
[image: C:\Users\angel\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\INetCache\Content.MSO\9FA1C8CC.tmp]


MASTERS DISSERTATION


Tile: Prisoners or Patients: A Critical Literature Review

How does prison help to break the cycle of reoffending? 

Key Words: rehabilitation, punishment, prison, re-offending.




Module: Dissertation
ECHC7003


Angelique Stevens
1708141




Abstract: We live in a society where cases of crime and the number of criminals convicted are significantly increasing day by day. Government statistics indicate that 80% of people who have been convicted have reoffended, creating a vicious cycle. This growing concentration of reoffending has been a matter of deep concern and a topic of debate for many criminologists, politicians, and commentators for decades, however there is no ideology made by the government or global organisations as how to stop criminals from reoffending. With all that comes up the topic of whether punishment or rehabilitation in prison helps to break the cycle of reoffending. Method: This paper explores the role of punishment and rehabilitation within prison in helping to break the cycle of reoffending, through an extensive literature review. Important aspects of punishment and rehabilitation are covered including, definitions, main purpose and various interventions and applications. In addition, a social constructivism analysis of the literature is presented.
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[bookmark: _Toc77602844]Introduction

     There are 117 prisons in England and Wales. Her Majesty ‘s Prison and Probation Service (HMPPS) runs 104, while three private companies operate 13 (Government, 2021). In England and Wales, the size of the prison population has remained broadly stable over the past decade, standing at 83,116 in August 2019 (Davies, 2020; Justice, 2019). However, most recent publications state, that as of July 2020, the prison population in England and Wales had fallen to 79,453 (Sturge, 2020). Nonetheless, it is suggested that the prison population has likely to have fallen since lockdown measures were introduced in response to the Covid-19 pandemic, which has continued to affect police, crime courts and prisons  (Justice, 2021). 

     Whilst the number of prisoners has recently fallen, the evidence provided by The Institute for Government (2021), indicates that the overall needs of the prison population have increased over the years, with record high numbers of self-inflicted deaths, incidences of self- harming rising from 24,964 in 2009/10 to 57,968 in 2018/19, violence doubling from 11,892 in 2009/10 to 24,541 in 2018/19 and greater prevalence of drugs, alcohol, and weapons in prisons. Furthermore, there is a risk of mental health problems escalating further from already high levels due to the coronavirus outbreak (Davies, 2020). Indicating that mental- ill health of prisoners is one of the most prevalent and challenging issues in prisons. A recent study indicated prevalence rates were up to 5 times higher than that found in the general population for, personality disorders, anxiety, mood disorders, eating disorders, psychotic disorders and PTSD (Tyler, 2019). Research has consistently shown that rates of mental health disorders are higher amongst individuals in prisons than in the general population (Singleton, 1997; Fazel, 2019). 



     The Tyler, (2019) study represents one of the largest studies of the mental health needs of prisoners in the U.K. in terms of sample size and number of establishments included, since the last major epidemiological study conducted by The Office of National Statistics Survey of Psychiatric Morbidity amongst Prisoners in England and Wales in 1997, when the prison population was about half of what it is today (O’Hara, 2017; Tyler, 2019). In the last 20 years the prison system has changed tremendously, e.g., extreme overcrowding, reduction of staffing, budget cuts, deteriorating prison estate as well as mental health and social care practice in this context (Government, 2021). There are many other factors which have shown to exacerbate prisoner’s mental ill-health such as, violence, lack of privacy, enforced solitude, lack of meaningful activities and isolation (Goodman, 2019). Furthermore, statistics indicate, reoffending rates within a year of release are high and for those serving short sentences of less than twelve months are even higher, 83% being male and 17% female, suggesting the situation is only deteriorating (Trust, 2019).

     On the backdrop the issue of mental health has recently grown in importance, has risen up the public agenda and is now being acclaimed as a government top priority, publishing a 10-year strategy called Together for Mental Health, to improve the mental health of everyone in Wales. With the aim of people getting the right support at the right time and in the right place, including support for people in contact with the criminal justice system (Jones, 2012). Many believe that improving the mental health of prisoners is an essential step to reducing reoffending and ensuring that those who are released from prison can rebuild their lives in the community (Stringer, 2019). Despite the Government’s efforts to improve mental health, a report from The National Audit Office (NAO), (2017) highlights a current weakness in the government’s ability in identifying how many prisoners have mental health needs, how much it is spending on mental health provisions in prison and whether it is achieving its objectives. 
     
     This means, that without this crucial data, the government is in the dark as to where to start, what they need to improve and how they will meet their objectives, suggesting that the mental well-being of prisoners is being neglected and that more needs to be done in improving prisoners’ mental health (Morse, 2017). On the other hand, according to one inmate from a documentary, Life in a UK Prison, (2017) for so many prisoners, prison life on the inside can be much better than on the outside, providing refuge and relief from difficult lives outside. Indicating that prison is not a deterrent for some offenders, in that case it is not surprising that re-offending rates are high, and prisons are overcrowded. 
     
     Others argue for tough punishment and feel prisons have become too ‘soft’, they should be places for prisoners to pay their debt to society and are not enough of a deterrent (BBC News, 2019: Bullock, 2018). In August 2019, The Prime Minister announced investing millions in prison safety and tackling the drugs in prison, with an additional 2.5 billion to create extra 10,000 prison places (Grierson, 2019). In addition, a couple months later Sir Martin Narey, a former director general of the prison services, stated that “we need to stop fretting about rehabilitation”, he argues that there is no quick fix which can undo a lifetime of damage and is not that simple (Taylor, 2019). This suggests emphasis may be shifting back to punishment rather than rehabilitation (Welch, 2020). This argument has preoccupied criminologists, politicians and commentators for decades and there have been several attempts to solve the problem, yet there has been little agreement on what works. It is this gap in current knowledge which gives rise to my research question, how does prison help to break the cycle of re-offending? Therefore, the aim of this research directly addresses this gap by exploring and gaining a deeper understanding of how prisons help to break the cycle of re-offending, to shed some light on the current ‘What Works’ debate.

   
     The researcher intended to do an Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis methodology (Smith, Flower & Larkin, 2009) exploring ex-prisoners ‘lived experience’ of being subject to the prison system, collecting data via the phenomenological method of semi-structured interviews to find an answer to the identified research question. IPA was chosen as the approach of choice, since research has shown, that prisoners have often been described as a ‘seldom heard’ group, a term that has been used to describe a group of people who have been denied the opportunity to contribute their experiences and opinions to research or service development (Charles, 2016), and because engagement with offenders is often seen to be problematic (Taylor et al, 2018; Freeman, 2021). The protocol of this study was approved by the ethics committee of The University of Wales Trinity Saint David.

     Despite that, the researcher felt that people with lived experiences of being subject to the Criminal Justice System often have substantially different life experiences from the general population (Roberts, 2008). Moreover, is widely known that prisoners go through the process of prisonisation in order to transition themselves into the environment, and prison culture becomes a prominent influence on prisoners’ lives, further segregating them from mainstream society (Martin, 2018). This unique insight into The British Prison System from someone who has experienced it first-hand, instead of sources who have studied the system objectively, would have provided valuable experiential knowledge to enhance research and service development. However, despite numerous attempts of recruiting participants, in great part due to current Covid-19 restrictions, the researcher was unable to obtain participants for interviewing. Therefore, due to the pandemic and timescale of the study, this research study was changed to a literature review, as a prelude to possible further participant led research in the future.


     By undertaking this literature review, better understanding will be gained as to what more can be done to help and support prisoners to rebuild their lives and reduce re-offending. The main objective of this study is to explore and critique the literature on how prison helps to reduce re-offending, through a social constructivism lens. This literature review will aim to make sense of the social world by emphasising the importance of culture and context in understanding what occurs in society and constructing knowledge based on this knowledge (Burr, 2003). This literature review will show the current landscape predominately within peer reviewed journals, government publications and documentaries. By using databases such as EBSOHost, ProQuest, Academic Search Premier, PsychArticles and Elsevier Science Direct. Some grey literature such as, newspaper articles will be included to gain a fuller picture. The findings will be shared with other relevant academics and professionals in order to develop current understanding, beliefs and meaning of how prisons help to reduce the cycle of reoffending. 

[bookmark: _Toc77602845]Critique of Literature

     This literature review begins by briefly exploring the history of the prison, to provide context of the research and to gain a better understanding of the original purpose of prisons. Secondly, a definition and critique of the concepts of punishment and rehabilitation in helping to break the cycle of reoffending will be provided to shed light on the topic of research.





