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Abstract
The nonuse of community correction in the Nigeria criminal justice system has led to
increased recidivism, contributed to prison congestion, introduced the risk of prison
victimization, and lacked the provision of a rehabilitative structure for nonviolent
offenders. The purpose of this phenomenological research study was to explore Nigerian
judges’ use of alternatives to incarcerations for nonviolent offenders. Dolinko retributive
punishment theory provided the theoretical framework for this study. Ten participant
judges comprised the study sample from a purposeful and criterion random sampling
method. Data were collected from participants through structured interviews and were
coded manually, sorted, and analyzed using the Saldana data coding process framework.
According to study findings, judges were inclined to use alternatives to incarceration for
nonviolent offenders. Also, community correction could reduce overcrowding in prisons
and provide the opportunity for self-improvement for nonviolent offenders supervised in
the community. The implications for positive social change include a better
understanding and implementation of community corrections for Nigeria judiciary and
policymakers and the use of alternatives to incarceration for nonviolent offenders, which

would improve rehabilitation, reformation, and reintegration of offenders into society.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study
Introduction

An alternative to incarceration is an essential characteristic of the criminal justice
system that prevents recidivism and supports the rehabilitation of offenders in the
community (Still, 2016). Alternatives to incarceration include probation, parole, pretrial
services, residential reentry centers, or community treatment services (Still, 2016). The
United States, England, and Wales have used community corrections as alternatives to
incarcerating nonviolent offenders (DeMichele, 2014; Teague, 2016; Wright, Pratt,
Lowenkamp, & Latessa, 2013). The use of probation, boot camps, direct court
commitment, home confinement, and intermediate sanctions are not unigue to the United
States, England, and Wales (DeMichele, 2014; Teague, 2016; Wright et al., 2013). The
use of intensive supervision, restitution, community services, electronic monitoring, and
halfway houses are practiced in many criminal justice systems (DeMichele, 2014;
Teague, 2016; Wright et al., 2013). However, the Nigerian criminal justice system has
not been instituted to provide alternatives for incarcerating offenders sentenced in Nigeria
courts (Solomon & Nwankwoala, 2014; Yekini & Salisu, 2013). The Nigeria criminal
justice system does not provide the structural reforms through the use of noncustodial
measures, which are essential for offenders’ successful rehabilitation and reentry to
society (Alao & Adebowale, 2014). Incarceration of nonviolent offenders has generated
difficulties in Nigeria criminal justice system (Alabi & Alabi, 2011). Yekini and Salisu
(2013) argued that the continued incarceration of nonviolent offenders has failed to

achieve deterrence. Onyeozili and Ebbe (2012) suggested that nonviolent offenses should
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not result in incarceration. In Nigeria, every offender receives prison terms irrespective of
the offense the offender commits (Ajayi 2012; Armiya’u & Adole, 2015). Armiya'u and
Adole (2015) stated that the Nigerian criminal justice system does not separate or classify
violent offenders from nonviolent offenders when determining punishment. Also,
nonviolent offenders are exposed and subjected to inhumane treatment (lack of personal
hygiene, nutrition, clothing, dignity, overcrowding, and access to medical care) and abuse
(physical and sexual) in prisons. These inhumane treatments increase recidivism for
nonviolent offenders (Onyeozili & Ebbe, 2012; Otu & Nnam, 2014). Ajayi (2012)
indicated that the overcrowding of Nigerian prisons make rehabilitation difficult for
nonviolent offenders. Offenders do not have access to proper ventilation and sanitation in
the Nigerian prison system. The Nigerian prisons are overcrowded, with no ventilation
systems, and or sanitation that is essential to offenders’ health and well-being (Ajayi,
2012; Otu & Nnam, 2014).

