This critical review is based on a journal article relating to the Risk-need-Responsivity (RNR) model. Does adding the Good lives model (GLM) contribute to effective crime prevention? Written by Andrews, D, Bonta, J and Wormwith, J (2011). RNR is a method widely used to identify the risk-needs of an offender during rehabilitation. Its purpose is to attempt to match the level of a rehabilitation program to the offender’s risk level to increase the success rate of rehabilitation. The process of RNR allows the needs of the offender to be identified in relation to research suggesting that needs are functionally related to criminal behaviour. The responsivity aspect of the RNR model relates to matching the style of rehabilitation to their abilities and learning styles. (Andrews et al,2011) It has been suggested that GLM is an alternative to RNR as it focuses more on the positive strengths of an offender. (Andrews et al,2011) Although, it has always remained of great interest within research if the GLM model could be an enhancement of the RNR model. McMurran, (2008) suggested that a positive approach such as the GLM can see a more successful treatment as delivering more positive goals in comparison to implementing rehabilitation programs based on risks and weaknesses like the RNR, which can be viewed in a negative manner by the offender. However, there is extensive research to suggest that the RNR model has been a powerful tool used within rehabilitation research with a continued impressive success rate. (Ward, 2007)
Andrews et al (2011) discussed how rehabilitation programs including the RNR have seen significant reductions in recidivism, Hanson et al (2002) also supported this opinion. However, Andrews suggests in this article that the recidivism rate success is gender neutral and the tools involved in the model should show success in both genders. Research has suggested that the RNR model has more success with males than females. A study carried out by Vitopoulos (2012) investigated this theory with youth offenders and this study found that there was a significant reduction in recidivism for boys but not girls. Andrews (2011) refers to the RNR as adaptable and discusses how the model has been revised many times to ensure its sustainability. This is supported by Polaschek (2012) who suggests that the original theory has now been revised to include ‘strengths’ giving more emphasis on positive motivation. However, Polaschek also discussed how even when being acceptive of the strengths associated with the RNR model, it should be considered that there is always scope to enhance a theory as no matter how successful and well put together a theory is, it does not mean it will be effective for all people due to individual differences. 
It is suggested that the GLM is successful due to an offender striving towards positive goals, (Ward et al, 2007) associated with a human’s automatic process of taking care of themselves and increasing their well-being. However, Andrews et al (2011) suggests in this article that the GLM seems to assume that all people are working with their core values in mind whilst disregarding environmental issues such as being under the influence of alcohol or illegal substances when a crime was committed. This also raises the question if the RNR and GLM rehabilitation programs have the same success rates when rehabilitating an individual with mental health issues (Lord,2016) or another form of vulnerability. Andrews et al (2011) seemed to lack enthusiasm for the motivating nature of the GLM with his many critiques of the methods used within the framework. However, Ward,Yates,Willis (2012) & Yates (2009) suggested that offenders are far more motivated by positive goals involved within the primary and secondary goods process than when an offender focuses solely on risks and avoidance as put forward by the RNR model. 
A major weakness with this article is the inaccuracy of the title as it suggests that Andrew et al (2011) intended to investigate if the GLM could be an enhancement of the RNR model. However, Andrew et al (2011) seems to compare the models and not without biased, the matter on if the GLM could enhance the RNR is not adequately discussed. (Ward et al, 2012) Andrews et al (2011) discussed human behaviour in this article in relation to how a person should be intrinsically motivated and does not believe that human behaviour can be accurately reflected through rewards. However, Ward et al (2012) suggested that Andrews et al (2011) had neglected to express the link between intrinsic motivation and behavioural change which is the crucial goal of implementing primary and secondary goods into the offender’s rehabilitation. 
[bookmark: _Hlk529626265]Andrews et al (2011) also suggested that another weakness with GLM relates to individual differences and how people can have a varied opinion on what constitutes living a good life. For instance, a certain type of offender could believe that the criminal acts they commit or taking illegal substances with their friends to increase their happiness could be viewed as a positive good by the individual, Andrew’s et al (2011) expressed how this critique had been used frequently in reference to the GLM. However, Ward et al (2012) discussed that the GLM model uses assessment to analyse the offender’s perception of primary and secondary goods, by investigating what the offender enjoys? Or what satisfies them? Creating primary goods and allowing the rehabilitation programme to affirm suitable secondary goals based on this information. Andrews et al (2011) article places a big emphasis on the risks of the offender however, Ward et al (2012) suggested that creating goods rather than just recording the risks for the offender to avoid, allows the offender to gravitate into a more positive direction with clear indications of what they can and would like to achieve. Due to Andrews et al (2011) noting the importance of identifying risks of the offender for successful rehabilitation he discussed in this article how he felt that concentrating mainly on the strengths of the offender was a flaw of the GLM. Although, Ward et al (2012) felt this was an inaccurate description of the model as part of the GLM framework is to assess the risks of the offender, they are in no way overlooked whilst identifying primary and secondary goods. In this article Andrews et al (2011) failed to explain the difference between primary and secondary goods whilst describing the GLM, which is an integral part of the GLM framework. 
