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The possibility to achieve successful resocialization of former prisoners back into society is an ongoing
public debate, making it challenging for policymakers to implement prisoner rehabilitation programs
capable of maintaining the public safety while allocating public funds in the most efficient way. The main
aim of this study is to examine what is necessary for an investment in prison system development to be
justified. The hypothesis of this study suggests that such investment can be cost-effective by reducing
crime and recidivism rates in the long term by ensuring proper rehabilitation of prisoners. Accordingly,
this research compares various European countries regarding their imprisonment standards and costs
in order to conclude which countries operate in the most effective way and what is crucial to obtain a
decrease in the reoffending rates. The key results suggest that it is possible to find a correlation between
such variables as the imprisonment costs, incarceration rates and the recidivism rates. It is possible to
draw parallels between the amount of money countries spend on one prisoner a year and the recidivism
rates of such countries, suggesting that the reoffending rates can be reduced by increasing the amount
of resources allocated for the improvement of prisoner’s lives. Furthermore, such an investment should
not only take the form of establishment of a proper environment for successful rehabilitation — prisoners
should be provided with education and work possibilities to prepare them for life outside the prison walls.
Moreover, the study highlights the need for post-release support mechanisms capable of re-integrating
former convicts back into society, since such mechanisms could reduce the likelihood of re-offending.

KEYWORDS: European imprisonment practice; human rights; imprisonment costs; recidivism; rehabilitation.

The possibility of achieving a successful re-socialization of prisoners back into society is an on-
going public debate (Costelloe & Warner, 2003) making it challenging for policymakers to decide
on the implementation of rehabilitation programs which would serve the purpose of maintaining
the public safety while allocating public funds in the most efficient way. While decades away ap-
plication of penalty derived from the desire for revenge and was applied through different means
of punishment, policymakers of the 21% century are trying to develop correction measures in a
way that would be profitable to both society and the offender.

Despite the fact that the overall imprisonment rate of Europe has experienced a continuous de-
crease during the last years (Council of Europe, 2018), some European countries remain to have
relatively high incarceration rates. Since high prison population creates high costs, the main
aim of this research is to conclude what is necessary for the investment in the development of a
prison system to be justified. As one of the major causes of the high prison population is the high
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number of convicts repeatedly incarcerated for property-related offences, the primary purpose
of the rehabilitation programs established in the prison facilities of various European countries
is to ensure a proper re-socialization of former convicts back into society. Since the reoffending
rates of the European countries range from 20% to 70% (Council of Europe, 2014), the aim of this
research is to come to a conclusion of what the countries with high recidivism rates are lacking.
Accordingly, this research is dedicated to the question of what is necessary for an investment in
prison system development to be cost-effective in the long term. Hypothesis of this study sug-
gests that the investment in prison system development is cost-effective by reducing crime and
recidivism rates in the long term if a proper rehabilitation of prisoners is ensured.

This article applies two legal research methods - the doctrinal method and the comparative
method. Firstly, it looks at the development of the European system regarding the legal frame-
work of the standard imprisonment rules. Secondly, it compares different punitive systems,
finding a correlation between their imprisonment costs and effectiveness in order to determine
which countries operate most effectively based on the rate of reoffending. Accordingly, the qual-
itative research method is used to explain the existing practice and success of three completely
different prison systems, namely the practice of Norway, the Netherlands and Latvia, and the
quantitative research method is applied to analyze imprisonment conditions and costs, using
the regression analysis in order to find out what effect these costs have on incarceration and
recidivism rates in the long term.

In order to reach the aim of the research, the tasks of the study are formulated as follows:
to review the movement towards the modern European imprisonment practice;
to gather data regarding imprisonment conditions and costs in the chosen European countries;
to calculate the correlation between the incarceration costs and reoffending rates;

to compare different penal systems regarding the prison conditions, costs and the success of
prisoner’s rehabilitation programs.

The key findings of this research suggest that the investment in prison system development can be
cost-effective if a proper rehabilitation of prisoners has been ensured not only during the time of their
incarceration but also after release. Since the high prison population can be reduced by achieving a
decrease in reoffending rates, it is of crucial importance to establish post-release support mecha-
nisms capable of ensuring proper resocialization of former prisoners back into society. Moreover,
acknowledging the wide range of issues faced by ex-prisoners by the time of their release, such as
unemployment and lack of education, it would be in the interest of any state to take the appropri-
ate measures to increase employer’s willingness to provide former convicts with job possibilities
through employer-support mechanisms, possibly leading to decrease of reoffending rates.

