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Punishment and the Restoration of Rights
[bookmark: _GoBack]Stephen Paul Brown writes Punishment and the Restoration of Rights to justify the need of punishment to restore breached rights of the crime victim. Following, Immanuel Kant and Georg Hegel theories that justifies punishment as a way of restoring rights in a society, Stephen demonstrates that punishment only prevents but not undo crimes. While Kant relies on an inappropriate analogy, Hegel resorts to an extended metaphor. Neither of them demonstrates how punishments undoes the wrong inherent to crime. The article fails to fully demonstrate why punishment is necessary to the reaffirmation of rights. 
Punishment and victims’ rights discussed in this article makes connections between intuitive link of harm done to the victim, the breach of his right, as well as the harm done to the criminal by way of punishment. Past theories tend to ignore the explanations of wrongs done to the immediate offence victim. Rehabilitation theories were concerned with the criminal and the need to cure the offences committed and successfully re-integrate them into the society. The retributive theories, on the other hand conceived crime as a wrong against the law abiding. The theory left out the victim to a class of the wronged victims. Hence, by so doing the theories passed over the significance of the wrong done to the immediate victim to assumption that what’s done cannot be undone. 
Immanuel Kant and Georg Hegel claim that punishment is justified as it restores a victim violated right is absurd. Stephen Brown argues that theories only leads us to accepting crime as a breach of a victims right but does not undo. The state may punish the offender but the victim still suffers the most. Stephen further criticizes Kantian retributivism theory as it shows criminals are punished because they deserve it, a theory that caught attention in the 1970s and 1980s. Stephen argues that crime is a deliberate choice to infringe on a right. 
Kant and Hegel justify punishment as a reference to the realm of absolute right and wrong. They justify punishment as a system operating within standard morals in a society. Hence, they argue that crime is an attack on something that is right or good, so punishment is a justified defense of that which is attacked. The victims’ rights are indulged by offenders whenever they cause harm to them. Further, Hegel argues that the difference between crime and misfortune is that crime is the product of human will while misfortune is a breach of right. The way he differentiates them is interesting as this definition of crime may the focus of criminal law directly to the need to uphold human rights. 
Needless to say, Hegel and Kant are both right to insinuate that observing a crime and nothing to respond to it would undermine the significance of rights. Therefore, it is upon states to exercise their power and due diligence when dealing with criminals. Both shows punishment is used to uphold rights since it is a principle opposed to crime. However, Stephen is quick to state that punishment does not reverse crime nor is there anything returned to the victim. Stephen also points out that both Kant and Hegel’s theories could best be used a persuasive starting point of defining and understanding crime. 