[bookmark: _Toc77602846]History of The Prison
     
     Prisons exist because society decided that they should be used as a method of responding to crime and only emerged around two hundred and thirty years ago (Rubin, 2019). Before the birth of the state prison in 1779, jails were primarily used for the confinement of a mixture of criminals and non-criminals for lots of different reasons, not to punish them, but a means of keeping the person detained until either actual punishment could be carried out, until they paid back their debt, or whilst awaiting trial or sentencing (Reform, 2016). Jails were a way of keeping track of people temporarily, so they tended to stay for short periods (Rubin, 2019). Capital punishment was the dominant form of punishment around this time until the second half of the twentieth century (Coyle, 2021). Many studies examined the relationship between capital punishment and crime rates. However, there is no conclusive evidence to support the view that capital punishment is (Dezhbakhsh, 2006) or is not (Lui, 2004) an effective deterrent in controlling crime. Before long, penal reformists and political theorists began discussing alternatives and came up with ‘The Prison’, a new facility designed to punish convicted criminals with long term confinement (Rubin, 2019). However, the rise of the prison was and still is controversial, not much has changed regarding concerns about the expense of prisons (Government, 2021; Marsh, 2008), if they are sufficiently humane (Office, 2017; Brinkley-Rubinstein, 2013) or if they help to reduce crime (Meijers, 2018; Narey, 2019). However, the idea was that prisons should be unpleasant places, to deter people from committing crimes. People who were found guilty of a crime would be sent to prison, stripped of their freedom, forced to do hard labour, and live in very harsh conditions. Evidence suggests that the prisons of these times were in terrible conditions, with around a quarter of prisoners dying per year from disease and violence (Harding, 1985). It is important to note that, each prison was categorized and run very differently based on security and custody level (Wooldredge, 2020). Furthermore, conditions of confinement, layout, staffing levels, resources and correctional philosophy were fundamentally different from one another, and not much has changed today (Travis, 2014).
     Even though the main purpose of the prison, was to be an unpleasant place, to deter people from committing crimes, John Howard, a prison reform campaigner, and many others began to believe the objective of imprisonment, should be to reform and rehabilitation, rather than punishment through poor treatment (Parliament, 2021). They commended that the prison system was disorganised, dreadful and unhygienic (Reform, 2016). John Howard believed that prisoners should be kept in solitary confinement to prevent the spread of negative influences, and to give them time to reflect on their wrongdoing. He also believed in, installing paid staff, outside inspection, a proper diet, and other necessities for prisoners (Vander Beken, 2016). John Howard’s research and opinion were influential in bringing about a change in attitudes towards the function of prisons (Lasure, 1999) and have been the inspiration for The Penitentiary Act of 1779, which introduced the policy of state prisons for the first time. His legacy is reflected in the existence of organisations like the Howard League for Penal Reform in the U.K (Reform, 2016) and the John Howard Society of Canada (Society, 2021), which continue to advocate for prison reform. 

     Other prison reformers such as Elizabeth Fry followed suit, demanding changes to prisons to make them more civilised and humane (Russel, 2006). It was believed that prisoners could be reformed through hard work, reflection, and Christian teachings inside prisons, and this became the dominant attitude in the 19th century (Isaacs, 2020). The pressure from the reformers led to the 1823 Gaols Act, which marked the beginning of governments efforts to impose general standards of prisons across the U. K (Parliament, 2021). Despite that, high prison committal rates and high levels of re-offending led to severe overcrowding and encouraged a hard disciplinary regime (Bailey, 1997). Strict regimes were put in place, such as ‘The Separate Systems’, where prisoners were kept isolated from each other and ‘The Silent System’ (silent labour), where inmates were forced to do boring, repetitive tasks in complete silence to reform prisoners (Cox, 2018).


     Nevertheless, research indicates, neither system worked, there was no evidence that prisoners were reformed, suicide rates were high and, in some cases, was associated with mental and physical health problems. Policy makers around the world declared this unacceptable (Cox, 2019). Before long, the interest in prison reform was short-lived. Several commissions of inquiry influenced government decisions to make prisons more tough, more of a deterrent and more feared by criminals (Bailey, 1997). The 1865 Prison Act was enforced with the aim to enforce a strict, uniform regime of punishment for all prisoners, not try and reform prisoners through work or religion but primarily as means to deter offending. The Act defined hard labour, hard fare, and hard board (Pealer, 2017) . This showed the return to the attitude of punishment rather than attempt to reform prisoners. 
     
     By the start of the 20th century, there was a political turn in favour for a more punitive approach to crime and justice, called the ‘prison works’ movement embraced by Conservative and Labour governments (Trust, 2019). At the same time, privately managed prisons were introduced in the U.K. As it stands, there are fourteen prisons that have been designed, constructed, managed, and financed by private companies. (Justice, 2019). Since then, the government enacted twenty-three criminal justice acts and created three thousand new criminal offences, putting relentless pressure on judges to pass more and longer prison sentences. As a result, the prison population in England and Wales continued to increase by 84%, rising from 44,975 in 1990 to 83,000 today (Lyon, 2021; Coyle, 2016). However, Brown, (2017), argued this increase was a result of an aging population, indeterminate and mandatory sentences, and an increase in the number of remand prisoners. Nonetheless, it should be noted that alongside this, overall crime in England and Wales had fallen by 42% since 1995. There have been a range of explanations put forward, including, the dramatic expansion of the prison population influenced crime rates.


     Even so, according to the National Audit Office, (2012) there is a very weak relationship between higher incarceration rates and lower crime rates. Bradford, (2011) research supports this, suggesting, crime had fallen over the years due to the increase in life expectancy, increased employment, increased wages, increase in police resources and changes in policing strategies. In addition, recent research found, several types of detection, prevention, proper treatment, and support for prisoners who suffered mental health problems, reduced criminal activity (Pepin, 2018). In more recent years, prison numbers have levelled off, however, significant cuts in budgets (Trust, 2019), extreme overcrowding (Reform, 2019), reduction of staffing (Beard, 2019), deterioration of prison estate (Sturge, 2020) has led to record levels of violence, self-injury (Hawton, 2014) and suicide (Awenat, 2017) in prisons, and is now claimed as one of the most prevalent and challenging issue in prisons. This indicates that the overall needs of the prison population have increased (Government, 2021). 
     
     Recent evidence from the Ministry of Justice, (2020) states the overall re-offending rate in England and Wales, over a one-year follow-up period was 28.1%, that is equivalent to 3.97 reoffences per reoffender, generating major economic and social costs for the community. However, this could be an underestimation of the true level of re-offending, as re-offending rates are known to be difficult to measure, due to only a proportionate of official crime records being detected and reported (Mavron, 2018), suggesting, that the re-offending rates could be much higher. These worrying results demonstrated the reality of chaotic and violent prisons and prompted the government to act. This prompted the return to the attitude of meaningful reform rather than punishment. Since then, the government has made a commitment in making sure that prisons are effective agents of rehabilitation (Lidington, 2017) and that punishment is not to be included within the statutory purpose of prisons (Fairbairn, 2017). 


     It is clear, that the prison was born of punishment, and is the foundation of the prison experience and the priority throughout history. However, this debate on whether punishment or rehabilitation works to reduce reoffending has raged over centuries and the aims of imprisonment have always been contested and complex, with the history of the prison continuously moving through many phases of over-optimism in the power of the prison to change human behaviour, following the grim reality of failure. The next chapter will firstly, examine the current re-offending rates within the U.K, and secondly, define and critique punishment and rehabilitation in helping to reduce re-offending.

     According to Grimwood, (2012) proven re-offending is defined as ’any offence committed in a year follow-up period and receiving a court conviction, caution, reprimand or warning in the one year follow up’. The Ministry of Justice is responsible for routinely publishing statistics on proven re-offending in England and Wales, calculating proven offending figures for offenders who were released from custody, received a non-custodial conviction, received a caution, reprimand, warning or tested positive for opiates or cocaine in a given twelve-month period (Grimwood, 2012) and are published quarterly, usually in January, April, July and October of each year (Justice, 2020). Currently the overall proven reoffending statistics produced by The Ministry of Justice, in 2021, from January to March 2019 was 26.7% and adults released from custodial sentences of less than twelve months had a proven re-offending rate of 59.9%. Although these statistics help to understand the issue of reoffending and ways in which it can be reduced, it is important to highlight several limitations about the value and reliability of reoffending rates. 



     Usually, offending rates are used to compare the effectiveness of different sentences or of different penal systems, however due to the series of social process to convict a criminal such as, witnessing, reporting, prosecuting and then convicting an offender, it can import different biases (Gomes, 2019). In addition, it is well known that only a handful of offences actually lead to a conviction, furthermore individuals who are more socially marginalised because of ethnicity or social class are more likely to be convicted (Justice, 2020). Not to mention, across countries reconviction can be defined and measured very differently (Yukhnenko, 2019), for example, some countries measure conviction rates as re-arrests, others as any type of conviction and some only count re-imprisonment. In addition, different countries count reconviction rates over different timescales, meaning shorter timescales would produce a lower conviction rate than longer timescales (Justice, 2018). Thus, suggesting that reconviction is not a straightforward measure of re-offending and measuring accurate reoffending is difficult. The next section will explore punishment as a way of reducing reoffending.
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     An important element in considering the set research question is to consider what punishment actually is? ‘Punishment’ is a problematic concept, since there is a rich, diverse body of literature and debate on the topic and can be defined in multiple ways. However, the ultimate purpose of punishment is the restoration of a fair social order (Fassin, 2018) and is commonly defined as ‘the organized infliction of pain by the state upon an individual following a conviction for criminal wrongdoing’ (Loader, 2016, p.7). Additionally, in Her Majesty’s Prison Service’s (HMPS) statement of purpose, which was endorsed in 1988, punishment is defined as keeping in custody those committed by the court (HMPPS, 2017). 
          

     Today, people who have been guilty and convicted of serious crimes such as murder, rape, kidnapping or drug dealing, are sent to prison as a form of punishment to protect the public, by deriving the offender of their liberty and freedom enjoyed by the rest of society and give them an incentive not to commit a crime again, is now the most punitive sentence which a court in England and Wales can impose (Gauke, 2018). Offenders can be punished in many ways, but first we must first understand why we are punishing them, before examining if it helps in reducing re-offending. Traditionally there are two general arguments behind why we punish- retribution (punishing the person for doing something wrong) and deterrence (making sure both they, and others are scared from breaking the law in the future). 