High incarceration rates create high costs. Since almost all the European countries have abol-
ished the death penalty, the most applied means of punishment for a crime committed have tak-
en the form of imprisonment. During the 19" century, the concept of a prison in the view of the
European countries experienced a radical change, resulting in a prison being described as “a pla-
ce of personal reform” and “a testing ground for judging readiness for release” (European Prison
Rules, 2006). The United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners states
that the main aim of imprisonment is to protect citizens against crime, at the same time trying
to rehabilitate offenders in order to reduce the recidivism rates (UN Standard Minimum Rules for
the Treatment of Prisoners, 1957). Accordingly, it is the rehabilitative aim that has recently gai-
ned an increasing support in Europe (Meijer, 2017). Whilst a definition of the term “rehabilitation”
has not been provided at the European level, it has been used as a synonym for such expres-
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sions as “resocialization” and "reintegration”. Although the idea of the means of rehabilitation has
been expressed in the domestic law of various European countries, the rehabilitative ideal varies
from one country to another (Martufi, 2018). The European Court of Human Rights has provided
that the “process” of rehabilitation entails the possibility of prisoners to engage in such activities
as education, work and vocational training (Murray v. the Netherlands [GC], 2016, § 101). It is
worth mentioning that among with various rules for acommodation, the UN Standard Minimum
Rules has been an essential source for the guidance of prison system management regarding
such matters as eduaction, treatment of prisoners and after-care matters, setting international
standards below which no state’s penitentiary system should fall. However, the extent of rights
guaranteed to convicts in practice varies between countries (UNESCO, 2018).

When comparing prison systems of different countries to find out which practices are most profita-
ble to society in the long term, it is essential to look at prison conditions and costs, the approaches
established to prepare prisoners for life after release and how effective they are based on recidi-
vism rates. In the following part, the incarceration rates, costs and recidivism rates of 27 countries,
namely 25 member states of the European Union, the United Kingdom and Norway, are analysed.

Firstly, a country’s GDP per capita is compared with the amount of money spent on prisoners a
year. GDP per capita has been computed, dividing the annual GDP of a country in the year of 2018
(Statista, 2018) with the population rate in the same year (Statista, 2018), estimated in euros. Costs
per one prisoner a year have been computed, firstly finding the number of prisoners in each country
in 2018, dividing the population rate by the incarceration rate of the same year (Statista, 2018) and
further dividing the amount of money spent on the prison system a year by the number of prison-
ers. Since the latest official data of imprisonment costs in European countries has been provided
by the Council of Europe in the Annual Penal Statistics report of 2018, annual imprisonment costs
have been derived from this report. As stated in the report, costs of imprisonment estimate the
budget spent by penal institutions, including health care, costs of security, administration, services,
as well as support and rehabilitation programs (Council of Europe, 2018).

Figure 1 draws a trend of correlation between the GDP per capita and the costs per one prisoner,
showing that the bigger the GDP, the more a country is spending on its prisoners. The correlation
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Figure 1

Author’s calculations
based on data regarding
imprisonment costs
and GDP per capita of
the European countries,
in 2018, available on
Statista.



Figure 2

Author’s calculations
based on data regarding
incarceration rates and
GDP per capita of the
European countries,

in 2018, available on
Statista
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coefficient is 0.91, which is a strong positive correlation in the amplitude of -1.0 to 1.0, meaning
that for a positive increase in GDP per capita there would most likely be a positive increase in the
amount of money spent on one prisoner per year as well. Related determination coefficient R? of
the two variables is 0.82 - in the amplitude of 0.0 to 1.0 it is a strong fit, meaning that 82% of the
variations in the amount of money spent on prisoners by the European countries can be strongly
influenced by the change in the GDP.

