The selected source for this essay is Gehring, K.S., Van Vooheris, P., & Bell, V.R. (2010). “What Works for Female Probationers? An Evaluation of the Moving On Program. Division of Criminal Justice. University of Cincinnati. The study targets female offenders serving time at prisons across the state of Iowa, USA. 268 probationers were placed on the Moving On Program, however, the number was reduced to 190 due to a number of omissions that will be explored later in the text. The Moving On Program was predisposed by three approaches; Cognitive- Behavioural Intervention, Relational Theory and Motivational Interviewing. By combining these three approaches the program becomes a 26-session course consisting of nine modules; setting the context for change, women in society, taking care of yourself, family messages, relationships, coping with emotions and harmful self-talk, problem solving, becoming assertive and moving on. The participants attended one 1 ½ - 2 hour session a week for six months. The results of the study did show that the Moving On Program was an appropriate measure to use in reducing recidivism rates in women offenders, by highlighting the fact that offenders have unique needs in comparison to male offenders. The results suggests that the study has had a positive implication on the punishment and rehabilitation of female offenders.  The aim of this essay is to critically explore the work of Gehring, Van Voorhis & Bell (2010) on their evaluation of the “Moving On Program” and its effectiveness in reducing recidivism and reoffending of female probationers. The essay will also look to review in depth whether the behaviour modification technique known as operant conditioning is also an appropriate approach to implement in the punishment and rehabilitation of female offenders and if cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) is the best used technique for the rehabilitation of women offenders. 
The introduction to the study comments on the fact the number of female offenders had increased in America by 88% according to the Bureau of Justice Statistics (2008). From 1997 to 2007 the number of women on probation had increased at an alarming rate by 463,227 people which meant progressing from 524,200 to 987,427 and there for highlighting that there is a need for an effective rehabilitation program that specifically targets women. According to Bloom (2000) rehabilitation programs had been targeted to provide for the greater number of male incarcerations and therefore did not cater to the specific problems of women offenders, but with the rapid increase of women being incarcerated, there was no excuse to not have a gender- explicit rehabilitation programs. This paper can be praised as it does purely address this issue by specifically looking into the needs of women and what is the most appropriate measures to implement. However more depth is required into the reasons why gender-specific programming for women wasn’t already happening, as stating women only contributed to a small amount of arrests and committed lower and fewer serious crimes in comparison to men does not suffice. More evidence would strengthen the argument and provide better understanding as to why there wasn’t enough emphasis and support for female offenders. Furthermore the introduction does insinuate that due to the failure of providing rehabilitation services for the specific needs of women offenders is what has caused such a mammoth increase in the number of female offenders in America in just a decade. 
The introduction states that there have been programs that can cater to the specific needs of female offenders, however the authors have failed to list and name any programs. Whilst the authors declare that this is the first study that looks to tackle the space in the literature for reducing recidivism rates among female offenders, by suggesting there has been programs out there on this topic but not listing them does make the reader question whether that claim is true. The authors also do not clearly state whether they initiated the “Moving On Program”, although they do provide a detailed description of the program and its implications for the future rehabilitation and treatments of female offenders. Gehring, Van Voorhis & Bell (2010) voice that the aim of “Moving On” is to give women the opportunity to become a positive impact in society and realise their own personal strengths and talent that will enhance their contribution to society upon release. The program is based off three approaches; cognitive- behavioural intervention, relational theory and motivational interviewing, though the authors fail to explain or go into any detail of the contents of these approaches and why they are the major influences and driving force behind the program. However all approaches follow the principles of learning theory and classical conditioning Pavlov (1927) and is believed to be the most appropriate form of treatment to reduce recidivism rates due to the changes in behaviour. Gehring, Van Voorhis & Bell (2010) can be praised as they proceed to explain how the program will succeed in changing the behaviour of female offenders. They state that all the women on the program will be treated with dignity and respect. The women be positioned in an environment that is understanding, empathetic, challenging and accepting, a key point that would encourage future females to enrol on the program in future. The program also supports women in creating a healthy, safe and mutually supportive system.  Another point Gehring, Van Voorhis & Bell (2010) make is that the program intends to introduce a range of coping strategies that the women will be able to use and take away with them when released, these strategies involve that of; emotional regulation, problem-solving skills, assertiveness skills and decision making skills. Finally the authors state the program will work closely with the women and assist them with the tests of reintegration.