     First, retribution is punishment that is morally required for perpetrators of immoral deeds (Hofmann, 2018). Fundamentally, retribution is the practice of “paying your debt to society”, offenders only have the right to go free once they have “paid their debt” and delivery of punishment in response to the harm that the criminal has inflicted upon the victim is necessary for the community to feel morally satisfied. The overarching rationale is public protection, and views offenders as dangerous ‘others’ retrospectively set in their ways. Many share the intuition that those who commit wrongful acts, especially serious crimes, should be punished even if punishing them could produce no good (Collica-Cox, 2017). Historically, retribution was based on the concept of lex talionis- at its core was the principle of equal and direct retribution, expressed as ‘an eye for an eye or a life for a life’ (Lenta, 2018). The driving notion here is crime related anger, fear, and vengeance towards those who have harmed us (Murphy, 2012). Some ‘just desserts’ theorists claim that prisons need to take on the role of the parent and seek to punish one who breaks the rules. If the offender does not learn from their mistakes nor understand the consequences of their actions, then punishment serves no purpose (Canton, 2019). 


     From this perspective, we therefore punish to express severe disapproval (retribution), not to try change the person for the better, because justice makes sense as the justification for punishment. However, more recent literature on retribution and crime is mixed. One retributivist criticism is that retribution is morally flawed and a problematic concept and practice, it is vengeance not retribution and, as such a morally dubious concept (Osgood, 2017). There is also a belief that we cannot teach that killing is wrong by killing (Brookes, 2014). In that case, it is understandable that some wonder, whether offenders truly deserve to suffer for their wrongdoings in the sense required by retributivism (Caruso, 2020) and have compassion rather than revenge to try and change the offender and prevent re-offending. If you look at offender and you only see an offender, it is easy to dismiss them as people. An article by Gwen Adshead, (2021) a former psychiatrist in Broadmoor psychiatric hospital, reveals what she has learnt. She postulates that working with criminals requires a great deal of empathy, stating that ‘without it you can get swept away into a black-and-white world where victims are in one camp and perpetrators in another, and they can never have anything in common, which is just not true’ (Adshead, 2021, pg.37). After all, prisoners are no different than anyone else, they have made mistakes but are now serving a sentence for those mistakes. Adshead, (2021) also points out, that she has seen the same themes emerging time and again, such as, risk factors that cause violence and crime such as substance abuse and childhood adversity. Additionally, violence or crime related to traumatic memories and unresolved stress, hatred, or terror and believes by understanding the factors that cause the violence or crime, we can help prevent them from happening again and could intervene much earlier. In more recent years, the Sentencing Council guidelines (2020) agrees, and found that the lex talionis philosophy looked only at the crime; it made no allowance for the mental health needs of the offender, learning disabilities or neurological disorder, and for any mitigating or aggravating factors associated with the crime, as it does today (Council, 2020). 


     Although there are mixed views on the concept of retribution, an important question is raised as to whether retribution helps to reduce re-offending. There is some promising evidence that, retribution can help restore the relationship between offender and victim by making the offender pay back to the victim and society (Collica-Cox, 2017) through ‘restorative justice’. Relying less on control in prisons and more on care and control in the community. Restorative justice focuses on victim-offender mediation, either through direct contact or indirect communication involving third parties, with the aim to reduce the fear of the victim, ensure they feel ‘paid back’ for the harm that has been done and to ensure the offender is aware of their consequences of their actions, to bring about significant positive transformations (Service, 2019). Ultimately, restorative justice provides the offender with accountability and support and help the victim to recover, heal or find closure. Findings indicate that, restorative justice is stronger than for almost any other criminal justice intervention (Johnstone, 2014). 

     Furthermore, research from the Ministry of Justice, (2012) using randomised control trials, has found that offenders who had committed serious crimes such as robbery and violence, and agreed to meet their victims compared to those who did not, the frequency of re-offending fell by 27% (Newby, 2012). Interestingly, restorative justice is incredibly well aligned with the beliefs and philosophies of counsellors and psychotherapists. Having vengeance removed, qualities such as empathy and kindness can exist (Adshead, 2021). This is second nature to counsellors. Further findings suggest, providing a safe space for victim-offender dialogue to take place, can help to solve severely intractable conflicts, problems and hurt in human relationships and bring about positive change and outcomes (Hastings, 2018). Referring to the point made earlier, the more you know and allow yourself to see the offenders point of view, without losing sight of the crime and its impact on the victims (Adshead, 2021), the more appreciation, understanding of the circumstances that led them to this point (Hastings, 2018).


      An article written by Howard, (2014) shares the stories and experiences of individuals who have been victim participants in restorative justice programmes and found that most victims were seeking revenge through participating in these programmes, however found compassion and forgiveness towards the offender, regardless of what they were in for, and being grateful for having the opportunity to feel heard and helped them on their path towards healing. In addition, after participating in restorative justice programmes, offenders understood that there are consequences to their actions and believed that they will leave jail as better individuals with compassion for others (Reconciliation, 2021). Dr Stanton E. Samehow, (2016) theory supports this view and repeatedly suggests throughout his book called Inside the Criminal Mind, that the only way to help an offender learn not to reoffend and live as a responsible, law-abiding adult, is by helping them to understand their thinking errors and behaviour patterns, as well as choosing or willing to make changes in them, and it is clear that restorative justice programmes could provide an opportunity for offenders to do just that. However, it is important to note that, while childhood adversity, trauma, and other environmental and social circumstances may all be risk factors and seeing offenders as victims of their environment, not everyone with these risk factors goes on to commit crimes (Samenow, 2016).

      Although this study has shown some promising results, and further research shows that in restorative justice does help to reduce re-offending, findings also indicate that utilizing these programmes can be difficult and can be largely influenced by many factors, such as, who manages and delivers these programmes, their objectives, methods, the participants, role of the victims (Johnstone, 2014), and the alignment with other programmes in the prison system (Reconciliation, 2021). Furthermore, it is well documented that prison has its own specific culture and structures which influences and shapes their practices and the behaviour of those involved (Wooldredge, 2020). 


     What is more, according to the Office for National Statistics, at present fewer than 4.2% of victims of crime have access to restorative justice (Council, 2016; Bright, 2017), limiting the ability of offenders to take responsibility and accountability to make amends and placing the needs of state policies of crime and control over those of individuals (Wood, 2016). In summary, although restorative justice has the potential to have a positive impact on the offender and their experience of imprisonment and has the potential to help and support victims of crime to recover and heal, it has not found wide acceptance and is only currently limited to a handful of prisons and then only carried out in partial form (Council, 2016).
    
     J. Howard, (2017) a prison reformer, agrees that prisoners are responsible moral agents that need to be held accountable for their wrong doings. Furthermore, believes enforcing duties that prisoners must do, as form of punishment to reduce the likelihood of re-offending. Prisoners need to do everything they can to mitigate their temptations and are personally responsible for living up to moral demands by taking measures such as pursuing counselling, avoiding locations, reflecting upon victims feelings and make changes in their lifestyle, in the hope that it will increase the likelihood that their moral capacities will operate effectively, increase empathy and strengthen their moral motivation not to commit a crime (Howard, 2017). However, further research by Bivins, (2012) suggests that, ‘moral responsibility’ assumes a capacity for making rational decisions, which in turn justifies holding moral agents accountable for their actions. Given that moral agency entails responsibility, in that autonomous rational agents are in principle capable of responding to moral reasons, accountability is a necessary feature of morality, implying that offenders are rational in their decision making. 



     This perspective frames the Rational Choice Theory, stating that offenders make a conscious choice after weighing up the options, and act accordingly if the benefits outweigh the chance of getting caught (Walters, 2018). However, further research found that situational (work-related stress), neurodevelopment factors (lack of emotion) and criminal thinking patterns such as proactive (power or entitlement) and reactive (withdrawing), can influence offender’s emotions and decision making (Walters, 2015). Some studies argue that offenders have specific traits that will determine how they react and behave (Mededovic, 2017). On a different spin, others argue that by negatively labelling an individual as a criminal, will ultimately become what they are labelled or what others expect them to become (Boppre, 2020). Suggesting that there are many complex factors to consider, that influence an offender’s decision to commit a crime as well as the ability to be accountable for their actions.
     
     Interestingly, key findings from a study by Maruna and Kings, (2009) found, that offenders who can demonstrate redeemability and be accountable for their actions, actually decreases punitiveness, if the hope exists that offenders can change for the better, then the perceived utility of punishment evaporates, and offenders are no longer viewed as ‘the other’. However, some still question whether this actually helps the offender and believe that ‘once a criminal, always a criminal’ (Delft, 2015). It is important to note, in considering this study that it was conducted in the United Kingdom, more than a decade ago, within a distinct social context and that in different social context, findings could vary. However, a study conducted in the United States by Burton, (2020) a decade later, replicates findings from Maruna and Kings, (2009) study, finding that redeemability is a strong predictor of public punitiveness and is a potentially significant source of public policy preferences (Burton, 2020).


     While it can be said that society has moved forward on the path to humanity by disregarding the old lex talionis and replacing it with confinement, it is evident there is growing recognition that societies attitudes towards criminals, has an influence on how offenders are treated (Twardawski, 2020; Burton, 2020). Several studies, found that such punitive attitudes are directly associated with endorsing stereotypes, experiencing anger towards criminals, and supporting harsh criminal justice policies (Cote-Lussier, 2016). Furthermore, people who have negative attitudes towards ex-offenders are more likely to support punitive policies that may be attributed to dispositional attributes, based on the assumption that all individuals are responsible for their actions and, therefore, the consequences of those actions (Canadalyn, 2016). Unsurprisingly, academic studies have found that politicians always poll best when appearing tough on crime and who would prefer an alternate approach (Silver, 2017). 

     It is evident that the view on retribution is mixed. However, it is apparent that punishment was and remains fundamentally rooted within the criminal justice system, as well as in societies attitudes towards offenders, which seems to shape the tone of crime-control policy and the desire for retribution. However, in recent years, there is evidence to suggest that societies attitudes towards offenders, seem to be shifting slightly away from just looking at the crime and more towards recognising other factors that may contribute to the crime and re-offending. Increasing our understanding of prisoners who re-offend might therefore prove important. The literature also indicates that there is some promising, yet mixed evidence for the effectiveness of restorative programmes in reducing re-offending.