It can be seen from the graph that three clusters of countries have appeared. Such EU countries
as Luxembourg and Malta have been excluded because of the lack of information regarding im-
prisonment costs. In the first group, which consist of 15 countries, both GDP per capita and mon-
ey spent on one prisoner per year do not exceed 30 000 euro. For most of these countries, both
variables are similar. Italy is placed in between two clusters, as its GDP per capita is lower than
30 000 euro while it spends almost 50 000 euro per year for one imprisonment place. The second
cluster consists of 7 countries which spend 40 000 euro to 72 000 euro per prisoner a year while
the GDP per capita of countries vary between 35 000 euro and 45 000 euro. Although Finland's
and Germany's GDP per capita is almost identical (around 40 000 euro), Finland spends 63 529.62
euro per one imprisonment place, while Germany allocates the amount of 46 809.41 euro for the
costs of one prisoner a year. The third group consists of 4 countries — Sweden, Denmark, Ireland
and Norway. It should be noticed that although the GDP per capita of Sweden is 46 238.61 euro
which is close to the values of some countries of the second cluster, the amount of money spent
on one prison place of the country is almost three times bigger — approximately 131 610.72 euro,
which is one of the highest numbers spent on one imprisonment place. It is also notable that
Denmark, with a GDP per capita of a bit more than 50 000 euro, is spending more than twice the
amount on one prisoner — almost 119 887.60 euro. Another country allocated in the third cluster
is Ireland, with the GDP per capita of 66 345.83 euro, spending one and a half times more on one
prisoner — 91 144.31 euro. The fourth member of this cluster is Norway - a country with the high-
est GDP per capita of approximately 74 070.54 euro, spending almost twice the amount for one
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imprisonment place — based on the method of calculations used in this paper and data available,
around 143 953.08 euro, which is almost twice the amount of the annual GDP per capita.

Secondly, the relation between the GDP per capita and the incarceration rate is examined in order
to determine whether the wealthier states have fewer prisoners than the ones with a lower GDP.

The correlation between the two variables of GDP per capita and the incarceration rate is -0,57.
Although it is not a significant one, the negative correlation means that for an increase in one
variable, a decrease in the other one is most likely to appear. In this case, it can be assumed that
if the GDP per capita increases, the incarceration rate of a country is most likely to decrease, as a
higher GDP per capita means that the standard of living of a country increase. The determination
coefficient of the two variables is 0.32, meaning that in one third of the countries examined the
change in the incarceration rates can be predicted due to the change in the GDP. As can be seen
from the graph, three identifiable clusters of countries have appeared. The countries creating
one cluster in the first graph have now been divided into two groups. The first group of countries
consist of Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Poland, Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovakia. This cluster
of countries has the highest incarceration rate in the European Union — 180 to 240 people out
of 100 000 citizens are imprisoned. Annual GDP per capita of these countries varies between 12
000 euro and 20 000 euro. The second group of countries consists of Portugal, Spain, Romania,
Bulgaria, Greece, Italy, Croatia, the Republic of Cyprus with incarceration rate between 70 and
140 people per 100 000 citizens, and Slovenia with the lowest incarceration rate of this cluster —
in this country, only 65 out of 100 000 citizens are imprisoned. Although the incarceration rate of
these countries is almost two times smaller than the one of the first group, there is no significant
difference in GDP per capita — for the second group countries, it varies between 7700 euro and 29
000 euro. An interesting phenomenon is the geographical composition of both groups of coun-
tries - since both the unemployment rate (Trading Economics, 2019) and the level of happiness
of people (Eurostat, 2019) in the countries of the first and the second cluster do not differ signifi-
cantly, one may connect the geographical position of both clusters with the differences of incar-
ceration rates because of climate differences. It can be seen that countries of the second cluster
are located closer to the equator and have lower incarceration rates. Researches have shown
that homeless people have frequently committed crimes punishable by imprisonment in order to
spend some time off the streets (Abadi, 2018). Although not the only possible explanation for the
difference between both clusters, one of the reasons for a higher imprisonment rate in countries
with a colder climate could be the fact that homeless people are more likely to commit a crime to
receive shelter for the cold months of the year in places further away from the equator. The third
cluster of countries consists of 12 countries, 11 of which have the annual GDP per capita between
35000 euro and nearly 75 000 euro. The incarceration rate of these countries varies between 50
to 100 people per 100 000 citizens - this group consists of countries that are wealthier than the
ones of the other two clusters. As can be seen from the graph, countries with the lowest incar-
ceration rates are Finland, the Netherlands, Sweden, Denmark and Norway. Although included in
this group of countries, the United Kingdom has GDP per capita of 36 000 euro, at the same time
having 145 out of 100 000 citizens behind bars. During the last 25 years, the imprisonment rate
of the UK has doubled, and the authorities continue increasing the amount spent on prisoners in
overcrowded prisons by reallocating funds from rehabilitative programs (Jenkins, 2019).