Gehring, Van Voorhis & Bell (2010) reveal the Moving On program is curricular based consists of 26- sessions but provide no explanation of why 26 sessions is the chosen number of sessions, which lets the reader question is 26 sessions enough for effectively reducing recidivism rates or is it too many sessions and the offenders may lose interest and not engage fully towards the end of the 26 sessions. The authors explain there are 9 modules to the program; setting the context for change, women in society, taking care of yourself, family messages, relationships, coping with emotions and harmful self- talk, problem-solving, becoming assertive and moving on. While these modules are relevant to the overall aim of the study, it is hard to know if they will be effective as there has been no previous suggestions to any of them are effective measure in the rehabilitation of female offenders. There is no mention as to how the authors developed these modules, who will be taking the sessions and no research referenced. It is mentioned that the study will assess the effectiveness of the program on female probationers between 2003 and 2006. The participants would attend one session a week for 6 months and the sessions was typically last 1 ½- 2 hours, this implies that some women could potentially gain an extra half hour benefit from the sessions compared to others, making the study bias if the same women receive 2 hour sessions and the same women only get 1 ½ hours, it should be the same for all participants in order for the study to be effective.
The sample of the participants were found through the Iowa Department of Corrections’ database; ICON (Iowa Corrections Offender Network). Whilst the sample consists of female probationers, there is no mention of the crimes committed and what type of offenders the program is aimed at or whether it is simply appropriate for all types of crimes committed. It also does not state if the probationers gave their consent to taking part in the study suggesting there is a lack of ethical consideration. There were two samples listed one group of women would take part in the program and would be matched to women in a comparison group that would not take part in the program. Participants would be matched to women of a similar date of incarceration, probationary time period, age, race and crime committed. However it was noted that if a match was not possible then the participant would be matched to a person beginning their probation a month earlier or later, again another point that can question the reliability of the study. The sample was comprised of 268 females admitted to the Moving On program however Gehring, Van Voorhis & Bell (2010) mention that the number of 268 did drop by 78 due to various confounding variables such as inability to match probationers or women being removed from the program for not complying to the study. This results in 190 probationers placed on the Moving On program and 190 matched women offenders producing a total sample of 380. The authors also note that their sample mainly consisted of white and African-American females as there was not enough participants from other ethnic backgrounds to match. This is a limitation to the study as it does not provide an accurate representation of the population of Iowa. The outcome measures of the study were gained from the ICON and specified whether the participants who took part in the Moving On program had a technical violation, were arrested, incarcerated or convicted from 12, 18, 24, and 30 month follow up periods compared to the participants who were not placed on the program. It was mentioned the results would be checked once for all the participants which questions the reliability of the study, it does not take into account if there were to be a flaw in the ICON database and don’t provide a contingency plan if there are any errors in the results. 