     


     Secondly, another aim of a prison is to deter people from committing a crime or repeat crime because of the fear of being imprisoned. Deterrence is a theory of choice in which individuals balance the benefits and costs of crime, it suggests that threats of punishment or experiencing punishment should reduce the likelihood of re-offending (Maurice, 2020). In more recent years, sentencing is the central form of punishment and in the criminal justice system. The main objective of deterrence is to make the punishment harsh enough that the offender will fear receiving a similar punishment and will discourage them from similar criminal behaviour in the future (Champlin, 2017). According to the Sentencing Council for England and Wales, (2010) there are many types of sentences that a judge or magistrate pass, ranging from fines, which are given to lower-level offences, up to life sentences in prison for more serious crimes. The four main types of sentences are: Discharge, Fine, Community sentence and Custodial sentence (Council, 2010). Re-offending rates within a year of release in England and Wales stands at 48% and for those serving short sentences of less than twelve months are even higher, standing at 64% (Trust, 2019). 

     In an attempt to reduce re-offending, in 2020, the Lord Chancellor Robert Buckland, set out a plan for ‘smarter sentencing’ with the aim to reduce re-offending and increase the deterrent effect of sentencing by sending more offenders to prison, making sentences longer and making community sentences stricter. With the view that, a prison sentence of 5 years should produce twice as much suffering as a sentence of 10 years. Alongside this, official Government policy outlined in a White Paper called A Smarter Approach to Sentencing claims the reforms would bring ‘improved victim and public confidence and protection’ (Buckland, 2020).


     Empirical research on the effectiveness of sentencing as a deterrence has remained inconclusive (Bhati & Piquero, 2007). Most of the research focuses on the effects of custodial and non-custodial sentences (Villettaz, 2015; Wermink, 2017), with some studies finding no effect of prison on re-offending (Beijersbergen, 2015), some finding prison reduces re-offending (Sapouna, 2015), and others finding that prison causes or likely to cause criminal behaviour (Jolliffe, 2015). Empirical evidence into the relationship between the length of sentence and its effect on re-offending rates is limited with much of the literature to date suggesting that the length of time served in prison may influence the effects on re-offending, though more recent literature suggests that the effects are minimal (Wermink, 2017). However, these studies consistently demonstrate an inability to assure adequate comparability between prisoners who serve different lengths of imprisonment due to reliance on problematic study designs and data limitations, for example the aim in Wermink, (2017) study, was to assess the relationship between imprisonment length and re-offending, however, their data came from Dutch prisoners, serving only short- term sentences, with an average of 4.1 months of confinement, resulting in relatively small differences and reducing the generalizability of the study. Gathering data from groups that differ in imprisonment lengths will not only increase the generalizability of the study but to other sentences context, like the U.K. More solid knowledge about the level of confinement that may produce the highest public safety benefits is needed to inform policy and society. In addition, using a propensity score methodology, for example collecting data without having to take part in in-depth interviews, questionnaires or without having to maintain a research diary and relying solely on observational data and therefore is vulnerable to sources of unobserved bias (Imai, 2014).




     Only five studies have compared re-offending rates after different lengths of imprisonment (Loughran, 2017; Snodgrass, 2001; Meade, 2012; Rydberg, 2016; Wermink, 2017). However, these studies relied solely on specific contexts and offender populations and analysing offender’s criminal records and reconvictions for comparison. They did not consider variables in offender’s circumstances such as drug abuse or employment within each group, thus increasing the possibility of the results being biased because of other key factors being ignored. Since, judges impose sentences based on factors other than those on their criminal records (Judiciary, 2021), the re-offending rates could potentially be underestimated, thus compromising the generalizability of previous studies.

     Although tougher sentencing has been rolled out to help reduce re-offending, there has been a few studies to have found that tougher sentencing has a positive impact in reducing re-offending (Stefanovska, 2018; Chaflin, 2017). Despite this, there is concern about these findings, in that these studies created instability in the estimated effects of serving lengthy prison sentences. The effect of time served may be variable depending on the specific time served. For example, some research has found that, offenders serving longer sentences become desensitized and would even choose to stay in prison (Mears, 2017). Some wanting to stay till the end of their sentence because they have nowhere to go or have found resettlement after their sentence a challenge, for some, prison offers a better way of life (Liebling, 2019). In addition, further research has found harsher punishments, such as longer sentences having an opposite effect (Mears, 2017), increasing re-offending, rather than reducing re-offending (Knight, 2020). Furthermore, what research is increasingly showing is that the prison environment, health, addiction issues (Plettinckx, 2018), disrupted family relationships and pre-existing mental health problems are exacerbated by the experience of imprisonment, creating additional problems, and increasing the risk of re-offending (Malloch, 2013).


     Despite there being a generous amount of evidence showing that imprisonment can be harmful and criminogenic, there are a small number of recent studies claiming that prison can be a positive experience for some people in some circumstances. Offering, respite or refuge from the outside world (Johns, 2017), space for contemplation (O'Donnell, 2014), open opportunities to work or study, opportunities to engage in offending behaviour programmes, therapeutic interventions, addiction detoxification and other medical services (Crewe, 2019).  A possible explanation for such limited evidence that suggests and promotes imprisonment as a positive experience, may be because it could be taken as an argument in favour of imprisonment, given that prison is well-known and documented for its harmful effects from separation, isolation, and institutionalisation (Ginneken, 2016). 

     Furthermore, despite the roll out of tougher sentencing, there is growing consensus that in England and Wales, courts are sending some people to prison for petty, persistent crimes and who should not be there. According to The Ministry of Justice, (2021) the overall number of offenders sentenced at all courts in April 2020 was 881,000. However, these statistics were impacted by the restrictions put in place in response to the Covid- 19 pandemic, resulting in a decrease of 26%. However, almost half were sentenced to serve six months or less and 69% of the U.K prison population were non-violent offenders (MoJ, 2021), with many having mental health problems, learning difficulties, troubled and complex backgrounds or are victims of abuse themselves (Kirby, 2018). As a result, prisons in England and Wales are crammed full of people serving sentences for non-violent crimes, which contributes to the problem of overcrowding (MoJ, 2021). Some research argues that non-violent offenders should not go to prison and can be adequately punished by other means and have found that diverting offenders from standard prison sentences to alternative less punitive sentences or community-based interventions not only saves UK society money (Newton, 2019) but re-offending rates lower (Villettaz, 2015). 


     Evidence from Norway’s criminal justice system supports this view and shows some promising results. Norwegian prisons are often regarded as having a good balance between fair punishment, humane prisons, and effective rehabilitation (Pakes, 2017). In a documentary looking at: How Norway’s prisons are different from Americas, it shows the country relies on the concept called ‘restorative justice’ which adopts a less punitive approach to the UK and America (NowThis, 2020), claiming that the removal of freedom is punishment enough. The maximum prison sentence in Norway is twenty-one years, focusing on shorter sentences and life outside the prison, making sure offenders do not go back (Keighley, 2019). In addition, Norway has one of the lowest re-offending rates in the world at 20% and considerably lower than re-offending rates in the U.K. (Pakes, 2017). It is evident that fewer Norwegians ever end up in prison and the few who do, do not usually return. Whatever the opinion, it is hard to deny that it is doing something right. 
     
     Although Norway’s ‘humane’ criminal justice system clearly works and provides useful information about relative effectiveness of different sentencing and rehabilitation policies, there are several differences including, size, demographics, and history. Norway has a population of less than five million, a twelfth of the U.K. and within the respective justice system, these differences are magnified (Pakes, 2017). Also, Norway has 4,000 prisons, where as the U.K has 87,900 (Sturge, 2020). Although the U.K has made efforts to increase comparability of reoffending statistics, international comparisons between countries remain problematic (Hyatt, 2018). Overall reoffending rates remain difficult to compare because of the significant variables in outcome definitions and reporting practices, for example, in Norway two-year reoffending rates ranged from 14% to 42% compared to 59% in the U.K (Fazel, 2015), however, this would depend on if the sample included arrested, convicted, or imprisoned individuals and/ or the outcome was arrest, conviction or imprisonment. In the U.K reoffending rates includes fines, whereas in Norway it does not.


      The diversity of these statistics may be due to different definitions e.g inclusion or exclusion of fines, which may explain why Norway has lower reoffending rates than the U.K (Yukhnenko, 2020). Equally important, in Norway, offenders with mental health conditions are treated completely different to the U.K. In Norway when an a  offender with mental health conditions enters the prison system following a charge, they are seen by a psychologist or psychiatrist and are filtered into several different places, where they can receive the proper, and particular care they need, whereas in the U.K offenders are screened by prison staff for risk of suicide, self-harming and is followed by a health screen , however, both fail to identify mental health problems and often end up within the general prison population (Hogenboom, 2018). This is interesting because a recent study from Ministry of Justice, (2018) found, that when offenders accessed mental health treatments as part of their sentence, they were significantly less likely to reoffend, which again may explain why Norway has lower reoffending rates. Regardless of whether the differences are driven by philosophy or by the available resources, aspects of the of Norwegian criminal justice system can serve as an inspiration for U.K reform, and represents a goal in the U.K, rather than the current reality.

     Recent deterrence literature has found that, deterrence differs with-in individual offender’s interpretation, maturity of judgement (Lee, 2018), and subjective experience of punishment and between individual offenders over time (Roche, 2020; Hirtenlehner, 2017; Lee, 2018). Some studies found, not only that severity of a sentence as experienced by an offender themselves is not a linear function of its duration but also found differences between offenders in how severe they experience their time in prison (Ellen, 2017). Meaning that, two offenders can be said to have committed offences of exactly equal seriousness, however the same punishment may be perceived, experienced, and afflicted in very different ways, directly influencing their understanding of the punishment imposed and subsequent offending (Lee, 2018). 


