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God during the battle vanquishment of 
Jericho (Joshua 6:17). 
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In January 2008, Pres. George W. 

Bush signed into law the Second Chance Act of 
2007. The purpose of this law was to 
reauthorize government funding for reentry 
programs originally passed in 1968 under the 
law entitled Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act (United States, 2008). Reentry 
programs have been a part of criminal justice 
programs throughout history with the primary 
question hypothetically being, how do 
offenders reintegrate into society after their 
incarceration, and what can society do to 
prevent released offenders from becoming 
part of the 68% of those individuals that 
returned to prison within three years after 
initial release (Lafleur & O’Grady, 2016)?   

While this hypothetical question is 
fundamental to modern reentry theory, this 
question is only a reformulation of a question 
that has been pondered by various 
civilizations across time. The concept of 
reentry and how it is implemented in a society 
has risen and fallen across time as attitudes of 
societies toward crime has changed (Kleinfeld, 
2016) The scope of this paper is to consider 
the formation of current reentry policies and 
how specific criminal theories may have 
influenced the formation of these policies. 

  
Current Reentry Policy 

The concept of punishment for 
violations of the law seems to be a basic idea 
to the human psyche (McGeer & Funk, 2015). 
Indeed, in the first criminal act recorded in 
Scripture, the murder of Abel by his brother 
Cain, punishment is meted by God, the 
ground was cursed so Cain would no longer 
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be able to cultivate crops and Cain would be, 
“… a vagrant and a wanderer on the earth” 
(Gen 4: 12b, NASB). Cain’s reaction is 
revealing. Cain be subject to the penalties 
listed above, and God’s face was hidden from 
Cain. Cain also feared that anyone finding 
Cain, would kill Cain for the murder of Abel 
(Gen 4:13-14). If McGeer and Funk (2015) 
are correct in their assessment that seeking 
punishment for crimes committed is a normal 
human reaction, then Cain’s fear was very 
real. 

Punishment can take many forms and 
McGeer and Funk (2015) posit that seeking 
punishment for crimes committed is a factor 
in human thinking, based upon evidence that 
supports their claim. However, their research 
also indicates that humans prefer a 
punishment that is not only has a form of 
retribution but also a component of the 
punishment that goes beyond mere 
retribution. Reentry theory is one component 
of the idea of something that goes beyond the 
retribution for a crime (O’Hear, 2007). 

The simplest definition of reentry is, 
according to the Report of the Re-entry 
Council (n.d.), “…the process of transition 
that these individuals, who are predominantly 
male and disproportionately nonwhite, make 
from prison or jail into the community” (pg. 
xviii).  While the definition is simple the 
execution of the policy and reasoning behind 
the present push by federal, state and local 
governments is more complicated. The 
execution of reentry policy is a subject beyond 
the scope if this paper but the emphasis on 
reentry in the present criminal justice system 
is a reaction to the higher number of 
offenders that are being released into society 
in the last few years (Pinard, 2010). 

The higher number of individuals 
released has been traced to the philosophy of 
imposing harsher sentences on crimes 
committed by individuals which began in the 
1970s and 80s. Policies such as three-strike 
laws and determinate sentencing incarcerated 
offenders longer and the Americas prison 
population grew (Pinard, 2010; Amasa-

Annang & Scutelnicu, 2016). American’s are 
now questioning the wisdom of harsher 
sentencing as overcrowding and the economic 
realities of having to house and feed a 
growing prison population become known.  
For example, the amount spent on corrections 
went from $9 billion nationwide in 1982 to 
$60 billion in 2002 (Report of Reentry 
Council, n.d.). Because of these realities, 
reentry is an attractive alternative within the 
criminal justice system.  

Reentry however is not a new 
concept. Under the Mosaic law, those laws 
which did not result in the death penalty, had 
penalties that required individuals to 
reimburse what was stolen from their 
neighbors (Exodus 21-22). Cities of refuge 
were set up across ancient Israel for those that 
accidently killed someone. By living in these 
cities, these individuals were safe from those 
seeking vengeance for the death they had 
caused but, the individual had to remain in the 
city until the death of the High Priest 
(Deuteronomy 19:1-10). In each case after the 
requirement of the law were met, the 
offenders returned to society and their lives 
with no other punishment. 