Finally, figure 3 examines the relation between costs per one prisoner a year and recidivism rate in
order to see whether the hypothesis put forward in this paper can be confirmed by comparing EU
countries which have provided for such information. Recidivism rate shows the percentage of pris-
oners who, after being released from prison, return to it after they have committed another crime.
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Correlation between the two variables of annual costs per prisoner and recidivism rate is -0.49,
comparing 13 countries which have made the information about reoffending rates available to
the public. Determination coefficient of the countries examined is 0.24. When calculating the cor-
relation of these countries, it should be taken into account that Spain has provided the recidivism
rate of 0.3 only for the territory of Catalonia (Capdevila & Serentill & Puig & Pueyo & Ferrer &
Lopez & Bou & Pedro, 2015). Without the recidivism rate of Spain, there is a stronger negative
correlation of -0.62, and the determination coefficient changes to 0.41. As it can be seen from
the graph, five countries — Czech Republic, France, Netherlands, Denmark and Norway — create
a negative slope, and the correlation rate of these countries is -0.99, which is a perfect negative
correlation, meaning that there is a high possibility that with an increase in the amount of money
spent on prisoners the rate of recidivism is being reduced. Determination coefficient of the five
countries is 0.99, creating an absolute fit and meaning the recidivism rate of these countries is
strongly influenced by the changes in the amount of money spent on prisoners. It is worth men-
tioning that Norway, which firmly believes in restorative justice, aiming to rehabilitate offender,
not to punish it (Sterbenz, 2014), has one of the lowest incarceration rates of 65.4 people per 100
000 citizens and the lowest recidivism rate of 20% in the world. In Norway, the loss of freedom is
looked upon as punishment itself, and even the inmates of the high-security prison have a duty
to engage in such activities as work, educational and rehabilitative programs, which cost much
money but have proved to be cost-effective in the long term, significantly reducing the recidivism
rate (Giertsen & Alnaes & De Vos & Jacobsen & Dietrichson & Horn, 2019).

Even though reasons for high incarceration rates vary from one country to another, there is a
trend of criminalisation of such social problems as substance dependency, poverty and lack of
proper education (Heard, 2016). One of the main reasons for high prison population rates is the
practice of sentencing a significant number of convicts to serve long imprisonment terms for
property-related offences; this kind of practice leads to high prison density, often resulting in
various human rights violations due to overcrowded detention facilities. Given that the majority
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of prisoners are going to be released at some time in the future, it is a safety imperative of every
society to ensure that detention facilities have the resources necessary for the establishment
of proper rehabilitation programs. Although there is no one answer provided to the question of
what the most effective rehabilitative approaches of prisoners are and what cost-benefit they
bring to taxpayers, it can be assumed that rehabilitative programs can be cost-effective once they
reduce the rate of reoffending. Therefore, the imprisonment practice of one country from each
cluster is further analysed in order to examine what are the reasons for different rehabilitation
practices and their outcomes, namely the ones of Norway, the Netherlands and Latvia.

In the 1980s the prison system in Norway was utterly different than it is nowadays, with the
focus on security and having the recidivism rate of 60 - 70% (Papendorf, 2006). Ten years
later, the Norwegian Correctional Service changed the prison system entirely by the introduc-
tion of various reforms, starting to focus more on rehabilitation than punishment and offering
different educational programmes and other activities to prison inmates who had previously
been locked up in their cells most of the time. Nowadays, there is no overcrowding present in
Norwegian prison facilities, and the correctional officers are highly trained to assist convicts
through their rehabilitation process. While in most of the countries socio-educational workers
and correctional officers are two different professions, the officers of Norwegian prisons are
both. Since Norwegians strongly believe in the rehabilitative approach, prison conditions are
created in a way that makes a convict’s life in both open and closed prisons as similar to the
outside world as possible. Moreover, all prisoners are provided with primary and secondary
education, additional training in a wide range of different courses, and even with the possibility
to enrol in higher education studies. Like nowhere else, Norwegian prisoners have the access
to music classes, concerts and theatre, and they are obliged to spend at least one hour a day
outside, where they can take part in various sports programs together with prison officers.
Although offenders imprisoned have a “duty of activity”, they are not ordered to participate
in activities against their will - if they refuse to take part, an order to work is an alternative
to such activities (Giertsen & Alnaes & De Vos & Jacobsen & Dietrichson & Horn, 2019). In
general, all prisoners have an opportunity to have a job which they can lose as a punishment
for bad behaviour, and sometimes they can even apply for a transfer to another prison which
offers a broader range of jobs. By creating a regime under which almost of all the prisoners
do take part in education, work and other programmes, the re-offending rate of Norway has
significantly decreased to only 20%. Therefore, it can be concluded that the country has estab-
lished a system which is cost-effective due to its capability to reduce the prison population by
successful reintegration of former convicts back into society.