     Interestingly, a study by Lee, (2018) exploring the maturity judgment with-in individual offenders, such as, temperance, perspective, and responsibility, on the perceived risks, costs, and benefits of committing a crime, found that offenders perceptual deterrence, that is their perceived certainty, severity, and celerity of punishment, are inversely related to their decisions and varies between individuals. However, this study uses samples of high-risk juvenile offenders who were already involved with the criminal justice system, so generalizability of the study may be limited and is possible that the variations of perceptual deterrence were restricted.

     Another study by Ginnekin, (2016) offers an insight to offender’s views on the meaning and severity of punishment. The study was conducted through semi-structured interviews with 15 male and 15 female prisoners and findings showed, that punishment means very different things to different offenders and that assumptions are made that punishment holds the same meaning to every offender. Some offender’s interpretation of punishment was considered the deprivation of liberty, whilst others expected more harsher treatment or suffering. Others however, considered unintended consequences during or after their sentence as part of their punishment (Ginneken, 2016). Furthermore, some offenders considered serving community penalty was more severe than imprisonment, others believed the opposite (Ellen, 2017). However, considering the complexity of subjective experiences of punishment of this study, it could be concluded that, the findings from this study have poor generalizability about the effectiveness of punishment, therefore evaluations not only vary substantially from outcomes in terms of reoffending but likely to vary across countries, prison establishments and over time. For that reason, cross-sectional longitudinal studies to measure changes in the subjective experience of punishment over a period of time, could deem important.


     By contrast, further studies by Sexton, (2015) found that, other factors including, the prison environment such as, policies, attitudes, and relationships within prisons and previous experiences of prison, influences individual offender’s expectations of what their sentence would be like, and their actual experience. Sexton, (2015) findings indicate that there are notable differences between intended and experienced punishment. However, it is also important to note that, not all offenders come to the criminal justice system under equal circumstances (Ellen, 2017), and there is impressive body of literature on the experience of imprisonment that supports this view (Earle, 2014; Chamberlen, 2015; Hsieh, 2018). However, further studies found that the pains extend beyond the deprivation of liberty (Bowler, 2018; Ryan, 2019), findings from these studies indicates that, pre-prison factors such as, dispositions, childhood abuse, substance misuse, learning difficulties and employment (Ryan, 2019), as well as imported factors such as prior experience of prison, can influence an offender’s prison experience and perceptual deterrence. It is also important to consider the complex mental health problems of many prisoners, as well as the high rates in suicide and self-harm (Government, 2021), illustrating how vulnerable offenders are, but also suggests harmful effects of imprisonment on mental health and well-being. As it would appear these studies indicate that, punishing, and treating offenders alike, takes no notice of their personal circumstances and contexts which is unique to each offender (Ginneken, 2016). 

     In summary, literature on deterrence is mixed. Simply making sentences longer or tougher may not always work to deter an offender. More consideration and understanding of the individual variable factors associated with prisoners who re-offend, particularly when carrying out initial intake assessments, or designing treatment and individual sentence plans. Therefore, understanding an offender’s individual dispositions may be useful markers. Suggesting treating each offender as unique and to assess their ‘life story’. The next section will explore rehabilitation as a way of reducing reoffending.
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     Another important element in considering the set research question is to consider the rehabilitation of offenders and the impact this has on reoffending, which has been a longstanding ideal and key feature of the modern U.K criminal justice system. Rehabilitation can be defined as a ‘process and activities that encourage people who have committed a crime to cease offending and embark on a law-abiding life. Rehabilitation is about giving people the opportunity to change; addressing the reasons why they commit crime and helping them have a better way of living through thinking and acting differently’ (Mann, 2018, p.3). As previously discussed, the popularity of rehabilitation has varied over time, however since the first half of the twentieth century the emphasis on rehabilitation rather than punishment of an offender has steadily increased and as the philosopher and historian Michael Foucault put it, ‘punishment shifted over time from the discipling of the body to the disciplining of the soul’ (Foucault, 1991, p.333).  

     In the past, rehabilitation of offenders focused more on changing the characters of prisoners, however the proportion of prisoners who reoffend upon release from prison in England and Wales, has continued to increase over the years, which shifted the governments focus to preventing reoffending. The financial cost of reoffending on society and the criminal justice system has also shifted the government’s focus. According to a study conducted by the Ministry of Justice, (2019) in the 2016 cohort, the total estimated economic and social cost of reoffending over a twelve- month follow-up period was £18.1 billion (Newton, 2019). The average cost of keeping an offender within prison varies, but on average the bill is £43,213 a year, that is £118 a day, however, this does not include the high financial cost to the police, victims of crime, other public agencies, communities in which they live in and the offender’s families (Beard, 2019), therefore it is likely that these results are a large underestimate of the costs. 

     There are a few other limitations that need to be taken into account when considering the findings of this study, the estimated costs of reoffending are based on recorded crime levels, it does not take into account wider crime, nor does it include reoffences occurring over a longer period of time, as there is no clear data available to estimate this, it leads to a large underestimate of cost of reoffending. Even so, the cost to the taxpayer and criminal justice system of holding an offender within prison is significantly high, therefore the government has focused on radical moves to reduce reoffending by improving the sentencing framework and reforming offenders. 

     In addition, the strong link between mental health problems of offenders and reoffending rates has climbed up the political agenda, and for that reason, prisons have adopted a range of measures to reduce reoffending, such as, direct therapeutic interventions and offending behaviour programmes to address psychological causes of criminal behaviour (Prisons, 2017), as well as educational, vocational (Healy, 2010), housing support programmes (Madoc-Jones, 2020), necessary life skills training (Jolley, 2018), substance misuse interventions (Elison, 2016) and employment training to prepare offenders to successfully integrate into the community after release (Blakey, 2017). Further wider factors such as a strong and supportive family and intimate relationships, sobriety, steady employment, being hopeful and motivated of the future and contributing towards society and their community in some way, social networks and having others who communicate a belief that they can and will change, have also been identified to help individuals to refrain from reoffending (Justice, 2013). Research findings on the outcomes of these interventions and programmes in helping to reduce reoffending is mixed. 


     Several systematic reviews of mental health interventions for prisoners have been published and have found that certain interventions and programmes to be particularly effective in reducing reoffending (Raynor, 2004; Kouyoumdjian, 2015; Bartlett, 2015; Yoon, 2017), however, most of the reviews mostly focused on a particular disorder, population group and specific therapies. There is significant research suggesting Cognitive Behavioural Therapy-based interventions for anxiety and depression is effective with offenders (Leigh-Hunt, 2015), as well as drug treatment programmes (Barnett, 2018) is to be found an important component for successful resettlement in the community and for reducing reoffending (Levi, 2014; Justice, 2013; Blakey, 2017). Other studies found learning important life skills to assist prisoners in everyday life such as, recognition, interpretation, reflection, response, and planning (Jolley, 2018), as well as restorative methods (MacKenzie, 2015) to be another important component in rehabilitation. Further studies found particular rehabilitation interventions and programmes to be modestly effective, such as Fazel, (2017) systematic review of all psychological therapies for prisoners, indicating that CBT and Mindfulness-based therapies modestly effective in treating depression and anxiety symptoms. Evidence from Bouw, (2019) study investigating feasibility and effectiveness of mindfulness intervention in prison supports this view, concluding beneficial outcomes of self-esteem, stress responsivity, anger, copying strategies and emotion-driven inhibitory control of prisoners.

     Results from a review on ‘What Works to Reduce Crime’ by Levi, (2014) are consistent with other studies (Leigh-Hunt, 2015; Fazel, 2015; Barnett, 2018), however this review also indicates that early life experiences shape an individual’s life chance and their likelihood of reoffending, highlighting societal, environmental and biological factors which shape behaviour such as parental/family issues, home environment, social class, school environment and genetic, hormonal or neurological factors, which other studies didn’t find.


      Results also show that school-based programmes, parenting interventions (Barnazzani, 2001) and programmes that enhance children’s resilience, self-control and social skills help to reduce delinquency and problem behaviour (Levi, 2014). This is an important factor to note, as there is growing body of evidence and criminology theories into why people commit crimes and why they behave in certain situations and by understanding why an individual commits a crime, the government and criminal justice system can develop ways to control crime or rehabilitate the offender (Maulidi, 2020). It is also important to note that, although the results concluded that biological factors (Eysenck, 2016) for example, individual differences in genetic inheritance and individuals with reduced levels of serotonin and higher levels of dopamine, could account for an anti-social personality and environmental factors such as, variables in the childhood home environment and social class, which could lead to behaviour problems such as, impulsivity or aggressive and violent behaviour which are risk factors for offending behaviour, play a huge role in predicting later offending, it is only one of many factors and not the main cause of crime (Stevens, 2018). However, despite methodological variations between the studies, the results were surprisingly consistent in shaping criminal behaviour. Interestingly, research has found very little empirical evidence on animal-based (Del, 2019; Smith, 2019), horticultural (Bohlinger, 2019) and art-based programmes (Cheliotis, 2015) in the U.K, despite the fact these programmes operate in other countries and have shown promising results, however absence of evidence does not mean that an intervention is ineffective, nor does it mean that we can assume it is effective in reducing reoffending.

    



     Whilst there is encouraging evidence, that particular interventions can be effective, there has been disappointment and concerns about how these interventions are implemented, particularly within a prison, how they are resourced and what they can achieve, with recent studies supporting the view that rehabilitation interventions are ill-resourced, superficial in approach and unlikely to facilitate change (Bullock, 2018; Barnett, 2018). Research has consistently expressed that, overcrowding in prison is having is a huge influence on the delivery and impact of rehabilitation interventions, in terms of quality and quantity (Bullock, 2018).