A weakness of the Andrews et al (2011) article is the lack of success of rehabilitation rates based on the type of crime that has been committed. A comparison on the individual differences of an offender and the type of crime committed is needed, for the success rate to be investigated thoroughly for the RNR and for future research to be able to determine the success rate of both models working together in all areas of rehabilitation. (Yates,2009)
Andrews et al (2011) suggested that the GLM promotes the needs of the offender above criminogenic needs. However, Ward et al (2012) stated the GLM views human needs and criminogenic needs with equal importance. Andrews suggested that when an offender is aiming towards their own personal sense of well-being this does not mean that their actions could not be harmful to society. Ward et al (2012) suggested this was an inaccurate method of describing the good strategy within the framework of the GLM. It is made clear that during the process of assessment, goals will be set for primary and secondary goods that adhere to the safety of the offender and society. Andrews et al (2011) further suggested this when discussing how the goods promotion will ‘supersede criminogenic needs’ within the GLM framework. However, Ward et al (2012) made it clear in the theory of GLM that the goods process will promote pro social behaviour. Bonta & Andrews (2003) did not completely disregard a possible link between criminogenic needs and primary goods. Although maintained the argument that GLM needs to be operationalised and tested extensively for research to have a clearer view on this.
Andrews et al (2011) discussed how GLM suggests the need to have respect for the offender whilst recognising the harm they may cause. It was suggested by Ward et al (2012) that Andrews et al (2011) seemed to view having respect for offenders in a negative manner. Whereas, Ward et al (2012) argued that this point needed clarification as respect is present within the GLM frame work as offenders need to be treated as human beings of equal matter and not as less of a person due to offending. Although this statement does not come without controversy it should still be noted that to manage an offender in this way allows the scope for positive behavioural change in the offender developing a positive view of their self-worth, instead of viewing themselves as a risk which can lead to a detrimental negative self-perception. Previous research has suggested that when the positivity route is taken the success rate of rehabilitation will rise. (Ziv,2016)
Andrews et al (2011) discussed issues with integrating the RNR and GLM as a rehabilitation framework, suggesting that the RNR did not have a lot to gain by implementing the GLM. Extensive research suggests that the strength of success for RNR outweighs the GLM. (Bonta,2003) As Andrews et al (2011) commented that there was nothing unique to be found in the GLM, Ward et al (2012) retaliated to this comment expressing that the GLM is based on and can accommodate important aspects of the RNR. However, the same cannot be said in reverse. This suggesting that there are levels of treatment for rehabilitation missing from the RNR framework. (Ziv,2016) Consideration also needs to be given to the time difference and research undertaken for each model up until this point. Ward et al (2012) suggested that future research will identify over time that the GLM is not weaker than the RNR.
