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punishment. We defer further discussion of rehabilitation until Chapters 8 and 10, 
devoted to correctional assessment and classification, and treatment and rehabilitation.

REINTEGRATION
The goal of reintegration is to use the time criminals are under correctional supervision to 
prepare them to reenter (or reintegrate with) the free community as well equipped to do 
so as possible. In effect, reintegration is not much different from rehabilitation, but it is 
more pragmatic, focusing on concrete programs such as job training rather than attitude 
change. There are many challenges associated with this process, so much so that, like 
rehabilitation, it warrants a chapter to itself and will be discussed in detail in the context 
of parole.

Table 1.1 is a summary of the key elements (jus-
tification, strategy, etc.) of the four punishment 
philosophies or perspectives discussed. The com-
monality that they all share to various extents is, 
of course, the prevention of crime.

  THE DUE PROCESS 
AND CRIME CONTROL 
MODELS 
A useful way of grounding discussions about the 
correctional system is to see how it stacks up in 
terms of Herbert Packer’s (1964) crime control 
versus due process models. Packer (1964/1997) 
proposed two ideal-type models (based on pure 
types that exaggerate differences) reflecting dif-
ferent value choices undergirding the operation 
of the criminal justice system. The major tension 
between these two models is the emphasis on 
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TABLE 1.1      Summary of Key Elements of Different Correctional Perspectives

RETRIBUTION DETERRENCE INCAPACITATION REHABILITATION REINTEGRATION

Justification Moral
Just deserts

Prevention of 
further crime

Risk control,
community 
protection

Offenders have 
correctable 
deficiencies

Offenders have 
correctable 
deficiencies

Strategy None: Offenders 
simply deserve to 
be punished

Make punishment 
more certain, 
swift, and severe

Offenders cannot 
offend while in 
prison

Treatment to 
reduce offenders’ 
inclination to 
reoffend

Concrete 
programming to 
make for successful 
reentry into society

Focus of 
perspective

The offense and 
just deserts

Actual and 
potential 
offenders

Actual offenders Needs of 
offenders

Needs of offenders

Image of 
offenders

Free agents whose 
humanity we affirm 
by holding them 
accountable

Rational beings 
who engage in 
cost–benefit 
calculations

Not to be 
trusted but to be 
constrained

Good people who 
have gone astray 
and will respond 
to treatment

Ordinary folk 
who require and 
will respond to 
concrete help

ETHICAL ISSUE 1.1
What Would You Do?

You are the director of your state’s department of corrections. 

The state governor trusts your judgment and gives you free 

rein to administer the state prisons as you see fit within the 

bounds of the state and U.S. constitutions. Your belief in human 

responsibility and autonomy has given you a philosophical 

and emotional attachment to the retribution justification for 

punishment. However, you have read the various studies on 

the successes of the Dutch experiment with the rehabilita-

tion of carefully selected offenders whose primary problem is 

substance abuse. Would you ignore them and stick with your 

“gut-level” beliefs in just deserts, or would you do whatever 

you could to identify candidates for a similar program, target 

resources there, and do what you could to secure their parole 

as timely as possible after two years?  Give reasons why or 

why not.

Video 1.4: 
Malloy Rolls Out 
Reintegration 
Program to Help 
Prisoners Find 
and Keep Work