An unusual situation has appeared in the Netherlands - during the last 15 years, the prison pop-
ulation has almost halved, resulting in a shut-down of 29 prison facilities in the last five years
(Douw & van't Hoff, 2019). Having an incarceration rate of 54.4 people out of 100 000 citizens,
the Netherlands has one of the lowest prison population rates in the world. Even after starting
to rent out places in prisons to other countries, it does not have enough prisoners to fill up the
remaining 30 prisons (Boztas, 2019). The main reasons for such a situation have been told to be
both the declining crime rates and increasing use of imprisonment alternatives, such as financial
fines. Dutch government studies on prison capacity have helped the policy-makers to understand
that an increase in shorter sentences and alternative sentencing rather than unnecessarily long
imprisonment terms is an essential factor in reducing the prison population. Since has not been
proved that long imprisonment sentences lead to lower crime rates, the imposition of imprison-
ment alternatives has proved to be beneficial in some cases. Conditions of prison facilities in the
Netherlands are considered up to recommended material standards (Douw & van't Hoff, 2019).
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As there are no other education possibilities than distance training courses available, and the only
activity inmates are obliged to attend is work. Since the current recidivism rate of the Netherlands
is 48%, there have been new rehabilitation programs established in order to reduce the probabil-
ity of reoffending. A non-profit Prison Care organisation has established a program that invites
entrepreneurs to prison to allow them to meet inmates in person, providing offenders with an
opportunity to work outside prison walls during the day time in order to establish connections with
their future employers (Batist, 2019). Out of the 68 ex-prisoners who joined the project before be-
ing released, 43 have successfully been reintegrated back into society, having stable employment
and a place to live. Since one of the main reasons for reoffending is the unemployment of former
convicts, establishment of projects ensuring the re-introduction of prisoners back into the labour
market can be cost-effective in the long term, reducing the likelihood of reoffending.

The incarceration rate of Latvia is relatively high — 194 people out of 100 000 are imprisoned in
the existing nine prison facilities (Ministry of Justice, 2018). Even though new models of reso-
cialization programs have been implemented in the recent years, the rate of recidivism has not
decreased; the reduction in the number of people imprisoned is the result of changes in the policy
of criminal punishment, not a success of sufficient rehabilitation programs. The inappropriate ac-
commaodation conditions leading to overcrowding and violations of human rights is only one of the
issues present in Latvian detention facilities. According to the statistics of 2018, one fourth of the
prisoners serving their sentences in Latvian prisons have been incarcerated at least for the fourth
time for property-related crimes (State Control of the Republic of Latvia, 2019). Latvian Probation
Service has stated that one out of five prisoners commits a crime during the first year after being
released (Latvian Probation Service, 2017) due to various problems hindering the re-socialization
of prisoners. Although in most prisons inmates are offered to attend to employment, education-
al or vocational programs, having additional access to outdoor yards and gym, there are some
prisons where the daily exercise hour outside remain the only activity accessible for inmates, and
for the remaining day, prisoners are locked up in their cells (Kamenska & Plce & Laganovska,
2013). There are not enough employment opportunities present — mostly prisoners sew uniforms
or practice woodworking, and it has resulted in a situation where demand for jobs exceeds supply.
While around half of prisoners are enrolled in educational programs, only one out of four convicts
are working in prison; despite the fact that entrepreneurs are willing to expand their businesses by
increasing work opportunities for prisoners, the prison infrastructure does not allow for that. Since
the most significant part of the prison population in Latvia is created by thieves, robbers and those
convicted of drug-related offences (Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, 2019), it is often the case
that 30-year-old convicts sent to prison for committing one of the crimes mentioned above have
no basic knowledge and no social skills; for many inmates, prison is the first workplace. Therefore,
the lack of work-related education during the time of imprisonment is preventing former prison-
ers from being successfully re-introduced in the labour market, leading to high recidivism rates.
If the recidivism rate of 51% was reduced to 50%, the number of re-offenders sent back to Latvian
prisons would decrease by 37 people; knowing that one prisoner costs approximately 14 939.45
euro a year, 552 759.65 euro would be saved annually. As most of the offenders are sentenced after
committing a property crime, it may be supposed that those 37 people would not have to serve a
term of up to 5 years, increasing the amount of money saved to roughly 2.76 million euro. Another
important factor which should be considered is the employment — supposing that 37 people would
earn the minimum wage of 430 euro, an amount of 15 910 euro per month would be earned,
outweighing the cost of one prisoner a year. The overall savings could be calculated by adding up
the money saved on imprisonment expenses of 37 people with the amount of money they would
earn in five years, making a total of roughly 3.72 million euro. Acknowledging how much resources
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would be saved if the recidivism rate was reduced by only 1% and how important part of the re-so-
cialization process the employment of ex-prisoners is, in a country where employers are highly
unwilling to provide offenders with job opportunities (KupCs & Zvirbulis, 2019) it would be in the
interest of both the society and the authorities to take the appropriate measures in order to increase
the entrepreneur’s willingness to employ former convicts.

