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Introduction
In current years, prison inmates have increased despite falling levels of crime. Given the growing use of custodial sentences, which can be associated with the rise of punitive populism, people have developed diverse opinions on the role which imprisonment plays and if prisons do work. Some argue that lawbreakers are sent to prison as punishment; however, others allege that people are sent to prisons for punishment. These two perspectives hold ground considering it is in these two that we get to analyze if real prisons do work. For those with the view that people are sent to prisons as a punishment, support their claim by insinuating that prisons serve as facilities meant to cut off offenders from their normal lives and participation in civil society.  Contrary to this, people with the view that people are sent to prison for punishment, argue that offenders are supposedly sent to prison to be punished by the conditions of the prison itself,  which they regard as an institution that is traumatizing and dangerous. Despite the diverse philosophies about what prisons serve for offenders, this paper focuses on whether prisons do work in achieving the outcome they are intended to, whether for punishment are as punishment for offenders. In a general perspective, I think prisons do work. To ascertain this claim, detailed focus on how prisons do work has been explored.  
The power of prison
The prison is a dominant symbol of any nation’s power to penalize.  Based on this, the lawbreakers or offenders are considered criminals; a label which has deeply inclined with the society over the years used to publicly condemn their act or actions. The punished person is ‘cast out' from society by being imprisoned in prisons, where the individual become stigmatized while being held or shortly or long after being released into the ‘free world'. Thus, prisons work towards ensuring that the public gets rid of criminals by serving as facilities for hosting them separate from the normal society.  Unlike normal human survival, in prisons, all facets of an individual's life are controlled and occur in one place. The following serve as significances of prisons as well as why the prisons do work.  
Prisons Meet Retribution and Just Deserts philosophies
Studies have identified that public attitude towards offenders shapes the basis for development and implementation of crime-control policy.  Prisons become one of the ultimate destinations for these lawbreakers for retribution and Just Deserts purposes.  Retributive and desert beliefs have developed dominance in the penal realm.  Gerber &Jackson, (2013) defines retribution as revenge which is linked to the incentive to impose status borders with lawbreakers, as well as a conceptual preference for power and dominance and in-group conformity. According to Banks, (2013, p.109), the retributive theory holds no concern for social modification or conditions, and the effectiveness of any punishment is an extraneous deliberation. Thus, the society's main aim is to ascertain that something is ‘seen to be done' to ensure justice is served (Drewery, 2004).
Based on retributive philosophies, judges often consider punishing criminals by sending them to prisons to be the best preference to confirm to retributive ideologies. Often prisons work towards serving as the only place justice can be exercised. Punishments that are directed towards imprisonment are proofed beyond reasonable doubt that they are deserved and the appropriate punitive measure is to prison them based on the seriousness of the crimes.  In most cases those criminals that are apportioned less seriousness of the crimes are given less sentencing in prisons while those with highly severe crimes are given severe penal punishments in prisons, commonly they are sentenced to life imprisonment. 
Studies identify that past years justice was administered by the adoption of proportionality sentencing; this ensured equality, rationality, and cost-effectiveness. However, in the contemporary society’s proportionality philosophies have been eroded and instead a plight for equal treatment through the adoption of mandatory minimum sentences, three strike laws, and other procedures that readily advocated for readily obligatory imprisonment have been implemented (Tonry, 2011).  The changes in the laws have largely detached the severity of punishments from the seriousness of the crimes, whereby even low-level crimes are considered serious acts of violence.  In some civilized western societies, where mandatory sentencing’s laws are have been implemented, judges are in some way authorized to disregard the minimums in the “interest of justice” whereby offenders are straightly sentenced to incarceration (Tonry, 2011, p.95).  This views on how prisons are the efficient centers for meeting retribution and just deserts justice ideologies justify the notion that prisons do work. 
Prisons serve as deterrence to crime
Prisons work towards meeting the goal that individuals and offenders may be discouraged from offending, as this actions will result in prosecution and being sent to confinement facilities.  Apel & Nagin, (2011), argue that deterrent effects work towards lowering the likelihood of reoffending due to the experience of punishment; or discouraging offenders in the society from committing offenses due to the harsh threat of punishment. The un-accommodative prison environments such as overcrowding, health services, and social activities for inmates and so on, serve as punitive measures for lawbreakers.  These un-accommodative elements are believed to have the ability to impact former inmates' susceptibility to re-offend. By being confined in these harsher prison conditions, a larger number of those inmates might be more dissuaded by the threat of future sentences and experiences in prisons, thus lowering the opportunity costs of engaging in criminal activities. According to the study done by Bedard & Helland (2004), it is identified that, on average, the distancing of prison facilities far from inmates' home tends to lower the female crime rate. Despite this being considered hypothetical, it is still can be presumed that the deterrent effect due to increasing distance of prisons from inmates, may be driven by the reaction of criminals who may have never experienced a prison treatment. Also, Chen & Shapiro (2007) pinpoint that serving a sentence in a complex security prison infers a higher post-release probability to commit an offense again.  The capacity of harsher prison conditions coupled with prison acting as a high-security measure, when former inmates reminisce of the experiences their propensity to recidivate is reduced.  
