‘Using one key text as your main source, conduct a critical review of the punishment and rehabilitation of offenders”
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The purpose of Birgden’s (2004) study was to highlight how the responsivity principle and other theories such as the therapeutic jurisprudence theory can be used successfully within the area of rehabilitating individuals to ensure that they do not re-offend and that they are successfully put back into the world as a useful member of society. She also aimed to show a psycho legal approach to offender rehabilitation. Responsivity can be split into two different categories that are internal and external (Gendreau and Andrews, 1990). Internal responsivity looks at treatment motivation, learning style, age and culture. External responsivity considers an engaging and active style of service delivery. Furthermore, external responsivity can be split into characteristics and staff characteristics (Serin and Kennedy 1997, as cited in Birgden, 2004). When discussing setting characteristics, programmes that are demonstrated in the community or prison have varying outcomes. However, talking about staff characteristics, they have to be able to show useful role modelling skills. The staff and the setting are critical in the process of providing an environment which encourages and helps rehabilitation.  The responsivity principle infers that approaches for treatment should have a structured cognitive behavioural intervention which should also have a similar learning style of the individual offender. According to Kennedy (2001, as cited in Birgden, 2004) the responsivity principle is highly important in order to achieve successful rehabilitation, however, it is overlooked in research.
Looking at a different psychological theory, the Good Lives Model (GLM) looks at improving human well-being rather than directly looking at internal and external responsivity. The Good Lives Model directly focuses on improving the quality of an individual’s life in a chance to reduce the person possibly re-offending in the future. Conditions such as opportunities, values and social context are given to offenders so that their needs can be met thus allowing the Good Lives Model a better chance of being successful. The main goal for the GLM is not to lower the amount of offending but instead it expects individuals to become more productive and useful members of society if a ‘Good life plan’ is formed. Another primary goal that the Good Lives Model uses is to motivate offenders to think for themselves and make informed choices based on their behaviour. The question ‘How can I live my life differently’ is raised (Ward and Stewart 2003, as cited in Birgden, 2004) so that offenders can make decisions for the future and create long-term plans for when they are released back into society. If Autonomous thinking can be learnt and developed, then the Good Lives Model believes that offenders will be less likely to re-offend. One criticism of the Good Lives Model is that it does not take into consideration the law. Andrews (2001) believed that the efforts put into rehabilitating offenders should not be legal based.
Birgden’s (2004) study clearly outlines the theories used in both the responsivity principle as well as the Good Lives Model. Empirical evidence is used throughout the explanation into how and why the responsivity principle is used and how it is effective. However, when Birgden discusses the Good Lives Model there is a lack of studies referred to in the explanation and there is no empirical evidence discussed to back up that the Good Lives Model actually works and no use of statistics which provide any proof that the Good Lives Model is an appropriate method in dealing with offender rehabilitation. In comparison with each other, the responsivity principle seems to offer a much more detailed explanation into what happens during the process of what it requires in order for it to be an effective method of rehabilitation. It talks about both internal and external responsivity and Birgden (2004) cites Kennedy as a main supporter of the theory. The Good Lives Model has a clear explanation but it seems to lack the detail that the responsivity principle has. One of the main goals for the model is to motivate offenders to think more autonomously, whereas the responsivity principle highlights how learning styles, age, culture, treatment motivation, staff characteristics and setting characteristics are all important in order for offenders to be involved in their own successful rehabilitation. However, the responsivity principle as discussed by Birgden (2004) did not discuss what specific characteristics may mediate the effects of treatment like Hubbard (2007) did. In Hubbard’s (2007) paper it was highlighted that history about sexual abuse, gender and intelligence are all important factors as they can influence how well an offender responds to the type of rehabilitation treatment they receive. So the main difference is the contrast in the level of explanation and also the empirical evidence that is given in favour of the responsivity principle as opposed to the lack of empirical evidence that has not been put forward for the Good Lives Model. Although, it would have been beneficial for the Birgden to discuss statistics within the responsivity principle so that the reader would have a much better understanding of the numbers, e.g. the number of offenders that go under this method of rehabilitation or even how likely offenders are likely to re-offend after going through the responsivity principle. 
