



        Within the criminal justice system, criminals re-offending is a serious issue that affects policing on both a community and national level. Breaking the cycle of re-offending has proven difficult and where to look for improvement can often be a challenge. When compared to other issues, it can be seen as one of the prominent contemporary issues in the criminal justice system. Although an issue in the Ministry of Justice, it is important to understand the effect of collaboration and co-operation when discussing issues such as this, as very often multiple public services involved in arriving at a justifiable conclusion. This essay will discuss the contemporary issue at hand and what is being done to break this chain of re-offending of prisoners who seem to be stuck in a loop of criminal liability.
        
        Tracing back to the origins of policing, Sir Robert Peel formed the very principles that defined our modern-day police. The very first principle states: “The basic mission for which the police exist is to prevent crime and disorder as an alternative to the repression of crime by military force and severity of legal punishment.” This defines the role of the police in our society and has done for hundreds of years. However, re-offending of prisoners is just one example of how policing and criminal justice as a whole is not succeeding with the image and prosperity intended as a public service (Weir, et al., 2019). 
        In our current society, many are comfortable with the thought of members of public with criminal intentions being locked away in prisons across the country. The after effect, however, is never considered. One of the major questions when assessing ways to break the cycle of re-offending is whether prison actually works. What is prison and what is its purpose? Is the end goal realistically achievable with the ideology of prison? Imprisonment is often labelled with terms such as rehabilitation, punishment and retribution. Yet, it is important to understand whether the activity going on inside of prisons across the UK is beginning of the end for offending by prolific inmates. It has been suggested that prison not only disregards rehabilitation, but creates motive to further offend once released from the control of the Criminal Justice System (Grimwood and Berman, 2012). A majority of people incarcerated are eager to see their lives changed, but feel the support needed is far from reach. 
        From a recent study, prisoners reported that support was tough to receive while serving their sentence. They needed help to successfully move through their sentence with the help simply unavailable to them while in prison (Bullock and Bunce, 2020). This is concerning, as it almost takes on the form of assuming all prisoners are not interested in rehabilitation, only angry that their freedom is suppressed and do not wish to seek help from facilities within. Another subject from the Bullock and Bruce study, stated that you need to chase ‘them’ with intentions of being rehabilitated, rather than them chasing you for support. Once again, this statement suggests just how backwards the system seems to be from within prisons across the UK.
        Referring to a previous point, the very foundation of policing set by Sir Robert Peel is to deter offending and to bring order to society. Evidence of prisons worsening the goal of reduced reoffending could put their current operational nature in question. It is the duty of prisons to rehabilitate and correct behaivour that is not acceptable in society and whether this actually occurring is another matter. 
        Surveying Prisoner Crime Reduction papers suggest only 6% of SPCR (Surveying Prisoner Crime Reduction) prisoners were convicted and sentenced for their first offence. The majority had already committed offences prior to the SPCR sentencing. Such a small figure indicates that somewhere in the justice system, there is an issue with correcting inappropriate social behaivour, as 41 offences per prisoner had been committed on average. Furthermore, 90% of offenders had re-offended within two years of being released from prison with offences at a similar severity of legal disobedience (Boorman and Hopkins, 2012).
        Research conducted found that as the number of days since custody disposal increased, so did the proportional percentage of re-offended following the custody disposal. However, this research also compared these statistics to the new ‘Checkpoint’ scheme introduced by the Durham Constabulary. This was designed to reduce re-offending in adults in the form of a four-month scheme designed to offer a different alternative to criminal prosecution (Weir, et al., 2021). Although ‘Checkpoint’ reduced the ‘chance of reoffending rate’ with a 30% reduction compared to custody disposal, it still has not levelled or lowered the curve as days in custody disposal / ‘Checkpoint’ increase. Therefore, it raises the question of whether a 30% decrease is enough to call it the effective answer? ‘Checkpoint’ only partially works and indeed a step in the right direction for breaking the cycle of re-offending in the United Kingdom. Some would argue that you will never completely break the cycle and that a reduction is a success when pursuing this achievement.
        Interestingly, re-offending from sexual offenders is lower compared to other criminal groups. Yet, it is still the main outcome measure when looking at evaluation studies. Sex offender treatment programmes are statistically working too, with the vast majority of participants not re-offending as the program reduces and supresses these intentions. 173 offenders that had participated in sex offender treatment programmes were used in a research study with their after-course information collected for analysis. Of the 59% that were successfully analysed, only 3% (5 cases) of sexual reconvictions were detected. Therefore, 56% of participants of sex offender treatment programmes did not re-offend (Falshaw, et al., 2003). Since this study, programmes have only improved, suggesting that these treatment programmes can be deemed a successful method of dealing with sexual based re-offending. 
        Many instances of re-offending can be linked to the environments and communities that ex-offenders are let out into. Certain communities are breeding grounds for violent offenders and these types of places are dangerous as they allow ex-offenders to get reintroduced into a life of crime. The welfare of a known offender needs to be cared for even after their sentence. Failing this, the vicious cycle just starts all over again. This suggests that local councils are a part of this ongoing effort to end the cycle of reoffending as they are responsible for ensuring poverty-struck communities get the care, finance and support that they need in order to be successful and prosperous environments for people to live in. There is a major relationship between re-offending poverty. McKenzie, (2015) supports this by providing a study conducted by Lipsey and Cullen, (2007) where ex-offenders were taken to residential accommodation to further a form of rehabilitation outside of prison. When compared to those that were introduced back into their communities, this measure proved most effective.
        Firstly, social-economic issues are presented as one of the main links between re-offending. Ex-offenders simply cannot afford to live lives like the working class for example. Tracing back to their education and skills, it is hard for these people to be self-sufficient, especially with a criminal record. Secondly, Inequality is also a proven factor. Many Black, Asian and ethnic minorities (BAME) ex-offenders face racism when trying to settle in society after serving a sentence. It is clear that a criminal record helps fuel this subconscious prejudice, making them feel as if they have no way back into society. This can force them back into a life of crime, where they end up right back where they began. Finally, stated as the second most important factor behind unemployment, health deprivation as a whole links to re-offending. Low income and poor education are clear origins of a decline in mental and physical health, motives for a person who feels isolated from society, criminalising their lifestyle time and time again (Giles, 2020). This only enhances the belief that breaking that cycle of re-offending does not solely lie in the hands of the Ministry of Justice and HM Prison Service, but in many of the public services (police, local councils, National Health Service etc). It is a clear joint effort that will bring about change in the cycle that is so important to fixing this prime issue in modern day criminal justice (Robert Peel’s first principle). Successful rehabilitation needs to be at the forefront of prison’s agendas across the UK, as this is their main purpose, not as a detention centre to hold dangerous individuals until they are able to re-offend.
        Chris Daw, an experienced barrister and life-long servant to criminal justice has a bold claim regarding the validity and existence of prison and its ideology. It is an outdated concept and like many things, has not moved on with society and the new world. Daw describes seeing both men and women completely worn down and ‘decayed’ from a life of imprisonment. Other’s living a state of anger and resentment, their only friend left being life-threatening drugs slowly easing the pain of a forgotten life. Daw ‘struggles’ to mark these people as ‘evil’, as they, like many, took the wrong step in society and now live their lives with a mark of shame on their name. Grouping these people together and labelling them as outcasts seems wrong, as others look on, exploiting their sense of superiority just because they are not what society deem as ‘criminal’. Daw further explains his idea for prison by simply suggesting to close all prisons and start again, start in our modern era of society. There is no question of why re-offending occurs with these types of facilities housing offenders. Our current prisons are not fit for non-violent criminals by any means, they need to be redesigned into entertainment complexes (Daw, 2020). It is clear from the views that Chris Daw presents that he believes that the very problem of reoffending is right in front of the criminal justice system’s eyes. The very idea of prisons is the reason they have such a high-rate criminals reoffending. They create the motive, due to the treatment and lack of support that prisoners receive. This builds a hatred for the criminal justice system. 
        Weinberg et al., (2019) suggests an advanced community pay pack style approach to fixing the system of imprisonment. Instead of facing justice through pain, they should face it with a more worthwhile compensation to the victim. Compensation in literal terms of finance, as this is more justifiable than paying thousands to keep offenders locked away in cells, damaging their mental and physical health. This benefits nobody, and can explain the ever-increasing rates of re-offending. The phrase, ‘custody of the community’ can be used to best describe this idea presented and sum up this style of approach to reforming prisons.
        It is argued that the majority of focus needed to break the cycle lies in the criminal liability and offence rate of the youth. After all, if reoffending rates in youth groups are falling successfully, then this knock-on effect should continue to filter through to adolescence. The Youth Crime Action Plan (YCAP) is a response from the Home Office to the increasing reoffending statistics of young offenders under the age of 18. The purpose of the YCAP is to reduce the number of youth’s that actually enter the criminal justice system for the first time (first time entrants, FTEs). From analysis, it is clear that this operation has had a substantial impact on youth justice. From 2008 to 2018, there has been a 75% decrease in offences committed by children as a result of the YCAP. This is mainly from the FTEs, as new actions have been taken, keeping children away from the youth justice system in constructive  ways (Bateman and Wigzell, 2020). A national target needs to be prioritised regarding reoffending in youth groups. This can then be delegated locally in order to further analyse the impact (McNeil and Whyte, 2013). Although the origin of reoffending may lie in youth justice, it is important to remember that adult / elderly offenders simply cannot be ignored. They need the support as much as children do when trying to make the right steps in reducing reoffending in the UK.