The Nigerian criminal justice system must be revamped. In the United States, the
Bureau of Justice Statistics (2014) indicated a low rate of recidivism among released
nonviolent offenders. The Bureau of Justice Statistics also revealed that 404,638
offenders did not recidivate in 30 states after being released from prison in 2005. In
addition, 77% of released nonviolent offenders did not commit new crimes or new
criminal behavior within 5 years of release from prison (Gallagher, Nordberg, Ivory,
Carlton, & Miller, 2015). Nally, Lockwood, Ho, and Knutson (2014) further indicated
that 78% of released nonviolent offenders did not recidivate within 3 years for new

criminal behavior. The National Bureau of Statistics (2016) reported that imprisonment is



3

the method of punishment for all nonviolent offenders in Nigeria. Alabi and Alabi (2011)
and Shobola and Ajeigbe (2015) claimed that 75% of nonviolent offenders released from
Nigerian prison recidivate. Parimah, Osafo, and Nyaro (2016) stated that when punishing
nonviolent offenders, the goal of the criminal justice system should be reintegration and
rehabilitation to repair the harm the nonviolent offender has caused to society. It is
imperative to use community correction as an alternative to incarceration for nonviolent
offenders (Yekini & Salisu, 2013, p. 102). Mass incarceration has not proved to be a
useful tool for rehabilitation and deterrence to crime for nonviolent offenders (Currie,
2010; Larkin, 2014). The absence of vocational training, employment training programs,
and other evidence-based programs that can improve offenders’ lives are not available
during the incarceration of criminals (Ebeniro, 2011).

The structure of community corrections will provide community supervision for
nonviolent offenders in Nigeria (Yekini & Salisu, 2013). Riggs, Parsons, Wei, and
Druker (2014) indicated that community corrections provide offenders the opportunity to
use community resources without compromising public safety. The use of alternatives to
incarceration have been a force for social change by addressing the rehabilitation of
offenders in society (Klingele, 2013; Solomon & Nwankwoala, 2014). Because all
offenders in Nigeria are sentenced to prisons, supporting community correction for
nonviolent offenders will allow for the successful rehabilitation of these types of
offenders sentenced to probation (Solomon & Nwankwoala, 2014).

The purpose of this study was to examine how judicial officers in the Nigerian

Criminal Justice System perceive the use of community corrections for nonviolent



offenders. The results of this research study provided insight and information into the
Nigeria Criminal Justice community. Nigerian judges can use the results of this study to
understand the process of the implementation of community corrections. Insights from
this study should provide knowledge to aid the Nigeria Criminal Justice System, National
Judicial Council, Nigeria legal profession, and policymakers in enacting community
correction laws (Yekini & Salisu, 2013). Yekini and Salisu (2013) stated that community
correction legislation would constitute the foundation of new criminal justice policies.
These plans (policies) will be used for the implementation of community corrections.

In this chapter, | provide an overview of this study. | present the gap in
knowledge that is related to this research study. I outline the problem statement, the
purpose of this study, the research question, and theoretical framework. The final sections
of this chapter include information on definitions, assumptions, limitations, and the
significance of this study. Finally, I provide a summary that includes an overview of the
information submitted in this chapter.

Background

The U.S. court systems are encouraged to use community corrections for
offenders who commit crimes against society (Klingele, 2013). However, the Nigerian
Criminal Justice System characterizes crime as a violation of shared values in the society
that disrupt human behavior and culture, for which incarceration is the only punishment
(Omale, 2014). The criminal justice system is empowered to use sentences that are sure
and swift, including the use of probation. However, the Nigerian Criminal Justice System

has used prisons as the only method of accountability for offenders, including nonviolent



offenders (Yekini & Salisu, 2013). The application and the implementation of
alternatives to incarceration for nonviolent offenders may alleviate the problem of mass
incarceration in Nigeria.

There is a gap in knowledge on the use of community supervision for nonviolent
offenders in Nigeria. Mass incarceration has not demonstrated sufficient rehabilitation of
nonviolent offenders and deterrence to crimes (Currie 2010; Larkin, 2014; Opafunso &
Adepoju, 2016). Therefore, this study was conducted to explore judges’ perceptions and
understanding of the use of alternatives to incarceration for nonviolent offenders. The
results of this study may provide insights into the process by which increasing numbers
of judges and the criminal justice system will implement the use of community
correction. Also, insights from this qualitative study can provide information to the
National Judicial Council and the Nigeria legal profession in helping Nigerian judges
succeed in the implementation of community corrections.