     In addition, failures in meeting the average of 24 hours’ worth of purposeful activity for each prisoner each week, means prisoners are spending too much time in their cells (Owers, 2007), missing the opportunity to access rehabilitation programmes, education, support and exercise, and not receiving particular interventions and treatment they need (Bullock, 2018) and further research indicates, that increased prisoner transfers, reduction in staff and poor administration (Stephenson, 2018) all contribute to the disruption educational, vocational, and therapeutic interventions (Bullock, 2018). Indicating that prisons in the U.K are lacking in their commitment to rehabilitation, which contradicts the governments promise of a ‘rehabilitation revolution’ (Aitken, 2018).
 
     There have been several systematic reviews of ‘what works’ in preventing reoffending, however a recent review of meta-analysis and systematic reviews by Barnett, (2018) found, drug testing as a stand-alone practice, therapeutic and behavioural interventions for sexual offenders, brief interventions for alcohol misuse and stand-alone pharmalogical treatments for drug misuse to be ineffective. In addition, an international review of ‘what works’ to prevent reoffending by MacKenzie and Farrington, (2015) examining one systematic review, one met-analyses, and seven randomised control trials, taken together with findings of previous international reviews (Lipsey, 2007), concluded that interventions based on surveillance, control, deterrence or discipline, as well as boot camps, intensive community supervision and prison sentences to be ineffective. Barnett, (2018) findings are consistent with previous study findings; however, another promising finding was that, in some cases particular interventions such as, custodial sanctions, court-mandated treatment for domestic violence and incarceration-based agonist drug treatment to be harmful and in fact increases reoffending (Barnett, 2018). However, this review does not include all relevant evidence, due the inclusion criteria excluding prison interventions such as animal based or horticultural programmes, which has previously shown to not being subject to extensive testing. In addition, most of the studies reviewed were outdated and small scaled, therefore more robust consideration of interventions are needed. Findings should therefore be considered as a suggestive of interventions and programmes that are considered ineffective in reducing reoffending.

     In the U.S there have been some promising results from The Compassionate Prison Project, run by Fritzi Horstman, exploring the significant correlation between ACE’s (Adverse Childhood Experiences) and the lives of men and women in prison, transforming offenders lives by addressing childhood trauma through increased awareness and compassionate understanding and developing several projects which supports their goal of creating trauma-informed prisons throughout the U.S and internationally (Horstman, 2021). In the documentary Step Inside the Circle by Fritzi Horstman, (2020), 235 male offenders participated in a powerful exercise that addressed their childhood trauma. According to one participant, ‘in prison you’re not meant to show weakness, but to walk in that circle and take each step forward was a reminder to ourselves that we still have humanity and are worthy to be loved, most people on the outside do not understand, we want to change, so we can re-enter in society, better than we left it’, (Horstman, 2020, 00:04:30). 
     

     Controversially, as previously noted, there is research that argues against this view of being compassionate towards offenders, with some believing that criminals who have committed a serious crime, say murder, rape or paedophilia do not deserve any compassion and is a slap in the face to the victims of their crimes (Stefanaski, 2008).

     Although, The Compassionate Prison Project, (2021) shows some promising results, this project was conducted in the U.S, and currently the prevalence of ACE’s, trauma in vulnerable and high risk groups, such as prison population and knowledge on the association between ACE’s, trauma and reoffending (Mendal, 2021), remains relatively understudied in the U.K (Ford, 2017). This is interesting, as existing literature, on the links between childhood adversity, trauma and involvement in crime and the criminal justice system are well evidenced (Levi, 2014; Fazel, 2015; Leigh-Hunt, 2015; Barnett, 2018; Durr, 2020), as well as the links between childhood adversity, trauma and physical, social, emotional and mental well-being, including influences on self-harming and suicidal behaviours in the context of the prison population (Ford, 2020). 

     A growing body of evidence have reported high levels of childhood adversity, trauma in prisoners, with more than a third reporting recent suicidal ideations, confirming that childhood adversity is positively associated to suicidality (Godet-Mardirossian, 2011; Blaauw, 2002; De Ravello, 2008). In addition, further studies found that childhood adversity, trauma is powerfully associated with serious mental and physical helath issues such as, depression and anxiety, interpersonal problems, PTSD (Baranyi, 2018), schizophrenia and substance abuse (Wolff, 2012), as well as an association with, heart, liver and lung disease, smoking, obesity and sexually transmitted diseases (Thordarson, 2020). 

     Whilst equivalent research does not exist in the U.K, the 16th Prisoner Survey, (2017) conducted by the Scottish Prison Service, reports high rates of childhood abuse, violence, experience of being in care and exclusions in school in people in prison (Williams, 2012). In addition this survey, found 44% of the prison population reported as a child they witnessed physical/domestic abuse in their home, 45% reported being physically hurt by an adult or parent in their home, 22% reported sexual abuse by adults or parents, approximately 32% reported living with someone who was depressed, mentally ill or suicidal and 36% reported living with someone who was a problem drinker (Carnie, 2017). In addition, research suggests there is a higher percentage of prisoners suffering with PTSD than the general population (Gabor, 2020; Baranyi, 2018; Allely, 2020), that is not surprising, when you consider the high rates of traumatic events prisoners have been exposed to (Allely, 2020). What this evidence confirms that the prison population are the most traumatized people in our society (Gabor, 2020).

     In the U.K there is promising evidence emerging on the impact of trauma-informed approaches in the prison population.  A pilot study by Petrillo, (2019) on the impact of healing trauma, which is a psycho-educational, cognitive behavioural and psycho-social intervention that helps to understand the connections between trauma and criminal behaviours among seven women’s prisons in England, found that healing trauma has a positive impact on the emotional and psychological well-being of the participants who completed the programme. Results show a decrease in depression, PTSD symptoms, anxiety, psychological distress, as well as trauma-related problems such as sleep disturbances and dissociation, which has shown to impacting directly or indirectly on their offending (Petrillo, 2019).

     Although the Petrillo, (2019) pilot study, provides current evidence that trauma-informed approaches help to reduce emotional and psychological well-being of prisoners, the sole predictor of programme efficiency is whether it reduces reoffending. However, the current evaluation does not include reconviction data, and the inclusion of such data would provide evidence of the impact of trauma-informed approaches on reoffending. In addition, over the course of the programme a hundred and seventy women completed the programme, however only thirty of them (17%) completed both pre and post-tests, resulting in a relatively small sample size. A larger sample size would provide more robust and generalizable information on the impacts of trauma-informed approaches. There is also research suggesting that implementing trauma-informed approaches within prisons, can present some unique challenges, such as the prison environment itself can be traumatizing or retraumatize prisoners (Durr, 2020), lack of resources, high staff turnover reducing sustainability, difficulties in balancing the tension care and control and the reluctance of prisoners to explore their trauma (Jervis, 2019).

     Although there is some recent evidence to support a trauma-informed approach in the criminal justice system (Vaswani, 2019; Petrillo, 2021), there is lack of robust evaluations and very little empirical evidence of its effectiveness. However, there are promising results in other countries with an emerging body of evidence pointing to the value of trauma-informed approaches which advocate a more compassionate justice system. In addition, even though there have been some promising results in the U.S and some isolated examples of current initiatives in the U.K which suggests its benefits, research indicates there is no new theory of rehabilitation or practical proposals for achieving it in the U.K. Both academic and government publications confirm that prison is widely hoped and expected to perform a rehabilitative function, however a body of research is drawing attention to the challenges faced by those aiming to deliver the ideal rehabilitative prisons in practice (Durr, 2020; Petrillo, 2019). 
     Since May 2010, various penal developments have been produced and announced in an attempt to address reoffending, stating their commitments to rehabilitating offenders such as, the Green Paper, Breaking the Cycle: Effective Punishment, Rehabilitation and Sentencing Offenders laid out in 2010 (Justice, 2010), setting out an intelligent sentencing framework, coupled with more effective rehabilitation, to help break the cycle of reoffending, the Transforming Rehabilitation: A Strategy to Reform in 2013 (Justice, 2013) to ensure that those who break the law are not only punished, but also receive mentoring and rehabilitation support to help get their lives back on track so they do not reoffend and the White Paper on Prison Safety and Reform in 2016 (Justice, 2016) committing to the development of new measures for tracking how a prisoners rehabilitation progressed during the course of their sentence, to name a few. 

     Additionally, there have been a collection of speeches from the government advocating offender rehabilitation (Brown, 2016) from 2010 to the speech given by the then British Prime Minister, David Cameron in 2016, announcing, ‘the biggest shape up’ of prisons since the Victorian era, stating that ‘the failure of our prisons is scandalous’ (Cameron, 2016). That was the first speech from a Prime Minister on prison and rehabilitative reform for some twenty years, and launched the ‘Rehabilitation Revolution’ agenda, which devoted an unprecedented number of additional resources to rehabilitation and resettlement, which fundamentally changed the way we respond to criminal behaviour (Aitken, 2018). However, despite the government’s efforts in setting out ambitious reform programmes in hope to reducing reoffending rates, the reality is that after so many years and different kinds of rehabilitative programmes, research suggests there is not enough or good enough data collected to understand whether they are meeting their objectives, not much has changed, and in fact has got worse.