While a comprehensive study of the 
history of how criminal justice systems in the 
past have dealt with both retribution and 
rehabilitative issues toward convicted 
criminals is desirable, such a study is not 
germane to this paper. Modern reentry 
policies can trace its beginnings to the early 
1800s. At that time in England those 
convicted of crimes not worthy of the death 
penalty, were placed in prisons where 
conditions were horrific (Craig, 2009).  

Public opinion of the time believed 
criminals should be locked up and were 
beyond redemption. Prisoners that did return 
for prison were often shunned without any 
hope a normal life in society. Prisons were 
privately run with little government oversight. 
The normal needs of sanitation, feeding of 
prisoners, and housing were barely adequate. 
A common trough was used as a bathroom, 
individuals allowed to visit areas where 
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prisoners were housed were overcome by the 
stench of human waste, unwashed bodies, and 
disease. The mentally ill, men and women, 
prisoners that had committed different levels 
of crime were commonly housed together, 
and all shreds of human dignity were striped 
from the prisoners (Craig, 2009). 

In 1813, Elizabeth Fry visited the 
women’s section of London’s Newgate 
Prison. Fry encountered these conditions and 
began pushing for reforms and policies which 
resemble modern reentry polices. By 1817 Fry 
established an organization that provided 
clothing, education for prisoners and their 
children incarcerated with them, vocational 
training enabling these women to make a 
living when they returned to society, and 
programs that spoke to the spiritual needs of 
the prisoners. Eventually, Fry and her 
compatriots, brought about prison reforms 
many of which are incorporated into 
correctional facilities today (Craig, 2009).  

Today’s reentry policy has much in 
common with Fry’s ideas about education, 
vocational training and other programs that 
help released offenders reintegrate into 
society. However, as previously discussed, the 
emphasis on reentry policy today stems from 
different needs than those that were prevalent 
in Fry’s time. The basic needs of offenders 
however, remain the same (Craig, 2009). 

The main emphasis of present reentry 
policies focuses on providing the support 
systems that are needed for the successful 
reintegration of offenders into society. Basic 
support issues such as housing, education, 
vocational training, and employment, are 
primary issues that are discussed by those that 
formulate reentry policies. Other needs related 
to mental health, peer mentoring, drug abuse 
and family counseling are also discussed to a 
greater or lesser degree depending on the 
jurisdiction. The basic issues are agreed-upon 
at the federal, state, and county levels (Report 
of Reentry Council, n.d.; Levitan, 2018; Fresh 
Start, 2016).  

The Second Chance Act 0f 2007 was 
an effort on the part of the federal 

government to provide additional funding to 
states as they attempted to formulate reentry 
programming that would successfully allow 
offenders to reintegrate into society and slow 
the rate of recidivism among offenders 
(United States, 2008). With this type of 
funding made available questions inevitably 
arise concerning the types of programs that 
can be created to facilitate a greater chance of 
reentry for offenders. Governmental and 
nongovernmental programs along with private 
businesses have been created to help with 
offender reintegration (Mijs, 2016; Halushlca, 
2016;).  

Despite all the positive aspects of 
reentry key questions remain. At what level 
should reentry programs take place? Are the 
states primarily responsible for overseeing 
reentry or should communities themselves 
take the lead in reentry initiatives in their 
areas. If reintegration is the responsibility of 
the state government to a level should the 
state let the communities become involved? 
Perhaps the key point in discussing reentry 
policy is that successful reentry policies are a 
way of reducing recidivism but is this an 
accurate measure of a successful policy 
(O’Hear, 2007; Mellow & Barnes-Ceeney, 
2017)? 

These are valid questions that need an 
answer which unfortunately, are beyond the 
purpose of this paper. The purpose of this 
paper is to discover the foundational criminal 
theories that have influenced the formation of 
reentry policy as it exists today. It is to this 
purpose that this paper will be directed. 