Problem Statement

The Nigerian Criminal Justice administration focuses on the use of incarcerating
every individual who commits both violent and nonviolent offense (Ogwezzy, Adebayo,
& Kekere, 2016). The criminal justice system also lacks the presence of a fundamental
framework that rehabilitates and reintegrates nonviolent offenders incarcerated in
Nigerian prisons (Stephen & Dudafa, 2016). The Nigerian Criminal Justice System
focuses on conventional ways of punishing offenders through incarceration (Solomon,

Nwakwoala, & Ushi, 2014).



The justice system does not allow nonviolent offenders to rehabilitate, reform,
and reintegrate into society (Solomon et al., 2014). Parimah et al. (2016) advocated for
the use of alternatives to incarceration for nonviolent offenders. Nonviolent offenders
incarcerated in Nigeria prisons find it difficult to reintegrate into society. The absence of
a structural framework for community correction led to the overcrowding of Nigerian
prisons and dehumanization of nonviolent offenders without reforming the behavior of
the offender (Parimah et al., 2016 p. 50). Using noncustodial measures in the criminal
justice system are alternatives method of punishing offenders (Emeka, 2011; Shajobi-
Ibikunle, 2014).

Contrary to the commonly held belief that community correction does not exist in
Nigeria, the Criminal Procedure Act (2004) provides for the use of community correction
(probation) as a noncustodial measure for offenders (Anyebe, 2011; Shajobi-Ibikunle,
2014). Community correction is not a new phenomenon in the criminal justice system,
but what is new is the nonuse of community corrections in the Nigerian Criminal Justice
System. No offenders are sentenced to community correction (probation) in Nigeria and
Ghana (Yekini & Salisu, 2013). Although community corrections have been successful in
the United States, England, and Wales, there are 5 million (84%) offenders on probation
in the United States, and 234, 229 (70%) offenders on probation in England and Wales
(DeMichele, 2014; Teague, 2016). Alabi and Alabi (2011) reported that 72.5% of
nonviolent offenders lack the rehabilitative structure that is essential for reintegration into

society.



In England and Wales, 89% of probationers do not recidivate after 1 year of
discharge from probation sentence (Bruce, Crowley, Jeffcote, & Coulston, 2014). The
Ministry of Justice (2012) reported that 73.6% of offenders released from custody,
including noncustodial custody, do not reoffend after 1 year of discharge from custody.
In the United States, 73% of probationers do not commit a new crime after 5 years of
completing probation sentence (Nally et al., 2014). Given the low recidivism of
nonviolent probationers in the United States, England, and Wales, the Nigerian Criminal
Justice System could benefit from an alternative to incarceration (probation) for
nonviolent offenders (Yekini & Salisu, 2013).

Incarceration of nonviolent offenders has generated difficulties in the Nigerian
Criminal Justice System (Alabi & Alabi, 2011). The high rate of recidivism in Oyo State
has shown the need for using community correction as an alternative to incarceration (p.
102). One scholar has found that 85% of nonviolent offenders recidivate (within 7 years
of release to society) when freed from Nigerian prisons (Ajayi, 2012). Another scholar
found that 65.7% of offenders would recidivate (Shobola & Ajeigbe, 2015). The
deplorable conditions (inhumane, cruel treatment, and the lack of transitional and
vocational programs) of the Nigerian prison do not rehabilitate offenders (Ajayi, 2012;
Anyebe, 2011; Shobola & Ajeigbe, 2015).

Incarceration is the justification for sanctioning anyone who does not comply with
laws in the society (Bushway & Owens, 2013). However, incarceration has led to
rehabilitation for nonviolent offenders and deterrence to individual committing crimes

(Currie 2010; Larkin, 2014; Schappell, Docherty & Boxer, 2016). The Nigerian Criminal



Justice System does not use rehabilitative intervention for nonviolent offenders.
Incarceration of nonviolent offenders as a form of punishment has failed to achieve the
objective of the criminal justice system (Shobola & Ajeigbe, 2015). The goal of the
criminal justice system is to rehabilitate and reform offenders to society. The criminal
justice system is empowered to reform and rehabilitate offenders designated to the prison
system.

