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Overview
	The paper was written for the purpose of assessing the impact of High Intensity Training (HIT) on young offenders 10 years after use as part of a correctional programme. This was aimed to determine whether HIT was tied to reductions in reconviction prevalence, and reductions in the financial costs associated with these reconvictions beyond a follow-up point of 2 years later after receiving training. In addition to observing how the cost/benefit ratio of future crimes adapted with time. 
125 young male offenders (aged 18-21) who had received HIT were matched individually to 125 comparative control offenders from different prisons based on their likelihood of reconviction. HIT was administered for 25 weeks and involved five phases each lasting 5 weeks in the order of; Initial Assessment, Basic skills Acquisition, Vocational Training, Pre-release, and Community Work Placement. Phases were intended to minimize reoffender likelihood, by providing education and vocational training and facilitating communal reintegration upon release. Information on offenders’ projected reconviction frequencies, types and financial costs were collated from official sources and utilized as outcome measures.
Findings indicated that rates for reconviction prevalence were found to be significantly lower for offenders who had received HIT. By comparison, the control group were shown to have nearly double the likelihood of reconviction than those in HIT. However, this effect was found to weaken with time, in general after approximately four years. Collectively, the total number of convictions saved (or avoided) increased gradually over the 10-year period of observation, growing from 1.35 at 2 years to 3.35 at 10 years per offender. The cost/benefit ratio improved with time from 1.13 at 2 years to 3.93 at 10 years, suggesting that associated cost savings on crimes leading to conviction increased as a result of fewer convictions received.
The paper concludes that the 10-year HIT follow-up study was successful overall, with significant reductions in both offender prevalence (likelihood of conviction) within two years and offender frequency (number of convictions per offender) during year 3 and 4. However, with the passage of time, the effects of HIT on young offenders became less pronounced. As a limiting factor, confidence in the results could not be totally assured as the use of reconviction likelihood scores was not ideal, only able to equate the two groups through a limited range of variables. Future interviews were considered to assess the effective persistence of this correctional intervention with greater clarity.
Authorship
The authors of this paper possess relevant qualifications and hold strong backgrounds in the areas of Criminology, Forensic and Criminal Psychology. Doctors Jolliffe and Farrington are both acclaimed professors of Criminology at the universities of Greenwich and Cambridge, respectively. Dr. Farrington is renowned for his Directorship of the influential Cambridge study (1990) which furthered understanding of risk factors for youths in developing delinquent behaviours as well as the importance of early intervention. Since publication, Phillip Howard has received his doctorate in forensic psychology and holds a senior position in research with the National Offender Management Service, UK. These credentials are well suited to this study however ethical sensitivity may not have been extended as fully as possible as the desire for impactful research may have influenced authors to continue despite potential for participants’ emotional distress.
Audience
	Published in the Journal of Experimental Criminology, this study was primarily aimed at scholars of criminology, psychology and law and professionals working within the criminal justice system.
Impact
	Since publication, the article has received citations by studies within the academic journals of Psychiatry Research (Margiari et al, 2015), Criminal Justice (Caudil & Trulson, 2016) and Crime and Justice (Welsh & Farrington, 2015). The study was positively received for exploring the rehabilitative process for young offenders through reintegration and skill acquisition. However, it has been scrutinized for failing to account for offenders’ previous experiences with incarceration and relative social aspects (Kreager & Kruttschnitt, 2018).

Introduction
	The paper begins by describing the historical foundations of correctional boot camps for young offenders in the United States. This is a good start as it continues building upon this to eventually reach the current study, following the chain of relevant research. The subject of offender rehabilitation is the discernible as the focal point of the research as what works and does not is used to link each subsequent study. This literature review is broad, covering the original use of disciplinary programs within boot camps and why they were considered a superior form of capital punishment, touching on the importance of cost in rehabilitative measures. The core issue and goal of reducing recidivism is tied in here as research is introduced showing that military style boot camps did little to impact this (Peters et al, 1997). An emphasis on education in tandem with disciplinary tasks follows, showcasing the positive results of using these combined approaches (Mackenzie et al, 2007). However, research featuring solely educational methods is not covered and is important to establish their value before combining the two. For example, a study by Fogarty & Miles (2018) found that socially educating inmates was generally more influential than punitive measures in reducing violent tendencies. 
