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Arguments for and against Supermax Facilities
1) the supermax is a necessary function of penal control
The Pennsylvania system or the penal method is based on the notion that solitary confinement fosters reformation and promotes penitence (Blomberg, & Lucken, 2010).  Despite oppositions on the use of supermax, supporters of this form of imprisonment argue that supermax mitigates the movement of inmates and augments the aptitude of correctional officers at the facility to observe the inmates as well as separate them from the negative influences in prison. Proponents of this system allege that supermax may enhance the general population's aptitude to control the inmates. It may also permit the prisons to effectively manage a resource-intensive population of inmates, especially the inmates that are perceived to be the most disruptive, subsequently guaranteeing efficiencies within the prison facility and in general prisons. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Supermax facilities are also a perfect representation of a significant transformation of how the correctional facilities try to attain numerous objectives, significantly enhancing systemwide safety and order as well as control over the most disruptive and violent inmates. Supermax prisons may also prove to be the most effective correctional facilities due to their cost-effectiveness and achievable outcomes that other approaches could not attain. Further, supporters of the penal system assert that supermax prisons guarantee the overall prison population's safety that includes staff and other inmates from violent inmates ((Blomberg, & Lucken, 2010). Through the penal system, dangerous offenders are securely confined in the facility to ensure the population's safety. The system also fosters more control and order over troublesome inmates. Besides, it helps in closely monitoring the actions and behaviors of the inmates. 
2) the supermax has no place in the correctional system
The Pennsylvanian system of solitary confinement became predominant in European prisons (Blomberg, & Lucken, 2010). However, critics argue that the system is too expensive and has harmful impacts on the inmates' minds. The system was superseded in America by the auburn system.  Critics argue that it is irrational to believe that isolation of fewer inmates than are present in county prisons can have an actual impact on mitigating violence in a highly transient and extensive system of prison. They also contend that the supermax system is not cost-effective and may not attain the required objectives in the long-term. Even though inmates that commit heinous crimes should be under strict control, critics allege that solitary confinement may not mitigate violence. Despite the absence of physical torture, supermax prisons result in untold suffering and pain. 
Besides, opposers of this system state that supermaxes are places of torture known for their international human rights law violation. There also numerous ethical facets surrounding health care in supermax facilities. Professionals of healthcare working within prisons also face particular ethical issues that emanate from the tension between the prison’s role as a punishment place and their duty as protectors and health promoters. There have also been cases of inmates' abuse, especially inmates under solitary confinement in these federal facilities, which subsequently violates the unusual and cruel punishment of the eighth amendment. Critics of this form of imprisonment state that mentally ill inmates are widely overrepresented in the supermax facilities. Consequently, most of the inmates deteriorate significantly once they are subjected to the isolated confinement stress. Besides, some inmates engage in extreme and bizarre self-injury acts or go to extents of suicide. 
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