The Nigerian prison system is responsible for administering punishment on
offenders. Therefore, the Nigerian Criminal Justice System is responsible for the public
safety of all offenders, including nonviolent offenders. The Nigerian Criminal Justice
System is responsible for the rehabilitation, reintegration, reformation of nonviolent
offenders, and humane treatment to all offenders. However, the Nigerian Criminal Justice
System has been unable to fulfill its responsibilities of rehabilitating, reforming,
reintegrating, and providing transitional programs for nonviolent offenders to society
(Ogwezzy et al., 2016).

The Nigerian prison system is undergoing difficulties that hinder its capability to
perform its intended rehabilitative roles efficiently and effectively (Ladapo, 2011). The
ineptness of the prison, inadequate rehabilitation, and reintegration for nonviolent
offenders into society creates the avenue for increased recidivism and turning nonviolent
offenders into violent offenders (Otu & Elechi, 2015; Schappell et al., 2016). Onyeozili
and Ebbe (2012) claimed that Nigeria has not provided alternatives to incarceration,

which resulted into the institutionalization of nonviolent offenders.
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This study provided insight into the implementation of the use of an alternative to
incarceration. This information can assist in the development and implementation of
community corrections to the Nigerian Criminal Justice System. There has been demand
for more scholarly work on alternatives to incarceration for offenders. Yekini and Salisu
(2013) reiterated the need to implement community corrections in Nigeria to rehabilitate
offenders to become productive citizens. There is limited research on the use of
community correction for nonviolent offenders sentenced in Nigerian courts. This study
could also provide insight into the various alternatives of holding offenders accountable,
specifically the nonviolent offenders who learn new criminal behavior in prison.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this qualitative, phenomenological study was to explore Nigerian
judges’ understanding of the use of alternative to incarceration for nonviolent offenders
in the criminal justice system. | conducted a phenomenological study because | wished to
understand the perceptions of judges on the alternative to incarceration. The design for
this study included identifying a small group of Nigerian judges to understand their
perception on the nonuse of alternatives to incarceration for nonviolent offenders. Ten
judges were selected randomly for video conference interviews based on their specialized
legal knowledge, assignment to criminal court (that included interpretation of criminal
statutes), and applicable criminal codes (that are related to sentencing offenders to
imprisonment). Judges who had direct contact in sentencing nonviolent offenders were
selected. Phone, e-mail, and video conference were used to conduct interviews because of

the geographical location of the participants.
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Research Question

RQ: How will Nigerian judges describe the implementation of community

correction (probation) as alternatives to imprisonment for nonviolent offenders?
Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework for this study was Dolinko’s (1997) retributive
punishment theory. According to retributive punishment theory, offenders deserve the
punishment for the crimes they commit. It is necessary to provide both rational and moral
justification for punishing criminals. The magnitudes of the crime should be the basis and
justification for incarcerating offenders (Wildeman, Turney, & Schnittker, 2014). The
retributive punishment theory affects the judges’ approach, because of the notion of just
desert that emerges as a result of punishing offenders to reduce crime (Yekini & Salisu,
2013).

The retributive punishment theory was used to explain judges’ perceptions on
community corrections, mainly if the offense committed is not violent. Dolinko’s
theoretical work has been used in the criminal justice system, albeit more frequently
employed in violent crimes than nonviolent crimes (Pate & Gould, 2012). Furthermore,
subsequent research and application of Dolinko’s theory offer guidance on the
justification of incarcerating offenders, thus providing a rational for incarcerating
offenders (Amatrudo, 2016). Chapter 2 presents a comprehensive description of this

theoretical framework.
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Nature of the Study

| chose a qualitative, phenomenological research. A qualitative,
phenomenological study is consistent with understanding how judges approach the
noncustodial measures for an offender. This design study allows me to focus on how
judges make sense of interpreting the criminal statute that relates to the incarceration of
nonoffenders.

The use of phenomenological design allowed me to construct the question that
guided this research study, develop findings that provide the basis for continuous
research work, and refrain from making suppositions (Greineder, 2013; Millward &
Senker, 2012). In this study, judges in the criminal division of the high court were
purposefully selected based on their experience in the criminal court. Each judge received
an invitation to participate in this study. E-mail, phone, and video conference were used
to initially introduce each participant to the study and establish interview dates. Digital
recording was used to transcribe, code, and analyze for similarities, themes, and
attributes.