     It is well known that the rates of mental health problems are much higher amongst people in prison than in the general population, rates being five times higher than the general population (Tyler, 2019) and has consistently shown throughout research that there is a strong link between the presence of mental health problems in prisoners and reoffending (Fazel, 2012; Chang, 2015; Tyler, 2019). A recent epistemological study by Tyler, (2019) on the mental health needs of prisoners, aimed to measure the prevalence and commodity of mental health needs of both men and women across thirteen prisons in the U.K., and found that, prevalence rates of current mental health disorders were high, particularly for personality disorders, anxiety, mood disorders and risk of suicide. Interestingly, further findings indicated that of those participants who identified as having mental health problems, a large proportion reported having no access or contact with mental health services (Barnett, 2018; Bullock, 2018).

     The Tyler, (2019) study provides the most updated picture of the mental health needs of those in prison. The last major epistemological study was conducted in 1997 by The Office of National Statistics Survey of Psychiatric Morbidity among prisoners in England and Wales (Singleton, 1997). Although this study provides current evidence of the prevalence of mental health problems within prisons, there is no study that tells us how many prisoners have mental health problems (National Audit Office, 2017). According to The House of Commons Committee of Public Accounts, (2017) the reason for this, is due to the insufficient screening procedures which are unable to adequately identify those who need support and treatment (Mathews, 2017). This points to a fundamental problem that, the government does not know the base they are starting from (Forrester, 2018). Further work, action and funding are therefore required to develop and deliver essential mental health screening and assessment services for people who come in contact with the criminal justice system, particularly as they enter the prisons. 

     What the government does know however is shocking statics in the a sharp rise in suicide rates, with a record of 5,691 registered suicides in 2019 (Statistics, 2020), self-harming, with records of 11,843 individuals self-harming in the 12 months of December 2020 (Justice, 2021), violence, with records of 21,489 assault incidents in the same year (Justice, 2021) and an increase of drug use in prisons, with records of 53,193 adults in alcohol and drug treatments between 2018 and 2019 (Health, 2020), again confirming that in prisons are the most traumatized people in our society (Gabor, 2020), and that the prison system is failing to rehabilitate offenders.
     
     Another essential point I to consider there is the quality of the prison environment. An extensive amount of evidence suggets that the quality of the prison environment has an immediate and long-term impact on a prisoner’s mental health and well-being (Goodman, 2019). The evidence from the Ministry of Justice, (2019) and other relevant studies from both U.K (Nurse, 2003; Goomany, 2015; Bullock, 2018) and other countries (Constantino, 2015; Jewkes, 2018) indicate a number of themes of the negative influences associated with the prison environment on the mental health of offenders, all these studies consistently indicate that, the lack of social interaction, lack of activity and mental stimulation (Goomany, 2015), overcrowding, violence and prison culture (Bullock, 2018), excessive noise, lack of choice, family disconnection, poor relationship with prison staff (Nurse, 2003) and dated architecture (Jewkes, 2018) has a negative influence or exacerbates offenders mental health . However, none of these studies focused on the changes in the mental state of prisoners associated with the prison environment. Only one systematic review was found by Walker, (2013), looks at changes in the mental state of offenders during imprisonment, relating the physical prison environment to the mental state changes in offenders. 

     Results from this systematic review found that isolation and overcrowding are not good for mental health, which is consistent with previously mentioned studies. Interestingly, this review also found very little evidence to suggest that mental health worsens following imprisonment and in fact found that the mental health of offenders actually improves with time for sentenced offenders (Taylor, 2010). However, this could be because for some offenders, prison may provide respite and structure from their chaotic lives and drug misuse, space where they are able to reflect, and provides access to health services and treatment, this may explain reductions in prisoner’s mental health symptoms during imprisonment. A recent longitudinal study by Goncalves, (2016) exploring the influence of personal factors and the prison environment on the mental health of young prisoners, found results consistent with Walker, (2013) stating that only those who have previous or existing mental health issues and prior vulnerabilities were more likely to worsen during their time in prison.
     
     It is noteworthy to mention, one of psychology’s most famous studies called The Stanford Prison Experiment conducted by Phillip Zimbardo and his colleagues in 1971 (Le Texier, 2019), demonstrated the negative influence the prison environment has on offenders as well as prison staff. The Stanford Prison Experiment aimed to examine the psychology of human behaviour, they wanted to understand how people behave in prison systems. Since then, changes in the criminal justice system and correctional policies, as well as the development of series of reform-orientated proposals transpired from this study, it also inspired feature films (Media, 2015), BBC documentaries (Hammond, 2007) and dozens of handbooks in psychology (Le Texier, 2019). Seventy-five participants were given diagnostic interviews and personality tests to eliminate candidates with psychological problems, medical disabilities or who have a history of crime and abuse. Out of seventy-four participants, twenty-four candidates were chosen to take part in a simulated prison setting, these were candidates who were the most physically and mentally stable, the most mature and least involved in anti-social behaviour, the power roles, rules, and expectations were observed. 
     Some played the role of prisoner others played the guard (Le Texier, 2019). The outcome from that study was surprising and unexpected, the twenty-four psychologically healthy and emotionally strong participants were temporarily but dramatically transformed in the course of six days spent in a prison like environment, suffering acute psychological trauma, breakdowns (Haney, 1998), irrational thinking and displayed self-destructive behaviour (Le Texier, 2019). It was clear they had been affected by it in a negative way (Ramji, 2015). This study began the compelling notion that by ‘putting people in bad barrels, soon enough they will become bad apples’, (Gilmour, 2016, para. 4) which supported the situational explanation for behaviour rather than the dispositional one.

     Despite the Stanford Prison Experiment being one of the most famous, researched, discussed, and analysed experiment in human behaviour by psychologists, criminologists and general public, there is a sizable and critical literature emerging on many grounds of the study, based on the first detailed account of the experiment, questioning the validity and merit of the study. However, this review discusses a few criticisms that concern the unethical nature of the study, Zimbardo’s situationist explanation and the studies methodology, such as the presence of strong demand characteristics. Firstly, is the unethical nature of the harsh conditions unnecessarily imposed on the prisoners. The experiment intended to last two weeks, however, was abruptly halted just after six days due to the prison guards displaying disturbing and cruel behaviour towards the prisoners (Le Texier, 2019). Findings from the study state that the guards behaved in ‘negative, hostile, affrontive and dehumanizing’ ways towards prisoners (Haney, 1973, p.80), placing them under a considerable amount of psychological distress and physically harm. If modern guidelines were followed, the Stanford Prison Experiment would never have been able to take place and would not meet the standards established by numerous ethical codes (Association, 2017) which are in place for the protection of the participants from experiments such as the Stanford Prison Experiment (Bartels, 2015) . 

     Secondly, much of this critical literature challenges the claim that the experiment demonstrated ‘banality of evil’, which centres on the ‘psychological nature of the situation’ of the Stanford Prison Experiment. For example, all participants received a questionnaire that briefly described the procedures involved and open-ended questions to determine their awareness and expectations regarding the outcomes of the study (Haney, 1973), it has been recorded that out of all the participants that responded, 80% were able to determine the experiments hypothesis and 89.9% were able to predict that the behaviours of the guards towards the prisoners would be harsh and cruel.

     Therefore, it would be plausible to suggest that the participants had some idea on how to behave (Griggs, 2014). In addition, during this experiment, Phillip Zimbardo played an active role of superintendent, he would assign individuals to their roles and direct guards during an orientation session, clearly guiding guards to adopt certain roles and act in a certain way (Zimbardo, 2007), rather than guards conforming to the roles of their own accord (Haslam, 2019). Given the strong demand characteristics of the Stanford Prison Experiment, which is when an experimenter might guide or give hints that might make the participant act accordingly to support the aim of the research, it is then plausible to suggest that the guards abusive behaviour was largely influenced by Zimbardo’s leadership, as they were only doing what they believed they should be doing, making the results less valid (Haslam, 2012). However, there is research to suggest that guards were not given guidance on how to behave, nor had any inclination to treat prisoners harshly (Reicher, 2011). 

     


     In brief, there has been a steady number of critiques over the years, however this review has only mentioned a few. Other criticisms include the methodology, ecological validity, and selection bias (Reicher and Haslam, 2011; Griggs, 2014; Bartals, 2015; Le Texier, 2019) of the study. The Stanford Prison Experiment has left many psychologists, criminologists, and commentators with more questions than answers. However, what is clear, is that the Stanford Prison Experiment, failed to provide robust, credible or generalisable evidence about human behaviour in the criminal justice system. However, it did prove the point it was trying make, in that the prison environment can have a psychological impact on prisoners and prison guards and that individuals will conform to their social roles, but at some cost to the participants. One positive development from this study, is that it led to rewriting of ethical guidelines for psychological experiments, which still resonates today (Association, 2017). Future studies and experiments on human behaviour can be conducted to understand criminal behaviour within the justice system better, which in turn will help to reduce reoffending.

     The Stanford Prison Experiment launched the concept that when you put healthy, stable individuals, and dehumanize them, you will get an inhumane result, by highlighting how broken and dangerous the criminal system truly is, and what individuals are capable of within its structure of power and powerlessness. Although this famous experiment and other further research provides evidence that the environment in prison affects prisoners mental health and well-being, therefore affecting reoffending rates, the criminal justice system has come a long way since 1971 when the experiment was conducted and most criminologists, psychologists and politicians today, would agree that prisons are not in fact so hopeless as Zimbardo has made them out to be, take the Norwegian criminal justice system as an example (Pakes, 2017).