 
Foundational Theories 

There are many theories that posit the 
reasons that an individual may commit a 
criminal act. This essay will examine three of 
these theories and their relationship to the 
formation of modern reentry policy. Classical, 
Social Disorganization and Control theories 
will be considered. 
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Classical Theory 

Looking at the various ideas of 
current reentry policy and how those ideas are 
written into those policies, this writer is struck 
by the underlying tone which insinuates that 
offenders made a rational choice in choosing 
to commit the crime for which they were 
imprisoned. Rational choice theory is part of 
the classical theory of crime which posits that 
those that commit crimes have made a free 
will choice to commit the crime of which they 
convicted. This is of course after these 
individuals have carefully considered the 
opportunities at hand and the ramifications of 
what might happen if the individual is caught. 
It is hoped that the consequences of an 
individual’s criminal actions would deter 
someone from committing the crime. These 
consequences include swift action in 
punishing the individual or sentences that are 
sufficiently long enough to cause individual to 
rethink about committing the crime again 
(Bernard, Snipes, & Gerould, 2016). 

Current reentry policy reflects this 
philosophy. Individuals entering reentry 
programs are placed within these programs in 
the hope to prepare them to reenter society. 
However, there is still a perception that these 
individuals present a risk to society. This risk 
comes in the form that they could recidivate, 
so programming is geared to focus on their 
past weaknesses rather than their strengths. 
After all, those reentering society have broken 
the social contract of society so the writers of 
reentry policy take this underlying lack of trust 
into consideration that require strict rules that 
the individuals in reentry programs are 
required to follow, but these individuals are  
afforded very little input into what path they 
would like to see their particular program take 
(Schlager, 2018; Kleinfeld, 2016). 

Policy writers emphasize recidivism as 
a main goal of establishing successful reentry 
programs. The elimination of recidivism is 
usually said to be accomplished by helping 
those being reintegrated to become prosocial 
citizens (Fresh Start, 2016). These are worthy 
aspirations but here again the assumption of 

risk to society with the possibility that those 
that are in reentry may choose to break the 
law and returned to prison thereby putting 
public safety at risk (Schlage, 2018). 

The aspirations of reentry policy 
should be embraced. The Fresh Start (2016) 
program of Gallatin County in Montana 
provides for those in reentry to have case 
managers and supervision by probation and 
parole during their time in the program. This 
is a valid precaution, and the policy is still 
written with public safety in mind (O’Hear, 
2007). 

It is important to consider that while 
the concepts of rational choice and other 
aspects of classical theory are subjectively 
written into reentry policies, there is the reality 
that an individual in reentry, continues to use 
rational choice and must consider the choices 
they are offered when working their reentry 
program. The consequences of those choices 
can have a positive aspect. Individuals in these 
programs can use the same rational thought 
processes to choose positive paths that will 
help them successfully reintegrated into 
society (Schlager, 2018). 

From a Judeo-Christian perspective, 
the points of classical criminal theory fit well 
with the biblical perspective of human nature. 
Man’s freedom to choose is a gift from God 
and dovetails with the concepts of rational 
choice theory. There are many passages of 
Scripture that point out man’s freedom to 
choose obedience to God over rebellion. 
God’s instructions to Adam regarding the tree 
of the knowledge of good and evil (Gen 2:16-
17) is one such passage.  

Perhaps a stronger passage however is 
in Joshua 24 during Joshua’s last instructions 
to Israel. In this classic passage in verses 14 
and 15, Joshua tells Israel to choose between 
God, the Egyptian gods, or the gods of the 
Canaanites. A clear choice was given to Israel 
and Israel also knew the consequences of 
following any other god but the God that 
delivered them from Egypt. The book of 
Deuteronomy is replete with the blessings of 
choosing to follow the God of Abraham Isaac 
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and Jacob and the curses for following any 
other god but Jehovah. 