Definitions

In this study, definitions for appropriate correctional terminology were identified
and expressed in the simplest terms:

Center disciplinary process: A process or procedure that provides due process to

inmates who reside at the residential reentry center (Statement of Work, 2016).
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Community corrections: The use of community-based resources to address
offenders’ needs, emphasizing offender’s accountability, treatment, supervision, and
monitoring (Kim, Matz, Gerber, Richard, & Lambert, 2013).

Community supervision: The supervising of offenders in the community using
probation, direct court commitment, residential reentry center, and home detection
(Klingele, 2013).

Criminal Procedure Act: Laws that provide the legal framework for the criminal
trial, conviction, and sentence of a person adjudicated in the Nigeria Criminal Justice
System (Yekini & Salisu, 2013).

Imprisonment: Loss of an offender’s liberty from society to a secure confinement
(Wildeman et al., 2014).

National Bureau of Statistics: The official agency that is responsible for managing
official statistics in Nigeria. The National Bureau of Statistics provides information on
offender prison situation, offender population, prison situations, and information on
prison staff employed.

National Judicial Council: An executive body that guarantees the independence
of the Nigerian judiciary (Odeleye, 2013).

Nigeria legal profession: The entity that comprises both lawyers and judges.

Noncustodial measure: The confinement or supervision of offender in the
community (Odeleye, 2013).

Probation: When an offender can remain in the community instead of

imprisonment (Teague, 2016; Yekini & Salisu, 2013).
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Assumptions

| assumed that all participation will be voluntary and that the participants will be
truthful in their answers. | assumed that Nigerian judges are incapable of being
influenced and that they are fair, and impartial when discharging or performing judicial
or official duties. I also assumed that the participants will demonstrate a good
understanding and knowledge of the substantive and procedural framework of the
Nigerian Criminal Justice System.

Scope and Delimitations

In this study, | addressed judges understanding of community corrections
regarding the nonuse of probation, although statutes empower judges to sentence
offenders to probation. I delimited this study to Nigerian judges assigned to the criminal
court division court in the southwestern part of Nigeria.

The study sample, criterion, and purposeful random sampling were delimited.
This delimitation influenced generalizing results to judges who are not in the high court
in Southwestern Nigeria. Criterion and purposeful random sampling compromised the
capability to generalize the findings of this study to a new population or judges in other
parts of Nigeria. However, this study sample provided credibility to the study.

Limitation

The sample for this study (criterion and purposeful random sampling) did not

represent the entire population of the Nigeria Judicial Council. The research participants

were selected based on the court’s criminal division. The participants of this study were
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limited to one state in the southwest region of Nigeria and an aspect of the Nigeria
judicial system, high court.

The population that | did not sample may possess a different understanding of the
community that was sampled. | identified, managed, minimized, or eliminated bias that
had the potential to influence the results of this study through rigorous accountability
(analysis of the data-showing what the data presents). This study did not generalize to the
broader population or other Nigerian courts system (the superior courts of records that
consist of the remaining 35 high courts and federal high courts for the 35 states in
Nigeria, Court of Appeal, and Supreme Court). | addressed limitations through gaining
insight into participants’ understanding of alternatives to incarceration for nonviolent
offenders for the high court in the southwest region of Nigeria.

Significance

The purpose of this phenomenological study was to understand judges’
perceptions on the use of community correction (probation) for nonviolent offenders.
Several U. S. studies have shown that alternatives to incarceration will enhance the
rehabilitative structure for nonviolent offenders and provide reentry assistance to
nonviolent offenders, which is an essential element for successful reintegration to society.
The use of probation for nonviolent offenders reduces recidivism and leads to the
rehabilitative opportunities (family support and transitional programs in the society) that
mitigate the risk of criminal socialization (Nally et al., 2014). The supervision of
nonviolent offenders in the community minimizes the risk to society and results in

reformation for the nonviolent offenders (Wright et al., 2013). Nonviolent offenders
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maintain a family connection and community relationships in society while undergoing
supervision in the community (DeMichele, 2014; Wright et al., 2013). Nonviolent
offenders participate in employment readiness program, transition and life skill programs,
vocational and educational programs, and treatment-drug and mental health programs
(Gallagher et al., 2015).