 	Consequently, Drago et al. (2011) purport that being sentenced to a prison where the death rate is higher and certain escalates the propensity of recidivism for former inmates as well as for those criminals who the law has not caught up with them.  Thus, it can be argued that prison works by altering the behavior of inmates based on the experiences of incarceration not only through physical prison conditions, time spent in, and in-prison errands but also through the impacts of interacting with other inmates. Maurin & Ouss, (2009) suggest that spending more time and interacting with peers who offer regretful narratives about offenses often lower the propensity to re-offense for former inmates. This perspective can be summed up that prison sentences' length, experiences of harsh living conditions in prison, and interactions from inmates' aid in deterring criminal offenses.  
Prisons facilitate Incapacitation
According to Ashworth, (2007, p.995) incapacitation is an approach that is based on identifying those individuals that have a high propensity to committing offenses to society in the future and as such, they are subjected to protective measures;  lengthy imprisonment is one of the prime measures.  By employing incapacitation measures, the reduction in criminal offenses is then achieved through the redistribution of offenders, considering the imprisonment of offenders minimizes the likelihood of them committing a crime against society. Davies, et al (2004) highlights that judges, especially in the U.S, employ incapacitation as a punishment philosophy considering it has served to reduce crimes in practicality. For instance, research conducted by Weatherburn, et al (2006) identifies that the accelerated rates of imprisonment in the State of New South Wales have prevented an estimated 45,000 burglaries annually. Further, he illustrates that in Britain after banning the transportation of convicted offenders to Australia and the Americas during the 18th and 19th centuries, incapacitation remained the primary approach of penal systems that offenders could be subjected to.
Despite that punishment works depending on the nature of the offense, the primary method of incapacitation is imprisonment. Incapacitation theories argue that the duration of time spent in prisons often restricts offenders from committing crimes within society (Zimring & Hawkins, 1997).  It is noted that imprisonment of offenders is not based on retribution but rather the type of punishment is justified based on the degree of risk the offenders pose to the community currently and in the future.  This means that prisons serve as centers that marginalize offenders from upright societal members since they serve as a facility for punishing hypothetical crimes. In a wider perspective, prisons work as centers that secure the society from prospected or anticipated crimes that could be committed by some offenders (Harcourt, 2012, p.20).  Thus, prisons not only facilitate achievement of incapacitation approaches but also, protect suspects susceptible to committing crimes from mingling in the society or from being released back to, the community.

Prisons are Significant Rehabilitation Centers
In simplicity, the behavioral principle that stems the foundation of rehabilitation aspects is that criminal offenses are allied to external factors or triggers such as situational issues, social pressures, and psychological problems. Pollock (2006, p.8), defines rehabilitation as an internal change whose outcome is the termination of the targeted undesirable behavior. Thus, it can be presumed that the process of rehabilitation involves managing elements that stimulate the adoption of negative behaviors with an aim of reducing the likelihood of reoffending. Cullen & Gilbert, (2013) argue that this contemporary prison role has become a dominant ideal from the formerly outlined goals which lacked pragmatic benefit, scientific standing as well had no moral legitimacy.
Consequently, there are various examples to illustrate how prisons have effectively executed rehabilitation to the point of lowering crime offenses in society. For instance, Sadlier (2010) argues that there is an observable 6% decline in the probability of recidivism within one year when investigating offenders who had been subjected to motivational and cognitive practices.  Further, Bottoms (2004) with prisons offering rehabilitative aspects, crime is minimized, considering that factors that trigger individuals to commit offenses are tied to social circumstances. This can be summed that the work of prison as rehabilitation center has facilitated in giving due punishment needed and at long run reduced recidivism and susceptibility of committing crimes from individuals. 
Conclusion
 In conclusion, in scrutinizing the fundamental goals of prisons, and how substantially they have been achieved both in form and philosophy, it can be presumed that prison does work.  It has made positive impacts in achieving punishment and rehabilitation functions which are essential for addressing crime offenses.  Punishment functions have been made through punishing offenders using retribution, deterrence and incapacitation philosophies. Subsequently, by prisons offering rehabilitative approaches, skills and opportunities of offenders have been improved within and outside prison that ultimately leads to reduced propensities to recidivism. Based on these positive ways of facilitating effective punitive measures that inform public policy, it can be presumed that prisons do work.  
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