The Challenge Incarceration Program (Duwe & Kerscher, 2008) is introduced detailing its success in increasing the amount of time between crimes for offenders, reducing time spent in prison and cost savings. However, one major issue with that study came from the fact that matchups, while statistically meaningful, represented a flawed control group as variances in education, economic class, background and experiences could not be accounted for (Wolff & Baglivio, 2017). The author introduces research on randomised control trials which found that therapeutic aspects such as life skills training, were not considered effective for reducing recidivism (Frankie et al, 2010). However, why this was is not explained. Evidence for long term success in reducing recidivism is then given through the study of MacKenzie et al (2007), explaining how after a 2-year period showing a 12% decrease in rearrests for boot camp groups over controls, and how boot camp groups are then shown to be more cost effective (Biere, 2009). However, explanations are not provided for why this is. The HIT program is then introduced as a more current rehabilitative training method and is immediately tied into the primary research questions of the entire study. Support is given for this through Farrington et al’s (2003) study that featured results of HIT as significantly effective at reducing recidivism and maintaining cost efficiency.
	The use of long-term follow-up interventions are introduced as a method to assess the life time effects of recidivism reduction training. Reasoning is given following this as to why governing bodies are often uninterested in long-term impacts of such programs alluding that this research is unique. The issue of shorter-term follow-ups is noted as being problematic as they can result in further criminal behaviour through a Sleeper effect, although why this occurs remains undisclosed. The question is raised whether the effect of such interventions deteriorate or survive over time. Key research questions relating this with the study are given and it is explained that few boot camp programs conduct follow-ups past 3 years. This core issue is identified and provides the significance for this current study. The value of the measures being used is exemplified by comparison with dichotomous reports which are considered crude, unable to inform on more than the first offences once released (Duwe & Kerschner, 2008). Research is introduced (Bushway et al, 2007) considering that desistance from criminal behaviour is gradual rather than binary, many released offenders are reconvicted with 2 years. Therefore, it is advised to measure reductions in offences over time as a result of interventions. 
Methodology
	The methods of the research are laid out at the beginning of the section explaining the nature of the HIT regime used for offender participants. Detail is given on the broad specifics of the regime’s duration (25 weeks) and content (5 phases), and a typical day for participants experiencing HIT is defined, but more critically important information is not included, such as a clear breakdown of phases the HIT used. Informing more deeply on the actual skills learned, like conflict resolution or social reasoning would have provided a better foundation for future studies to improve on the findings of the current study, leading to a more complete rehabilitation program. The study maintains that the HIT group were matched individually with the control group using a risk score determining statistical likelihood for each to reoffend and face reconviction. This however fails to account for variance in offenders’ socioeconomic backgrounds and the environments they were later released into, which have been shown as major factors for persistent offenders by Eggleston & Laub (2002). In extension to this, the impact of social peers is excluded from this study and is considered an important facilitating factor for the normalisation of criminal behaviour in young offenders (Wright et al, 2001). With this, precise comparisons between the two groups are questionable as the exact reasons for criminal behaviour for each participant are uncertain and go unevaluated. The inclusion of these factors could have improved the ecological awareness of the study, considering how these aspects interact (Mears et al, 2008).
	During the study, participants were eligible for the HIT regime only if certain criteria were met (male, aged 18-21, 6 months service left, IQ of 80 or higher, no history of mental illness). This provides issues as new research suggests that baselines for recidivism are often underestimated for participants between the ages of 18 and 21 (Monahan et al, 2017). The exclusion of participants with mental illness histories creates applicability issues as some statistics place the percentage of inmates with history of mental health issues as high as 54% in the UK (Birmingham, 2003). The inclusion of only participants with an IQ of 80 or over is a positive aspect as this remains close to the average prison population in the UK (Hayes et al, 2007), however this does not account for differences in cognitive skills such as executive functioning and risk evaluation which can impact on repeat offending behaviours (Syngelaki et al, 2009). While these specifications helped provide a more stable sample for study, potential for generalization is severely limited by the specificity of the population used.
Next the paper discusses the reconviction data gathered from the Police National Computer (PNC) database though the author admits it ignores most minor crimes, meaning that several smaller offences could have gone unrecorded. This potentially impacted upon results as offenders who were more prone to smaller scale crimes likely received less convictions that qualified for the PNC, giving a less accurate account of their recidivism. While the two groups held similar averages for their ages at conviction and first offence, and their number of convictions, the author acknowledges the control group were facing significantly longer sentences. However, the effect of incarceration length has been documented by Wermink et al (2018) and found to be of little impact on recidivism, though conversely, longer sentences have also been perceived as reinforcing criminal behaviour through time spent with criminal peers (Mitchell et al, 2017).
