law’, a mandate, is designed to identify local sex offenders in communities to which they rehabilitate to, and which discloses to the community the potential threat, yet, negatively sometimes has the incorrect offender information, and furthermore, does not accommodate the offender, if seen as a potential risk, and so appropriate interventions with positive, social support networks need consistent and efficient implementation (Leveson, 2005). 
To conclude, the evolutionary developmental approach integrates various levels of analysis, that include ‘distal, developmental, and proximate’ factors (Durrant & Ward, 2015), that need to be considered when rehabilitating offenders. The use of criminological theories allows practitioners to guide and support, offender rehabilitation and it’s management, like what constitutes risk, aetiology of crime, and overall, reduces ‘dynamic risk factors’, and potential harm to society (Ward et al, 2007). The GLM, promotes better lives and helps practitioners, to promote desistance, and to reintegrate offenders to a broader society, by adopting successful social networks, that aid the offender, to modify criminal behaviours and results in redemption and reconciliation. Theoretical literature implies that ‘ethical and effective interventions ought to consider offenders’ inherent dignity, such as moral worth, capacity for self-governing and independent functioning, to increase wellbeing and successful community integration. The correctional interventions, through the role of culture, needs to instil key skills, to develop strong relationships, to promote the understanding of the ‘self’ and others, to reinforce individual psychological interactions within their environment, through constructing socially acceptable identities, using social and psychological strategies, and subsequently, preventing and reducing crime, to gain community acceptance within rehabilitation.
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