The structure and presentation of the results section could be perceived as confusing as the graphs are not entirely accurate and clear to understand. However Gehring, Van Voorhis & Bell (2010)  show that the results in Figure 1 do indicate the participants who completed the Moving On program were less likely to be rearrested than the comparison group with the treatment effect ranging from 5.8% to 9.5% over the 12, 18,24 and 30 month follow up period. Figure 2 demonstrates a comparable trend, that those participants on the Moving On program were less likely to be convicted compared to the comparison group, the effectiveness from this graph ranges from 6.3% to 7.9%. Whilst there was no graph to demonstrate the number of female incarcerations, Gehring, Van Voorhis & Bell (2010) did comment that this was to be expected as the rates of these women being sent to prison at a high rate, there was a 1.6% difference. No graph was provided for the technical violations either as there was no difference in the percentage of women in the Moving On group to the comparison group. Whilst there was a 1% difference in the incarcerations results and no differences in regard to technical violations a graph for both could have been of benefit to the reader. Gehring, Van Voorhis & Bell (2010) carried out further analyses by removing the offenders that did not complete the program and their matched partner from the results data and looked purely on the program completers and their partners to see if there were further differences in results. The rearrest results showed a significant difference with the Moving On group having lower rearrest rates compared to the comparison group over the follow-up periods. The differences ranged from 10.8% to 13.5% showing that the program is effective in reducing recidivism rates among women offenders. The number of convictions also show a significant difference with the Moving On completers ranging from 10.8% to 12.6% less than the comparison group. The significant differences were also reflected in the incarcerations follow up periods at 12, 24 and 30 months there is no mention of the results at the 18 month period which can be viewed as a flaw in the study as there is no reason provided to explain the omission suggesting there could be a bias tampering of the results. 6.3% of women that took part in the Moving On program were incarcerated compared to the 16.2% of the matched probationers. There were no differences in the technical violations Gehring, Van Voorhis & Bell (2010) suggest that the reason for this is the women who caused the violation were non participants of the program. The results section does clearly show that the program is effective in reducing rates of recidivism among women, however the number of sessions (26) and modules (9) should be reviewed in order to increase the effectiveness in future studies. Overall it shows that the techniques used are appropriate however alternative therapies should be considered rather than just CBT. For example a study conducted in Hong Kong by Mak et al. (2018) evaluated the effectiveness of PSY GYM (2011) which is a prison-based psychological gym that incorporated positive psychology and CBT as a form of rehabilitation for female offenders. 19 female offenders in Hong Kong participated in the study which required them to take part in a high- intensive training program with the assistance of psychotherapy to address issues such as depression, anxiety etc. at the Lo Wu Correctional Institution of the Hong Kong Correctional Services Department. The study found there was a major decrease in the symptoms regarding the female’s mental health and they were more aware of and positive about their role in society and displayed a noteworthy increase in feelings of appreciation and optimism. The results showed that the idea and uses of PSY GYM is an effective measure to implement for female probationers that could and should be trialled across Western cultures, particularly in America due to the drastic increase of female probationers noted in the introduction of the study. It offers more than just CBT and could be more widely suited to the probationers that did not respond well to the Moving On program. 
Gehring, Van Voorhis & Bell (2010) report that the implications of the study are generally positive as the Moving On program provides evidence that it is effective in reducing recidivism rates. However they do comment on various critiques regarding the need of a gender- specific rehabilitation program, whilst the authors of this study have explained why there is a need for them, critics such as Andrew& Bonta (2006) ponder why the needs of female offenders are more complex and different to those of male offenders suggesting that there is no need for the current strategies to be adapted or replaced with new ones to suit women. Potentially in future to avoid gender bias the program can be tested on men also to show it’s non-discriminatory. Another critique of the study is that only targeted women of white and African- American races therefore not making it an accurate representation of all ethnic groups, the study also did not state the ratios of white offenders and African-American offenders which does not show if it is more likely to work with one ethnic group or the other. Whilst the authors are highly qualified academics possessing MS, PH.D and M.A, it is not clear if they all contributed to the delivery of the program and what the qualifications and training for future staff will be if the program is successfully implemented. The overall structure of the paper could be considered untidy and lacks depth in various explanations such as stating some programs have been used in attempt to reduce recidivism rates among women prior to this study. By giving credit to those papers would give the readers more knowledge and understanding on why these programs have failed to work and would complement this study and its effectiveness more. Further explanations would be required on how the authors concluded that 26 sessions would be a suitable amount for probationers and on why they selected 9 modules and why they chose the ones they did. Based on the results if the numbers were increased/ decreased in future studies the recidivism rates could potentially increase and cause even more of a significant difference.
However the paper should be praised as an effective first attempt into providing a gender-specific rehabilitation program which was clearly required in America. The implications of this suggests it should be a considered approach to try across all states, not just Iowa. In effect it would help female offenders and reduce recidivism across America, lowering the percentage increase from 1997- 2007. The authors have achieved their aim of producing a positive and effective program suited specifically for female offenders and have produced a respectable study to mirror that aim and their findings. 
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