An establishment of policies oriented on re-socialization of prisoners back into society can be
cost-effective if a proper rehabilitation of offenders is ensured not only during the time of impris-
onment but also after release, meaning that the hypothesis of the research can be confirmed.

The decrease in reoffending rates can have a positive impact on incarceration rates, reducing
the number of people who return to prison repeatedly. Accordingly, a decrease in the prison
population would reduce the annual expenses of providing prisoners with the basic needs,
allowing to allocate funds to the improvement of prison facilities and further implementation
of rehabilitation programs.

It is possible to find a correlation between such variables as the imprisonment costs, incarcer-
ation rates and the recidivism rates of the European countries. Countries with lower incarcer-
ation rates tend to have a higher annual GDP; accordingly, the wealthier the state, the more
resources it is willing to allocate to the improvement of convict’s lives.

The correlation between the annual imprisonment costs of a prisoner and the recidivism rate
is noteworthy, as the correlation of the money spent on prisoners a year and the reoffending
rates of the countries examined is -0.62; moreover, the data of five countries create strong
negative correlation of -0.99 which, taken together with the determination coefficient of 0.99
suggests that there is a high possibility that the reoffending rates can be reduced by increasing
the amount of resources allocated for the improvement of prisoner’s lives.

The qualities offenders have gained during the rehabilitation processes in prisons, such as
vocational training and education, should not be wasted by weak post-release support meas-
ures. Therefore, itis of crucial importance to establish proper after-release mechanisms which
would promote a continuation of the rehabilitation of prisoners by ensuring their capability of
living a self-supporting and law-abiding life outside prison walls.

In order to ensure offender’s willingness to change, it is necessary to create the appropriate
environment; assuring proper accommodation and non-existence of human rights abuses in
the detention facilities is essential for achieving one’s correction, not further damage.

Even if during the imprisonment term offenders have gained all the qualities necessary for living
a self-supporting life, former convicts face various difficulties after release. Discrimination, lack
of work history, occupational skills and experience in the job-seeking processes are only some
of the problems faced by ex-prisoners. Therefore, it is important to take the measures necessary
to establish mechanisms helping offenders to find an employee to the greatest extent possible.

One of the main problems is the lack of stage between imprisonment and freedom. It is of cru-
cial importance to provide prisoners with work-related education during their imprisonment and
proper employment after release. Therefore, an establishment of projects ensuring the re-intro-
duction of prisoners back into the labour market can be cost-effective in the long term since one
of the main reasons for reoffending is the lack of post-release supporting mechanisms.

Acknowledging the employer’s unwillingness to employ former convicts in Latvia, it would be in the
interest of the authorities to establish prisoner employer’s support mechanisms through tax reliefs
or the introduction of wage subsidies, since such privileges could increase employer’s willingness
to provide ex-prisoners with job opportunities, possibly leading to decrease of reoffending rates.
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