There is limited research on the use of community corrections in Nigeria for
nonviolent offenders. In this study, | addressed an under researched area of the Nigerian
Criminal System among judges, who are not accustomed to community corrections in the
criminal justice system. The results of this study can be used to increase the judges’
knowledge and understanding of the use of community corrections for nonviolent
offenders. Insights from this study provided the knowledge that will aid the Nigerian
Criminal Justice System, National Judicial Council, and the Nigeria legal profession in
enacting laws and developing policies in the implementation of community corrections.

The use of probation can effect positive social change by reducing recidivism for
offenders who are not violent. An alternative to incarceration has been a force for social
change by addressing rehabilitation of criminals in society. Because of the confinement
of all nonviolent offenders in Nigerian prisons, nonviolent offenders lack the opportunity
for reformation and rehabilitation. The support of community correction for nonviolent
offenders allows the implementation of an alternative to incarceration for nonviolent

offenders, which will reform and rehabilitate nonviolent offenders (Anyebe, 2011).
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Summary

The Nigerian Criminal Justice System associated with incarceration does not use
rehabilitative intervention for nonviolent offenders. The continued use of imprisonment
in the Nigerian Criminal Justice System for nonviolent offenders does not conform to the
trend of community corrections for offenders as demonstrated in England, Wales, and the
United States. The punishment of nonviolent offenders through the use of incarceration
does not show deterrence or an effective method of reducing crime. The implementation
of community supervision for nonviolent offenders, as a form of retributive, will provide
the Nigerian justice system with the mechanisms to use community supervision. The
incorporation of new criminal behaviors in prison and high rate of recidivism for
nonviolent offenders after being released from prison indicate that the Nigerian Criminal
Justice System needs to consider the use of an alternative to incarceration. This study
contributed to the limited research on the alternative to incarceration for nonviolent
offenders. The results of this study may create awareness and understanding on the use of
an alternative to incarceration for nonviolent offenders in the Nigerian Criminal Justice
System.

There is a need to understand judges’ perceptions on the implementation of
community correction for nonviolent offenders. There is limited research on the use of
community corrections in the Nigerian Criminal Justice System. Previous researchers
have overlooked judges’ understanding and insight into the implementation of

community corrections. This phenomenological study of Nigerian judges’ understanding



of community correction will add to the literature and provide insight into judges’
awareness and perception of the community corrections.

In Chapter 2 of this study, | will focus on the literature review. The literature
review will provide information on community corrections, rehabilitation, reformation,

reintegration, and reentry of offenders who are not violent.

17
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction

The criminal justice administration in Nigeria focuses on the use of incarcerating
every individual who commits both violent and nonviolent offense (Ogwezzy et al.,
2016). The criminal justice system lacks a framework to rehabilitate and reintegrate
nonviolent offenders incarcerated in Nigerian prisons (Stephen & Dudafa, 2016). The
Nigerian Criminal Justice System focuses on conventional ways of punishing offenders
through incarceration (Solomon et al., 2014). The justice system does not allow
nonviolent offenders to rehabilitate, reform, and reintegrate into society (Solomon et al.,
2014).

This purpose of this qualitative study was to explore Nigerian judges’
understanding of the use of community correction in the criminal justice system for
nonviolent offenders. The phenomenological design for this study included identifying a
small group of the Nigerian judges to understand their perception on the nonuse of the
alternative to incarceration for nonviolent offenders. Ten judges were selected randomly
for phone and video conference interviews based on their specialized legal knowledge
and assignment to criminal court. Phone and video conference was used to conduct the
interviews because of the geographical location of the participants.

Chapter 2 of this research study provides an in-depth review of the literature
regarding community corrections, the theoretical framework that provided the
understanding of imprisonment, the historical and current practice of punishment of

offenders, and Nigerian statutes on incarceration.
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Literature Search Strategy

In this literature review, | used peer-reviewed journals in the Walden University
Library. ProQuest was accessed using the general search terms: alternative to
incarceration, community corrections, nonviolent offenders, prison system in Nigeria,
incarceration, punishment, and sentencing. Further resources, were used to find articles
from analyzing references of previous scholars. the National Institute of Corrections
website, Federal High Court Law Library, and Library of Congress provided additional
resources to locate scholarly articles.