Another intervention, the risk-need approach is a theory based idea that focusses on the social side of Psychology and the overall personality of offenders (Andrews, 2001). This theory works by using prevention to find risk factors and then focus on those factors to change and manage them. This theory specifically targets offenders that are of higher risk and helps to minimise adverse outcomes (Douglas and Kropp, 2002 as cited in Birgden, 2004). The risk-need approach model consists of principles that have been in development for the last 40 years. One principle for example is management and organizational concerns. This is based on the training of staff with specific attention paid to assessment and relationship skills. An emphasis is also placed on developing and building social systems and cultures that help to promote cognition (Andrews and Dowden 2007). Ward and Hudson (1996, as cited in Birgden, 2004) have criticised how prevention is used within the risk-need approach. They highlight how there is no explanation into why some offenders no longer re-offend and believes the assumption that individuals are motivated to alter behaviour and nothing else. The narrow minded view from this perspective weakens the overall theory in comparison to the Good lives model and the responsivity principle as they both consider a much wider view and have more than one explanation and factors that influence the outcomes of their theories. Although the risk-need approach does lack in certain areas in comparison to the other theories and models, it does however have some important and impressive research according to Andrews and Dowden (2007). Although this research has been considered impressive, there has been only a small about of data collected in the area meaning that it cannot be considered as strong and suitable in comparison to the responsivity principle which has a vast amount of data and empirical evidence. 
The risk-need principle believes that offenders that are of higher risk are in need of more intensive interventions, thus, offenders will have to make important decisions which will have important consequences. However, as many offenders lack the motivation and problem solving skills they very rarely get involved in important rehab programmes. By using the transtheoretical model as a guideline, correctional staff have to address the needs and help to improve autonomous thinking. Miller and Ronnich (2002, as cited by Birgden, 2004) have developed ways of interviewing individuals to increase the chances that offenders will cooperate during rehabilitation strategies. This type of motivational interviewing involves a clinician demonstrating empathy, self-efficacy and promoting change. This interviewing technique can be used at various times during the change readiness model (Prochaska and Norcross, 1994 as cited by Birgden, 2004). Stages, involve pre-contemplation, contemplation, preparation, action and maintenance all of which are considered as stages. Looking at the critical role side of this model (Prochaska, 2013) the model is not comprehensive enough to account for all explanations of behavioural change. The lack of depth and explanation weakens the model and thus makes it less valid. However, Prochaska (2013) also states that there is empirical support across twelve different studies that involved weight control, quitting cocaine and condom use that the Transtheoretical model has been useful in. 
Finding the “will and the way “in staff Birgden (2004) highlighted the importance of correctional staff in their role of motivating employees to engage themselves in rehabilitation programmes. Birgden (2004) also states that around 1,000 studies have looked at offender assessment but it is estimated only a dozen have actually looked at a programme that could be successfully implemented. However, Porporino (2001, as cited by Birgden, 2004) states that a problem with the way staff are managed is that the focus has been on how to do things differently instead of trying to think differently (cognitive). Empirical support comes from Lambert (2008) who stated that overall support for rehabilitation was directly linked with higher levels of organizational commitment but support for punishment was related with lower levels of organizational commitment. 