     
     In the U.K however, there are many prison reformers that still question whether prison is the right environment for the rehabilitation of offenders (Crook, 2016). As previously mentioned, rehabilitation has focused on addressing the underlying causes of crime and deterring reoffending, and although there have been some promising results from Grendon Prison, which is one of the only two prisons in England and Wales that run on therapeutic community principles (Prisons, 2017), where they provide a range of therapeutic interventions for prisoners, which aims to equip them with greater insight into their own behaviour and instil in them a greater sense of responsibility for others, in a collaborative setting with their peers and staff. With an inspection report from HM Inspectorate of Prisons, (2017) showing that many prisoners at Grendon, are able to recognise the positive impact of the interventions available and how they would help with reducing their chances of reoffending in the future, much of the evidence from government publications (GOV.uk, 2019) and academic peer reviews (Hardwick, 2014) suggests that rehabilitation within the harsh prison environment does not help to reform prisoners, or reduce reoffending.

     Greshman M. Sykes, (2021) a professor of Sociology provides insight into aspects of imprisonment that can have some long-term criminogenic effects, in his book called In Society of Captives, (Sykes, 2021), pointing out its unique distinct set of deprivations that prisoners are subjected to, which he called ‘The Pains of imprisonment’ such as loss of liberty, with not just physical and geographic restrictions but isolation from family and community, deprivation of good and services, as only the basic requirements for human survival are provided in prison, deprivation of heterosexual relationships, as normal avenues of sexual release are forbidden, deprivation of autonomy and loss of security, which compels offenders to form an oppositional prison culture and live in a state where they don’t feel safe (Maier, 2019; Ort, 2020). 

     A state of mind that does not enable rehabilitation, as their headspace is taken up with physical and emotional self-preservation (Laws, 2016). Further research provides evidence that, the environment in prison entails a great deal of adjustment (Adams, 1992). In that case, it is plausible to suggest that it is not only highly influential on offender’s mental health, but also influences the likelihood they would reoffend (Shammas, 2017). There is however, some promising developments from a recent summary of evidence from Her Majesty’s Prison and Probation Service, (2019) suggesting that the government is starting to take notice of certain aspects of the prison environment that can be improved, which may improve outcomes by reducing overcrowding, improving cleanliness, lighting, interiors, and having views of nature, creating an environment that is like the outside world (Steer, 2016), improving prisoner’s health and well-being. Again, the Norwegian model shows promising results of this (Pakes, 2017). However, more evidence-informed research in the U.K is needed. In 2021, The Independent Review of the Mental Health Act, (1983) set out recommendations as to what associated practice needs to change (GOV.uk, 2018). 
     
     As part of this major change to the legislation, the government has committed to ending the process of placing offenders with acute mental health illness in prisons and replacing it with finding the right treatment and suitable care facilities which supports them and which has their health and wellbeing at the centre, the proposed change includes a twenty-eight day time limit to speed up the transfer of prisoners to hospital and a greater support network (GOV.uk, 2021). This indicates, the government supports the view that the prison environment is not a humane and safe place for rehabilitating offenders, particularly those who suffer from mental health problems and are taking steps to implementing such strategies, despite it being a difficult and complex task.

     
     Generally speaking, many politicians (Narey, 2019), commentators (Moore, 2016), academics and psychologists (Mathews, 2017) would describe rehabilitating offenders in prison as flowers in a desert, meaning  ‘flowers do grow in the desert, particularly if they are well-watered. But that is no reason to believe that deserts are appropriate places for the cultivation of flowers’ (Narey, 2019). Carl Rogers, who founded Person-centred therapy agrees, that for a constructive personality change to occur, it is necessary for the right conditions to exist (Rogers, 2003). However, what remains is only hope that the interventions and treatments that are available, changes someone enough, so that it stops escalating the problem. However, how can the government and criminal justice system expect any rehabilitation effort when punishment was and still is the core of the system. Dr Mathew, (2017) describes this concept well, he describes this as “it would be like taking taco and jamming it in a couple of pieces of bread, then calling it a sandwich. Technically it has the elements of a sandwich, but at its core it is still a delicious taco” (Mathews, 2017, 00:08:41). 

     Overall, rehabilitation seems like an after thought and is only lightly sprinkled throughout the criminal justice system, like seasoning on a steak, on top of a system whose core purpose is to punish (Mathews, 2017). Both punishment and rehabilitation have pros and cons to their concepts, however combining the two clearly does not work. Dr Mathew, an active researcher with the Alliance for Criminal Justice System Innovation in the U.S, proclaims a separate two-route system, one for rehabilitation and one for punishment, should be considered. Rehabilitation and punishment have never been viewed as separate or apart from each other, but only as a balancing act between care and control (Mathews, 2017).  A completely separated view would look like: A punishment route consisting of violent, dangerous, and high-risk offenders, who demonstrate repeat patterns of reoffending, who engage in serious misconduct and who have histories of violence, where punishment, imprisonment and access to basic programmes is appropriate. 

     
     Also, a rehabilitation route consisting of non-violent offenders such theft, drug possession, property crime, and who have mental health problems, who would benefit from a rehabilitation route, where offenders have access to treatment-based programmes and therapeutic interventions, along with the commitment from prison staff and specialists to help rehabilitate offenders to renter into the community without the contamination of punishment (Mathews, 2017). To follow in Norway’s and Grendon’s steps, a radical paradigm shift within the criminal justice system would be needed, but a separate two-route system could be a step in the right direction. The next section will be discussing the limitations to this study.

[bookmark: _Toc77602849]Limitations

     This literature review has potential limitations that may have affected this study. Due to the researcher’s profession is a Counsellor, it is a possibility that there are biases towards this chosen topic, the collection of data and the results that only supports their hypothesis and lean more towards rehabilitation rather than punishment, which will affect the studies legitimacy.        
     
     The researcher tried to avoid this problem by continuously examining whether the way the problem was stated, and the data-gathering process were carried out appropriately. Further unconscious biases such as the researchers cultural background on the stereotypes of prisoners that the researcher forms without realizing it, may influence the researchers understanding, actions and decisions of the study. However, as a Counsellor, the researcher is trained to take off the lens of judgment and to empathize with experiences that might be far from their own. 
    
     Although the initial intention for this study was to do an Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis methodology (Smith, Flower & Larkin, 2009) exploring ex-prisoners ‘lived experience’ of being subject to the prison system, the researcher faced the problem of having limited access to respondents due to current Covid restrictions. Due to this limited access, the redesigning of the research study was needed. Nevertheless, the findings from this literature review are trustworthy, valid and will form the basis of my further research into this subject. 

     Additionally, due to the immense size of this topic area, there was plenty of data to sift through. However, due to its size, the researcher could not gather all the data, since it would take a lot of time to do so, because of this, it is possible that some relevant evidence is missing and some findings may not cover each aspect, including more recent evaluations of interventions. However, considering the scope of the research topic, studies comparing rehabilitation and punishment in reducing reoffending were limited, and discovering this limitation was an important opportunity to identify new gaps in the prior literature. Moreover, this presented the need for further development in the area of study. This review did not include unpublished data, nor did it include those not published in English, although it did include some grey literature, which were used to gain a fuller picture.

     
[bookmark: _Toc77602850]Conclusion
     
     To conclude, the aim of this review was to examine the research evidence on how prison helps to break the cycle of reoffending in relation to both punishment and rehabilitation. This is in recognition of the need to address both factors in order to reduce crime effectively, and to highlight the debate that has preoccupied many politicians, criminologist and commentators for decades. More broadly, it aimed to identify what more can be done to help and support prisoners to rebuild their lives and reduce reoffending.

     The overall findings of the exploration of the literature into how prisons help to break the cycle of reoffending, found it to be a difficult and complex issue, and one that ceases to divide opinion. Of course, there is no clear-cut answer to this issue, however one thing that is clear, is that prisons were born from the concept of punishing people for their wrong doings, rather than rehabilitating them. It lives in the very core of the criminal justice system. The reformed prisons from the 1800’s with their new emphasis on rehabilitation, were invented to destroy the criminal personality and to generate new life and new law-abiding citizens. However, rooted with punishment and retribution, prisons have proved successful in terms of creating suffering and death, but have failed in terms of creating new life. The enormous reoffending rates, record high self-inflicted deaths, increased self-harming, volatile behaviour, drug misuse and harsh prison environment is evidence that prisons do not work as a rehabilitative function as well as a punitive one. However, it will take more than statistics to shift decades of global consensus on punishment, especially in countries when talking tough on crime wins votes. For that reason, to shatter the vicious cycle of reoffending, something very drastic needs to happen. After all, if the government and criminal justice system continues to do the same things, they are only feeding the cycle. 

     Findings show that, the government have made efforts and societies attitudes beliefs towards prisoners are changing more towards saving lives, ensuring emotional well-being, and preventing reoffending by seeing prisoners as people, not just looking at their crime, and recognising that there are many biological, environmental, and societal factors that may contribute to the crime and being stuck in the vicious cycle of reoffending, which is unique to each offender.

     Although findings indicate some isolated interventions such as CBT, Mindfulness-based interventions and drug misuse programmes help to reduce reoffending, it is clear from the findings that one size does not fit all, emphasising the importance of carefully considering and tailoring to the unique needs of each offender. Based on the findings highlighting, that each prisoner has their own story, own personal circumstances and contexts which is unique to them, future research into providing a holistic approach when screening prisoners on entry, where they can get adequate support and/or treatment for their specific needs, is deemed important. In addition, although the proposal of the two-route system provides an alternative, due to no empirical evidence to support a sperate two-route system with a multi-disciplinary and collaborative approach in reducing reoffending, future research should be carried out into whether this black and white system could help rehabilitate offenders and reduce reoffending.

     It is hoped that this literature review has shed some light on this complex topic area, however, is aware that it has only scratched the surface. At the very least, it is hoped that this literature review offers a reminder that humans have the capacity for great goodness, but we may also find ourselves doing something horrible, it does not mean that people who bad things are monsters, what takes them there is what drives the interest, it could be you. radical empathy is needed, a kind of detachment that allows you to see the offenders point of view without losing sight of the crime and its impact on the victims.
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