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This academic review critically evaluates a research article written by O’Hagan and Hardwick, published in 2017. 
In providing an in-depth analysis, special attention will be paid to the wide-ranging sources the authors have chosen to engage with, along with strong reference material considered worthy of inclusion where this was found to be missing. A supporting viewpoint on the omission of such weighty publications and its impact on the study’s findings arrives at the conclusion that the article, as a direct result, fails to draw out critical themes for its readers.
In their literature review, O’Hagan and Hardwick (2017) describe the clandestine methods adopted by prisoners in the trafficking and consumption of drugs across prisons in England and Wales over the period 2010-2017. They describe the detrimental and serious effects on prison security, prisoner health and wellbeing, and the general erosion within the prison community. The introduction of the new psychoactive drugs in prisons and the corrupt levels of prisoner officers represent aggravating factors to the grave situation, as the article attempts to outline the breadth of proposed solutions in tackling the problem.
Accepting that a broad descriptive account is captured by O’Hagan and Hardwick (2017) in defining the problem, it can strongly be maintained that throughout the article there is an apparent absence of appropriate references to accountable bodies, or critical responses to the escalating levels of criminality in prisons over the relevant study timeline. 
Key governmental recommendations were not captured by O’Hagan and Hardwick (2017) despite their ease of availability, as seen in the consecutive reports published by the HM Chief Inspectorate of Prisons (HMCIP) (2013/14, 2014/15, 2015/16), these all outlining a series of recurring failures. As acknowledged in the inspectorate documents, it could be suggested that little progress was made over a three-year period in tackling the acute problem, however, a confident level of graded responses can be found in the publicised reforms detailed by the Secretary of State for Justice in 2016 (Ministry of Justice (MOJ), 2016a). 
The author’s absence of key publications is further illustrated by the fact that despite their representation of the significant increase in prison confiscations of the new psychoactive drug spice, seen as a surge of over 700 seizures between 2010 - 2014, no mention has been made in the article as to the passing of new legislation. The Psychoactive Substance Act 2016 (Crown Prosecution Service (CPS), 2016) created a specific offence as to its possession in prisons and it could be asserted that the authors should have included this to show the government’s robust response to the problem (CPS, 2016) 
O’Hagan and Hardwick (2017), as part of their introduction, mention the inadequate level of information on drug profiling that existed across prisons due to the lack of information sharing. They also superficially refer to the adoption of an “intelligence-based approach” O’Hagan and Hardwick (2017) to rid prisons of drugs. It could be suggested that mention of the well-established intelligence practices adopted by law enforcement agencies in their use of the National Intelligence Model (NIM) and ‘Drug Market Profiles’ (National Crime Intelligence Service (NCIS), 2000) would have helped readers understand how such matters are successfully addressed in the wider communities. It could be argued that this was a missed opportunity. 
The authors introduce a comparative study of the ‘lifetime drug use’ versus ‘prison time use’. It can be said that this link is very relevant when attempting to understand what proportion of prisoners start using drugs when they are incarcerated. The results presented show a sample of 3142 inmates tested across prisons in England and Wales in 1995, showing an even 60% usage of both cannabis and heroin. 
[bookmark: _Hlk92113934]Whilst informative, it can be strongly contended that the data is no longer material to the existing study. given that the testing took place some 20 years prior. It is widely acknowledged that the drug market changes year on year (NCIS, 2000) and the use by O’Hagan and Hardwick (2017) of data showing the increase of new psychoactive drugs in prisons between 2010-14 further weakens the position. 
It is understood that there was a lack of available drug data across prisons at the time of the literature review undertaken by O’Hagan and Hardwick (2017) and that credible reasons existed for this (Kolind and Duke, 2016). Rules for observations in prisons, the prisoner’s fear of retribution, and dilemmas associated with ethical research could have been explained by the authors in clarifying their use of such old data (Kolind and Duke, 2016).
O’Hagan and Hardwick’s (2017) presentation of data shows a steep increase of 1,300 assaults in prisons across England and Wales between 2012 and 2015. Surprisingly, to support this, the authors draw on research relating to studies from prisons in Canada and Australia. Whilst it provides for interesting reading, it can be argued that local research would have drawn the authors closer to understanding the underlying causation factors for the increased violence in local prisons. 
With 25% fewer prison officers (MOJ, 2016c) and an overcrowded prisoner population vis. 40,888 more prisoners in 2016 compared to 1993 (MOJ, 2016c) (Prison Officers Association (POA), 2013, page 6); both material statistics to the research timeline, credible links were made to the increased levels of drug-related criminality and violence by interested bodies (HMIP, 2015) (MOJ, 2016c) (HMCIP, 2015/16). Surprisingly, matters of weighty significance have been missed entirely by O’Hagan and Hardwick in their article, allowing a strong assertion to be made as to their failure in understanding the true relationship between these substantial themes.