        Linking two contemporary problems together often helps create perspectives on said issues as they propel themselves to birth new issues. One of these issues being the Coronavirus pandemic, which lent itself negatively to the already prominent and ongoing issue of reoffending. The pandemic saw a massive impact on offenders and crime as a whole. Statistically, from the month of March to August, the majority of criminal behaviour rose significantly in 2020. From anti-social behaivour to vehicle theft, crime rose rapidly throughout these five months which gives an indication of how the pandemic shifted crime patterns for the worse. When compared to the previous year, 2019, this increase is even more visible. Some offences saw a small increase whereas others saw a larger increase (Langton, et al., 2021). Once again, the important factor here is no matter how small the increase may be, it is still sending the graph in the wrong direction when analysing offending and re-offending. A notable mention would be violent and sexual offences, seeing a consistently large rise across all five months in 2020 compared to 2019.
        Several points have been raised on the matter of breaking the cycle of reoffending, with clear debates surrounding sub-topics such as the validity of prison in our modern society, to reoffending rates in children. From a statistical perspective, there is a problem in the operations of the United Kingdom’s criminal justice system when analysing the cycle of reoffending. From several prisoner’s experiences from within, to the staggering rates of reoffending in the UK, there is an issue somewhere regarding the operations of the justice system. As mentioned, fixing / reducing the rate of reoffending is a collaborative and co-operative process, involving many of the public services. From the Prison Service, to the local councils and Youth Support Services, everyone has a part to play in this ‘one of many’ contemporary problems that the UK faces every day.
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