In this passage rational choice, a clear 
presentation of consequences of not following 
God and a form of deterrence in these 
consequences is presented. It is hoped those 
consequences would be enough to prevent the 
children of Israel from following other gods. 
By analyzing this passage, as well as others, 
the fundamental concepts of classical theory 
can be seen as a biblical concept. The use of 
classical theory philosophy as it relates to 
reentry policy rest solely on the idea that 
offenders make rational choices after 
analyzing consequences of their choices. The 
results of this is a written policy that 
subliminally considers the negative aspect of 
the offenders’ crimes and the risk that these 
individuals may pose once they are released 
back into society (Schlage, 2018). 
 
Social Disorganization 

When reading the Fresh Start Strategic 
Plan (2016) the Montana State Wide Reentry 
Taskforce’s report to the Law and Justice 
Interim Committee (Levitan, 2018), and the 
Report of the Reentry Policy Council (n.d.) 
this writer was struck by the specific way in 
which these reports and plans address the 
issues of housing, employment, and family 
support. There are other issues addressed 
within these reports, but these three specific 
issues are also discussed in social 
disorganization theory. 

Social disorganization theory suggests 
that the commission of crimes within a 
community are related to communities that 
have high unemployment rates and have a 
high level of fluidity in the families that 
relocate in an out of the community. This 
fluidity also contributes to a greater lack of 
family continuity. Because of weak family 
continuity and the fluidity of people moving 
in and out of these communities, whole 
communities lack a cohesiveness which 
prevents the community from reaching a 
consensus on problems that are facing that 

community (Bernard et al, 2016; Windsor, 
Jemal, & Benoit, 2014). 

Often when inmates are released into 
existing reentry programs, they are sometimes 
released into the communities from which 
they came. Often the effects of social 
disorganization in these communities 
contributed to the reasons that released 
offenders committed their crimes (Mellow & 
Barnes-Ceeney, 2017). Many reentry policies 
take these facts into consideration with state 
policies often supplying the basic framework 
of understanding on how to support 
community efforts to flesh out the plans of 
implementing programs that help offenders to 
address the issues of housing, employment, 
family support and the other issues that face 
offenders trying to reintegrate (Report of the 
Reentry Policy Council, n.d.; Windsor et al, 
2014). 

Evidence that social disorganization is 
foundational to how reentry policy is 
formulated will be presented by this writer 
relating to the issues of housing and 
employment. These two issues dictate how 
reentry policies are written to provide answers 
for housing and employment concerns that 
are facing offenders after release from prison.  

Adequate housing is considered to be 
the major concern of offenders upon release. 
Offenders that lack reliable housing and use 
the temporary housing found in homeless 
shelters have a higher rate of reincarceration 
than homeless people have never been a part 
of the criminal justice system. It is often 
difficult for offenders to obtain housing 
because of their criminal histories (Levitan, 
2018). States, such as the state of Ohio, that 
engaged in programs that study and provide 
housing support for offenders both 
economically and by way of giving incentives 
to public and private owners of rental 
properties. Of the offenders that participated 
in study, “60% were less likely to be we 
incarcerated, 40% less likely to be rearrested 
for any crime, and were significantly more 
likely to receive more mental health and 
substance abuse services” (Levitan, 2018 pg. 
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16). The program studied in Ohio became 
permanent after a five-year study (Levitan, 
2018). 

States then begin to consider 
legislative action that will provide incentives 
to renters so that offenders may find better 
housing. Other legislative action would 
include additional funding to support 
offenders in finding housing and look at 
regulations that will make it harder for 
landlords to use the criminal history of an 
individual as a means of denying housing to 
offenders. Private stakeholders are also 
finding opportunities to open private housing 
facilities that specifically deal with offenders 
that are reentering society. The impact of the 
housing issue is being addressed legislatively 
at the state level, and more directly at the local 
level by local reentry efforts (Levitan, 2018; 
Mellow & Barnes-Ceeney, 2017). 

Employment is the second issue that 
is helping to rewrite the horizons of reentry 
policy. As reentry policies began to make 
headway as an option to offenders reentering 
society adjust to a new life away from the 
structure that is often found in prisons, states 
began to not only make funds available for 
several programs which included vocational 
training. These programs, including the 
vocational training, often started in prison, 
but training was also provided through state 
agencies and private organizations most often 
in local communities. The relationship 
government funding agencies and private 
training job placement businesses is 
sometimes complicated, especially for 
nonprofit organizations (Mijs, 2016; 
Halushka, 2016). 