The Howard League for Penal Reform (HLPR) (2015, pp. 1-6) published several critical documents reporting on the dire situation in prisons over the relevant period. They publicly apportioned blame for the problem as being the responsibility of the MOJ. It could be argued that such commentary could have added a different perspective to the literature review in representing the full picture. 
O’Hagan and Hardwick’s (2017) literature review can be acknowledged for its ability to pull together a broad spectrum of research, however, with such ‘breadth’ often its ‘depth’ is compromised. It could be claimed that this was the case in this article, with key underlying matters often being glossed over or indeed missed completely. 
The government’s serious attitude in robustly grasping the problem, along with representations made by key bodies, has been overlooked (MOJ, 2016a), (HLPR, 2015), (POA, 2013). The failure to link the severe reductions in staffing (MOJ, 2016c) and increased prisoner population (MOJ, 2016b), these being key contributing themes to the increased levels of drug-related criminality at the time (POA, 2013, pp. 1-6), disappointingly weakens the article’s ability in portraying the real issues. 
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Academic Reflection

Upon having undertaken extensive research into the topic of Restorative Justice (RJ) as part of the Master’s degree programme and criminal justice module, I have chosen to academically reflect on an experience involving this topic, taken from a previous professional occupation based in the formal setting of the police service.
In providing a degree of structure to my reflection, I will use Kolb’s experiential learning theory with its four-stage cycle of learning (Kolb, 1984). Kolb saw learning as a combined course of activities, represented in his model as four distinct stages, with each stage mutually supporting and supplying the next (Kolb 1984).
Figure 1. The Experiential Learning Cycle (Source: Saul McLeod)
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Kolb (1984) advised that effective learning only takes place when an individual goes through all four stages of the cycle. In my academic reflection, I will sequentially do this, posing the fundamental question as to whether my professional judgement was in question as a result of an operational decision I made. 

Concrete Experience: 
In December 2018, whilst as a Chief Superintendent with the Dyfed-Powys Police, I was contacted seeking my views on the use of RJ for a male offender who had been arrested for domestic assault. I was informed that no further evidential leads were available to substantiate a charge despite thorough inquiries having been undertaken and that the solicitor had advised the offender against a caution, this involving admission of guilt, however, that he was prepared to take part in an RJ conference/mediation.
Given the fact that the case involved a low level of risk to the victim, with minor injuries i.e. reddening to the victim’s wrists, and importantly, that the victim did not wish to prosecute, I authorised an RJ conference/mediation between the offender and victim (Restorative Justice Council (RJC), 2016a). I stipulated that the RJ meeting was to be facilitated by an experienced domestic abuse officer (DAO).
Regrettably, weeks later, I was informed that a further domestic incident had occurred between the same parties and that the victim had received injuries necessitating hospital treatment. I was informed that the family had made a complaint and were outraged that the police had allowed this to happen. 							
Observation / Reflection: (Reviewing / reflecting on the experience) 
As soon as I discovered that the victim had been further assaulted within weeks of the RJ being administered, I immediately started to reflect over whether I had professionally made the right decision and nervously felt a sense of wrongdoing by my actions in authorising the RJ conference/mediation for the domestic abuse case. I felt that I had let the victim and family down despite the very strong emotional requests made by the victim not to prosecute the offender. 
I reflected on the powers and policies available to me as part of the National Decision Model (NDM) review I undertook at the time (College of Policing (COP), 2014). Supporting my rationale in favour of the use of RJ was my knowledge of the Code of Practice for Victims of Crime (VCoP) (MOJ, 2015), which stated that all victims were entitled to receive information from the police on the subject of RJ (MOJ, 2015). This was reinforced with the knowledge I possessed in having read the Ministry of Justice RJ Action Plan confirming that victims had access to RJ irrespective of the type of crime committed against them (MOJ, 2014).
I was also aware of the emphasis that the Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) and Chief Constable had placed on Restorative Justice as a preferable outcome for offenders who committed low-level crimes within the Force Area. Both had made a pledge to improve the victim’s experience and to ensure that victims were supported, this being reflected as a key objective for the Force (DPP PCC, 2017). 
Despite having several reservations about using RJ for domestic abuse cases, I reminded myself of the responsibility I had as a senior officer in promoting RJ through supporting victims and delivering the important message of allowing the victim’s voice to be heard (RJC, 2016a). I knew that this was an opportunity to demonstrate clear transformational leadership in facilitating change within the organisation (Hao and Yazdanifard, 2015. pp. 1-6). 