Furthermore, therapeutic jurisprudence (TJ) is another theory which comes from the legal perspective. Wexler (1966, as cited in Birgden, 2004) describes TJ as the framework for the study of the role of the law. TJ is unique in comparison to other theories as it is able to use psychological knowledge in order to find ways for current laws and law reform can improve the well-being of individuals. According to Birgden (2002, as cited by Birgden, 2004) the way the law is implemented can have varying effects on an offenders well-being. The law should endeavour to use social science information to determine methods that can improve the well-being of individuals. Individual autonomy and community protection should not be overlooked by therapeutic considerations (supports the Good lives model). TJ does not specifically address what should happen but instead serves as the basis in the form of law for offender rehabilitation. Birgden (2002) has in the past combined both the Good lives model along with the TJ theory as they are both focussed on humanistic matters and try to improve well-being to the highest possible level. The result of this combination is that a framework has been made for individuals within the correctional system.
A positive of the TJ theory is that it uses an existing model (The Good Lives Model) to improve its own theory which is unlike theories already discussed. By using a humanistic approach, it allows special consideration to be paid to each offender and allow them to be treated individually rather than as a group. This way the needs and requirements of each offender can be met when it comes to rehabilitation treatment, making it more much likely that they will successfully respond rather than treating every offender as the same and making it less likely that they will respond to treatment. As TJ originated within the area of mental health law it allows offenders who are mentally ill to be treated in the correct way so that they can be sent to specialized hospitals and so they can receive specialized treatment so that they are dealt with and treated in the appropriate manner. 
A psychological approach which is linked with the responsivity principle is called the transtheoretical model of change. For the last twenty years, this model has become one of the most popular in treating addictive and/or problematic behaviour (Casey, Day and Howells, 2005). The model created by Prochaska and Diclemente (1982, as cited by Birgden, 2004) aims to explain how individuals alter their own health-related behaviour such as addictions. The model uses different approaches such as self-efficacy, decisional balance and cognitive dissonance in order to have a much more developed and realistic approach. Individuals are helped to alter their decision making for the right thing (process) and at the correct time. The model can be seen as one which comes from a cognitive-behavioural approach which initially starts with verbal processes and ends with methods of behavioural management. There are various different processes that are used within this model that can be applied to offenders. These processes come under two groups which are verbal and behavioural. Processes that are considered verbal include: consciousness raising, dramatic relief, environmental re-evaluation, self-re-evaluation and self-liberation. Processes that are considered behavioural include: Helping relationships, contingency management, counter conditioning and stimulus control. Looking at a few examples of what this means, dramatic relief refers to the emotional arousal regarding current behaviour (verbal process) whereas self-revaluation uses cognitive and assessment of lifestyle to develop a self-image of future pro-social lifestyle (behavioural). Prochaska and Levesque (2001) conclude that instead of just a singular underlying process that the therapeutic relationship is the ‘‘common healer across all therapeutic modalities’’. Looking at the critical perspective of this model, it does encourage practitioners to work with offenders in an attempt to increase levels of motivation in order to change instead of labelling them as uncooperative. The model is appealing for individuals working within psychological and medical models. Although, the model is unlikely to be a suitable explanation into why offenders stop from offending.
Looking at the conclusion, Birgden (2004) provided a few different concluding statements that give an overview of the usefulness of some of the models and theories. The Good life model was found to be more associated with prevention and protection, whereas the risk-need approach was mainly associated with prevention. Although, it is important to note that both these approaches only assume that offenders are motivated unlike the responsivity principle which encourages and tries to promote motivation. However, the transtheoretical model has been applied to offenders by clinicians (similar motivation techniques). On the contrary, the Transtheoretical approach is unlikely to succeed due to the fact that change in offenders is controlled by the law. TJ has been viewed as a useful method that has allowed focus on the importance of correctional staff in their role of getting the law to integrate offenders in rehabilitation. From this a Psycho legal approach can consider both prevention and protection issues and correctional staff can connect with offenders to give off a positive influence. A proposed model has been put forward which includes both correctional staff and offenders. Through this model, internal responsivity is addressed by offender characteristics with attention paid to offender motivation. External responsivity can be addressed by staff motivation. This model is believed to have met the standards and principles for the rehabilitation of offenders and rather than other models such as the Good lives model and approaches such as the risk-need approach. 
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