Yates et al (2010) have conducted extensive research on sex offenders that fully integrated the RNR and GLM model and found the results to be promising. Ward (2003) suggested that the GLM was a competent treatment when it came to sex offenders as it adopts a more self-regulating style of treatment, when treatment is based on the offender’s personal goals regarding to which path they would like their life to take. The Primary and secondary goods which are put in place during assessment ensures that the offender’s goals are fulfilling to them yet are not a risk regarding harm to others. It is said to be successful according to Ward (2003) due to humans having a pre-disposed desire to want to fulfil their goals. This is one of the areas that Ward et al (2012) felt that the GLM expressed strength above the RNR model. To keep an offender motivated and on track throughout their rehabilitation program, whilst not overlooking the risk needs of the offender. Andrews et al (2011) argued how the GLM with its emphasis on positivity is the reason it is appealing to clinicians especially those dealing with sex offenders due to the lack of success that has been observed in these area’s regarding avoidance of re-offending. Research has suggested that the addition of the GLM along with the RNR model does increase motivation in offenders and one of the findings were reduced drop out rates. (Kingston et al 2010) 
Andrews et al (2011) categorised the RNR and GLM into tables when comparing them in the article. Two different types of tables were used, and it was suggested by Ward et al (2012) that the article had a more favourable layout and description of the RNR than the GLM. Ward et al (2012) also suggested that Andrews did not give an accurate representation of how the GLM also assesses the risk factors of an offender as well as attempting to enhance well-being. Due to this Ward et al (2012) felt that Andrews had neglected important information about the process of the GLM and had not portrayed it as a complete rehabilitation theory. Ward et al (2006), Yates et al (2010), Ward et al (2007) all suggest how the GLM still focuses and fully assesses the risk of an offender before any primary and secondary goods are put in place. In the description Andrews et al (2011) gives of the GLM assessment process, the details again are said to be somewhat inaccurate as although Andrews et al (2011) describes the initial process as being interview based, it is made to sound very simplistic with no mention of the verified assessment measure tools used or the structured interview guides that need to be adhered to. (Ward et al, 2012) Andrew’s does not seem to pay attention to how the GLM and RNR frameworks overlap by doing this it gives the impression that the GLM is not as competent as the RNR as a rehabilitation programme.(Ward et al,2012) Andrews et al, (2011) consistently emphasises how the GLM focuses heavily on the positive aspects of the offender and persistently reiterates the lack of consideration and importance of assessing risks. Although, it is made clear in the research of the GLM that risks are not disregarded at all. (Ward et al,2012)
Willis (2013) investigated the enhancement of the RNR when the GLM is added. Willis suggested that the GLM was an exciting innovation. However, also suggested that GLM needs to be applied from the beginning of the offender’s assessment and not as an add on of positivity later in the offender’s treatment. Although Andrews et al (2011) suggested in his article that the RNR model was more competent that the GLM, mainly due to its focus on criminogenic needs. However, research has suggested that to not consider the needs of the offender in all areas including the positive aspects/goals they may have, could mean that the RNR alone is not sufficient enough to be an effective rehabilitation treatment. (Wilson, Yates,2009) There has been some research to suggest that the GLM will display more success as a rehabilitation program as it allows therapists to create more positive relationships with the offenders they are treating, this should then lead to a higher rate of rehabilitation programme completion and a decrease in re-offending. (Ziv,2016) Andrews et al (2011) discussed that therapists need to be fully capable of delivering a rehabilitation program on this level as failure to do this correctly could lead to an increased re-offending risk.
Andrews et al 2011 discusses how the RNR is considerably more established than the GLM and not just because of the time difference in the development of the models. Wormith (2012) agreed with this suggesting that an important difference between the two models is that the RNR was established based on previous strong empirical research to support the framework of the model. Wormith discussed that the foundation of the GLM could not be compared to the RNR. Andrews et al (2011) seemed determined to compare the RNR and GLM throughout the article while consistently commenting on the strength of the RNR as a stand-alone framework. Although Ward et al (2012) has frequently discussed how the GLM is an enhancement to current rehabilitation programs. It was created to add motivation and positivity into methods currently used and Ward et al (2012) suggested there are aspects of the GLM that were lacking in the RNR. Andrews et al (2011) discusses how the RNR is based on empirical research from the areas of biology, personality, environmental and attitude. Whereas, Ziv (2016) suggests that the GLM is based more on a holistic approach, which explains why the foundation of the RNR is seen as more solid. However, the advocates for the GLM will consistently insist that although the holistic aspect of the GLM relates to positive psychology, it still remains that the GLM was based in creation on the existing rehabilitation theories and programmes already in place, (Ziv,2016) 
Looman (2013) discussed the integration of the RNR with GLM and the strength of the research behind the RNR compared to the lack of empirical research for the GLM. Looman discussed how more research would have to be conducted regarding the GLM before considering if it should be added to the RNR and also suggested that extensive empirical research would need to be carried out on its benefits before the GLM could be considered as a replacement for the RNR model. Further research is needed to adequately discuss if the GLM can enhance the RNR model. RNR appears to have a solid foundation of empirical research that it is built on and has been investigated numerous times to positively examine its effectiveness. This being said, GLM does have promising research starting to emerge for its success rate with re-offending. In the hope of finding significant evidence that the combination of the RNR and GLM are more successful, research will need to be carried out with offenders who have committed different crimes and in various environments and then compared to the models when they are working alone, to get a more consistent overview of any enhancement that is present when the models are combined and how this reflects in the success rate of rehabilitation.
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