I was informed that the offender showed a deep level of remorse in the RJ conference/mediation, with the victim accepting this. Both apparently left the station feeling better as a result of the outcome, which would have been in direct contrast to the alternative and traditional outcome (charge and bail), which I understood was what the RJC sought to overcome (RJC, 2017). Given the circumstances of the case, and the low-level crime that had been committed, I was satisfied that the views of the victim had been heard and that we had supported her (CPS, 2017). 

Abstract Conceptualisation: (Concluding / learning from the experience) 
Having now had the opportunity to fully review available literature surrounding RJ and its appropriateness of use by the police in domestic abuse cases in 2018, I realise that the decision taken at the time was both unsafe and contentious.
Unfortunately, in 2018, I was not sighted on the extent of such grave concerns expressed on the use of RJ for domestic abuse cases. Of importance was the advice provided by Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC) (IPCC, 2013) following a domestic homicide involving RJ,  the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) (ACPO, 2011), who were unsupportive, Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) (HMIC, 2014) stating that it was an “unacceptable risk”, and the then Home Secretary at the time (Theresa May), who at the Annual Police Federation Conference in 2016, expressly dismissed RJ for intimate partner abuse (Travis, 2016). Interestingly, the RJC responded the very next day explaining that whilst they endorsed the cautious approach towards RJ, that they did not wish to rule out such significantly beneficial disposals for domestic abuse victims (RJC, 2016b).
The College of Policing (COP) (2018) had detailed in their Authorised Professional Practice (APP) that “RJ was rarely appropriate in domestic abuse cases and not recommended in cases involving partner abuse” (COP, 2018). It also warned officers to consider any signs of coercive and controlling behaviour, especially if the victim requested RJ as an outcome.
Current at the time was the clear message issued by Women’s Aid (2016), who jointly with the RJC supported the use of RJ in domestic abuse cases, commenting “but only if the survivor’s safety remains paramount” (WA, 2016). They also stipulated two qualifying conditions, that it was never appropriate to use Level 1 RJ in cases of domestic abuse, and that for it to be effectively administered, only specially trained officers in RJ, domestic abuse, and coercive control were to be used (WA, 2016). It was clear that both conditions were absent in my decision-making, albeit I had been cautiously selective on the choice of the officer undertaking the conference/mediation, this being a very experienced DAO.
Wider academic research undertaken on the use of out-of-court disposals applied to domestic abuse cases by police forces in the UK strongly advised that the police should improve policy in supporting guidance against the use of Level 1 RJ for intimate partner domestic abuse (Westmarland, Johnson and McGlynn, 2018). 
Regan et al. (2007), from their study of intimate partner homicides, highlighted that although the crime may appear low-level on paper, that it could form “part of a pattern of coercive, controlling or threatening behaviour” (Regan et al. 2007, p. 42), suggesting that all domestic abuse crimes should carry the label of being potentially serious. 
It was clear, therefore, that if I had undertaken a deeper and broader level of research prior to making my decision, I would have understood that the policing policy over the preceding seven years had been advising against the use of out of court disposals and RJ for intimate partner domestic abuse cases. This weakened my decision made.
Active Experimentation / Application:   
Having encountered difficulties at my level of seniority within the organisation in dealing with the RJ experience, I knew that far more needed to be done to ensure that frontline police officers were protected in their future engagements, especially understanding that the corporate expectation was to see an increase in the number of RJs administered. 
On that basis, I arranged for a recognised expert in the field of RJ to attend and deliver Level 1, 2, and 3 RJ courses (RJC, 2016a) to frontline officers, equipping them with the right skills and understanding to properly administer RJ for all crimes as per the Victims Code of Practice (VCoP) (MOJ, 2015) and MOJ requirements (MOJ, 2014). 
On equal standing to this, I directed that a risk assessment checklist be developed for use in any RJ practice undertaken for domestic abuse incidents (RJC, 2017). I stipulated that the assessment needed to include engagement with partner agencies, thus obtaining a wide and considered perspective on the appropriateness of the RJ proposal before it was authorised by a supervisor (MOJ, 2014).
I consequently reported to the Chief Constable and PCC of the need for an impact assessment evaluation on RJ within the force, in determining its level of preparedness and effect, this being necessary prior to any expectations set on the increase of RJs by frontline officers.									

Conclusion:
Respecting at the time, the existence of high-level policy directives and national guidance, these largely being unsupportive of RJ as a disposal outcome for domestic abuse cases, coupled with the lack of specially trained resources to administer RJ, I would agree with any challenge made suggesting that my decision was flawed and controversial. Post reflection, I would conclude that I would not have authorised the RJ in retrospect.
The extent of the knowledge gained from the academic reflection now allows me to confidently advise police officers considering such decisions involving the appropriateness of RJ outcomes for domestic abuse cases, which I will now incorporate into mentoring and coaching sessions I undertake with them. 
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