For these organizations, funding is 
often dependent upon performance. 
Organizations often have quotas for placing 
offenders in jobs successfully and if quotas are 
not met, organizations may lose the funding 
which will be given to another organization 
that performs better. While this exchange 
between governmental funding and private 
organizations may seem convoluted the 
important take away from this example is that 

there is an effort on the part of government 
and private stakeholders to provide 
employment opportunities that enhance and 
are foundational to the reentry process (Mijs, 
2016; Halushka, 2016). 

From a Christian perspective, 
Scripture is quite clear regarding the need for 
society to help those that are having a difficult 
time living their lives. Clearly, offenders 
reentering grading into society fit this 
criterion. As previously discussed those 
individuals returning from the cities of refuge 
were free to live their lives in society without 
legal penalties (Deuteronomy 19:1-10). In 
many passages across the old and new 
Testaments God directs the people of the 
church and Israel to care for the needs of the 
widows, orphans, strangers, and the poor and 
to give them justice (Zachariah 7:9-10). The 
call is also given to visit prisoners while 
incarcerated (Matthew 25:36, 39, 43, 44).  

Except for the passage in 
Deuteronomy 19, it would be poor isogesis on 
the part of this writer to insinuate that any of 
these verses indicate reentry as being part of 
God’s call to help those less fortunate 
members of society. However, this writer 
cannot help but wonder if it is indeed not the 
mission of society to help prisoners 
reintegrate into society. If offenders are 
considered poor and in need of justice, this 
writer can justify this position. Unfortunately, 
there is a tendency in American jurisprudence 
to follow the American idea that individuals 
that commit crimes are no longer part of 
society (Kleinfeld, 2016). This is not a biblical 
position and it is incumbent upon Christians 
to forgive and allow reconciliation to those 
individuals that are guilty of criminal actions 
against society and in some cases against 
individual members of the church (Ephesians 
4:31). 

 
Control Theories 

There are a great number of control 
theories in criminal justice philosophy. 
Individuals researching reentry policies, 
cannot help but realize the foundational 
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impact that such theories have on reentry 
policy. Control theories in general look at 
characteristics such as low self-control on the 
part of offenders, informal social controls 
(institutions such as marriage, service and the 
military, family ties, employment, and 
becoming a parent), and conforming to 
societal norms are only some of the many 
aspects that control theories hypothesize as 
causes of crime (Bernard et al, 2016; Lafleur 
& O’Grady, 2016; Lafleur, 2017). 

There are indeed a great many theories 
that consider the causes of criminal activity 
however when looking at reentry policies as 
written it is difficult to ascribe anyone control 
theory as being foundational to those policies. 
Therefore, this writer will consider control in 
general and their effect on reentry policies. 
Lafleur & O Grady (2016) recognize this 
difficulty in an article which calls for an 
integrated control theory to help understand 
the process of reintegration. 

Written reentry policies place a lot of 
emphasis on offenders being under 
supervision in all aspects of the reentry 
process. There are programs that are part of 
the reentry process that touch on subjects 
such as parenting, anger management, 
addiction counseling, and other programs that 
promote prosocial behavior that are based on 
cognitive thinking and evidence-based 
practices. These policies and the programs 
that are formed to enhance these policies are 
designed to instill in the offenders the 
thoughts and skills needed to conform to 
societal expectation (Mijs, 2016; Windsor et al, 
2014). 

What is intrinsic to reentry policies is 
that regardless of what is being taught the 
priority of any of these programs is to instill 
the idea that controls need to be in place in 
the lives of the offenders. This was evidenced 
in the research compiled by Halushka (2016). 
In the research of organizations that help 
offenders find employment, Halushka noted 
that these organizations maintained an 
atmosphere of accountability which was 
impressed as a desirable characteristic to the 

offenders in the program. This characteristic 
was emphasized as necessary for participants 
to continue to hold a job after placed. 