In general, this section concludes well, having explained the methodology clearly and providing detail on participants, sampling and how comparative data was gathered. Of the instruments used, validity and reliability for the reconviction scores is questionable regarding which criminal offences were omitted by the PNC. No biases are immediately apparent however ethical standards are debatable considering informed consent does not seem to have been gained.

Results
	Results of the study on reconvictions showed a significant difference between the HIT (56%) and control (73%) groups for reconvictions over the first 5 years. However, past this point, no significant differences were apparent. Both groups showed a decline in offence prevalence after the two-year point which is explained by the universal age-crime curve (Farrington, 1986) which dictates the reduction of involvement in criminal behaviour from the age of 18 onwards. Statistically, the control group had nearly double the likelihood of being convicted of a crime as opposed to the HIT group in the first two years following release, showing that HIT was responsible for improvements in recidivism. In addition, the HIT group were found guilty of significantly fewer criminal offences per group member for the third and fourth years. However, both prior and later to this the number of offences per offender was only one or less. Overall, the HIT group were found guilty of significantly fewer criminal offences.
	This data is followed by the limitations involved with using the Police National Computer to gather the information on offenders. The author notes that the specific times of risk for offenders were unable to be determined, meaning that the times and opportunities available to offenders to reoffend were varied. Additionally, this would have affected the statistics skewing the reported frequencies of criminal offences. However, upon comparison between the two groups, there were no significant differences in the sentence lengths served on average. The paper explains that this indicates that depth-based data about these times would have little to no impact on the discernible results of HIT as a recidivism reduction method. In fact, fewer members of the HIT group were incarcerated suggesting that HIT was even more effective than anticipated. 

Discussion
	The discussion reflects on the main finding that HIT did appear to reduce the offender prevalence with this trend continuing for the next two years. Another effect found was the lessened frequencies of criminal offences between the third and fourth years, however reasoning for this is not expanded on. For example, one potential reason could be that older participants were less inclined to commit offences as they re-evaluated their personal values (Goodwill & Alison, 2007). The program was considered cost effective upon completion of the study with a cost to benefit ratio of 4. This study has provided clear evidence that interventions for recidivist behaviour can be effective in the long-term. However, this effect is subject to decay over time and suggests the need for further small-scale interventions to maintain positive effects. Potential reasons for this decay effect are not explored.
The paper identifies its limitations such as the use of reconviction scores to address the effects of selection. This was flawed as it means that truly randomised trials were not possible and manual matches had to be chosen for a best fit to the study. While the HIT and control groups held similar risk scores for reconviction, differences were apparent in the types of offences. In particular, the HIT group was typically less involved with violent crime and more involved with theft. The author admits that this may have potentially impacted on the Results. However, these differences were only deemed significant in effect for theft. The author recognises the study was not controlled for the time each group member was at risk for over the 10-year period. As offenders all held the potential to be arrested, held in jails and/or convicted during this time, a true image of their recidivism prevalence was difficult to obtain. To counter the lack of evidence available, the paper suggests longitudinal interview and self-report studies to correct these lapses in data, however it is uncertain whether this would provide reliable information due to the potential for participants to incriminate themselves. This reflects an internal issue for this study in accounting for the personal lives of offenders.
The limitations of this study are attended to and specified, however a large issue not addressed lies with the statistic of offences saved used to express how many fewer crimes occurred as a result of the HIT program. While data may have indicated otherwise, there is practically no guarantee that those crimes would have taken place without the instatement of HIT. Due to a lack anecdotal evidence to rely on, a suggested method to resolve this for future research would be to make use of interviews to assess whether HIT had aided participants in the avoidance of a crime through any of the skills provided.

Conclusion
	Overall, this piece of research is well written and makes a positive academic contribution to the audience it was published for. Its findings on recidivism reduction are valuable for the purpose of improving the success of correctional institutions in reshaping criminal behaviour. However, further research should be done to explore the social and cognitive aspects of this effect. Demographic data should be relative to the environments an offender is released into. Many studies cite peers and social atmospheres as influential to both initial and maintained criminal behaviour (Kheswa et al, 2015; Hoffman & Defur, 2018). 
The design of this study ignores the role of personal cognitions and circumstances for offenders. As such it may be the case that some offenders do not possess the resources upon leaving imprisonment to adhere to legal lifestyles. Research considering how offenders think through and make personal risk evaluations to engage in criminal behaviour could better inform on how to help reintegrate these outcast members of society. 
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