It seems that as policy is written there 
is one insurmountable factor that keeps 
coming to the forefront of these written 
policies. The aspect of offender risk was 
discussed in the section covering classical 
theory. Yet, here again policy that is written is 
written from the perspective that if offenders 
in reintegration programs can be taught 
aspects of self-control, as well as how to 
inculcate themselves within the aspects of 
their lives that come under the umbrella of 
informal social controls and if these 
characteristics can be part of the individual 
offender’s mind set, there will be less risk to 
society (Schlager, 2018). Unfortunately, little 
research has been done to ascertain the 
effectiveness of such programs making the 
implementation of such theories what Lafleur 
(2017) calls atheoretical. If Lafleur’s analysis is 
correct, then more research must be done in 
this area to verify the success or failure of 
such theories. 

From a biblical viewpoint, the 
philosophy of control theory is to some 
extent validated by Scripture. Romans 13:1-8 
discusses the reason behind the establishment 
of governments. Verse three is particularly 
insightful as it reads, “…for rulers are not a 
cause of fear for good behavior, but for evil. 
Do you want to have no fear of authority? Do 
what is good, and you will have praise from 
the same” (NASB). What is particularly telling 
about this verse is that those that obey the law 
have no fear. This writer implies that 
individuals that have a strong desire to adhere 
to the law and conform to the rules of society 
be a proof of control theory. It is only those 
that break the law that have a need to fear 
punishment by governing authorities 

 
Conclusion 

Three criminal theories have been 
discussed as foundational to the 
implementation of current reentry policy. 
However, it should not be construed that 
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these are the only three policies that are 
inculcated into reentry policies as written. The 
number of criminal theories in existence make 
it impossible to comprehensively discuss all 
the could be foundational theories for reentry 
policy. It has also been discussed that reentry 
as a judicial tool is not new and has as a 
concept been present since biblical times 
(Schlager, 2018).  

Reintegration of offenders needs to be 
constantly reengaged by policymakers. Those 
that make reentry policy should not be afraid 
to see reentry is a work in progress and should 
one aspect of reentry fail, policy makers 
should make the necessary changes so what 
works will be found (Farabee, 2007). In all 
three theories discussed, biblical views have 
been offered that support the legitimacy of 
the theories as they relate to reentry policy. 

Reentry policy as a theory is admirable 
and necessary to help offenders reintegrate 
into society. As this writer researched the 
various theoretical needs of reentry policy and 
what is necessary to make reentry policy 
successful, this writer was encouraged by the 
foresight with which many contributors to 
policies have put into their efforts. What is 
disappointing however is the seeming inability 
to transfer the theory into practical reality. 
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Seven Women and the Secret of Their 

Greatness by Eric Metaxas, published by 
Thomas Nelson Books in 2015, is the much 
anticipated answer to Seven Men and the Secret of 
Their Greatness by the same author. The seven 
women are Joan of Arc, Susanna Wesley, 
Hanna More, Maria of Paris, Corrie ten 
Boom, Rosa Parks and Mother Teresa.
 The title is somewhat misleading, 
because the path to greatness is not a secret. 
Matthew 5:19  says, “Whosoever shall do and 
teach [these commandments] shall be great in 
the kingdom of heaven,”  and Matthew 18:4 
continues, “Whosoever therefore shall 
humble himself as this little child, the same is 
the greatest in the kingdom of heaven.” 
Greatness, then, requires both obedience to 
God and humility. The way Metaxas describes 
greatness in the introduction is quite similar, 
“using what God gives you for the benefit of 
mankind,”(viii).   
 Metaxas does not preach about 
greatness, but he lets these women 
demonstrate greatness through their lives and 
actions.  Two women in particular humbled 
themselves in the service of others. Corrie ten 
Boom showed love to her Jewish neighbors 
by gathering extra ration cards at great risk to 
her family, hiding Jews in her home, 
witnessing to prison guards, and holding 
worship services in Ravensbruck 
Concentration Camp. Mother Theresa often 
said she was inspired by Christ’s teaching that 