I did not find any literature that directly referred to nonviolent offenders on
probation, community supervision, and community corrections in Nigeria. Therefore, the
content of this review will be limited to the impact of community corrections in the
United States. Nigeria and the United States operate with a similar system of government,
which is federalism. There is no alternative to incarceration in the Nigeria Criminal
Justice System and there is literature gap in research regarding community corrections in
Nigeria.

Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework for this phenomenon study was Dolinko’s (1997)
retributive punishment theory. According to retributive punishment theory, offenders
deserve the penalty for the crimes they commit. It is necessary to provide both rational
and moral justification for punishing criminals (Apel, 2013). The magnitudes of the crime
should be the basis and justification for incarcerating offenders (Wildeman et al. 2014).

The retributive punishment theory may impact the judges’ approach, which provides the
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notion of the just desert that emerges as a result of punishing offenders to reduce crime
(Yekini & Salisu, 2013).

The central concept of retributive punishment was recognized and supported by
Wildeman et al. (2014) as a means of social control. The emphasis is placed on just desert
(offenders) and deterrence (law-abiding citizen), which is the justification for social
control and incarceration (Wright et al., 2013).

The consciousness of committing crime and consequence that precedes such
commission of offenses has not reduced crime or criminal behavior for offenders
(Wildeman et al. 2014). Offenders will choose to assuage deterrence by disregarding the
effect of incarceration in their lives (Wildeman et al.2014). Yekini and Salisu (2013)
revealed that the Nigerian Criminal Justice System punished offenders using
incarceration. Wildeman et al. (2014) claimed that the paradox of incarceration can lead
to an offender’s insensitivity to imprisonment, which will not negate the psychological
impact of incarceration on criminals. Listwan, Sullivan, Agnew, Cullen, and Colvin
(2013) argued that the criminal justice system incarcerates offenders as a means of
controlling crime to promote the public safety in society. The use of imprisonment as
social control is used as a deterrent effect on offenders; offenders receive punishment for
the criminal actions they committed against society (Listwan et al., 2013).

The Nigerian Criminal Justice System ensures deterrence among individuals in
society (Emeka, 2011; Obioha, 2011). The application of justice is one apparatuses that
has been considered to be indispensable for the criminal justice system that brings

retribution to offenders (Pate & Gould, 2012). Although justice includes seeking to
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achieve, attain, and effectuate a just outcome, the criminal justice system must ensure that
its mechanism of retribution is proportionate to the crime committed (Mears, Cochran, &
Cullen, 2015). There must be an equilibrium that balances crime and punishment. The
criminal justice system must also consider the mechanism of justice (offenders sentenced
to incarceration has reflected in the increase in imprisonment) that will deter nonviolent
offenders from recidivism (Wermink, Apel, Nieuwbeerta, & Blokland, 2013).

Apel and Nagin (2011) stated that an individual’s decision to commit a crime is
not premised on deterrence. Apel (2013) argued that the failure of the criminal justice to
control crime will undermine the deterrence power of the criminal justice system. An
individual will access the risk factor, including “perceived sanction certainty” (Apel,
2013, p.72), before committing a crime (Apel, 2013, p. 70). Criminal justice systems
should increase the certainty and severity of punishment for committing crime. (Apel,
2013, p. 71).

Dolinko’s theoretical work has been used in the criminal justice system, albeit
more frequently in violent crimes than nonviolent crimes (Pate & Gould, 2012).
Furthermore, subsequent application of Dolinko’s theory offers guidance on the
justification of incarcerating offenders, thus providing rational of incarcerating offenders
(Amatrudo, 2016). Retributive punishment theory was used to explain the judges’
perception on community corrections, specifically if the offense committed was not

violent (Alabi & Alabi, 2011).
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Literature Review

The criminal justice system is empowered to use sentences, including the use of
an alternative to incarceration, that are sure and swift. The Nigerian Criminal Procedure
Act 2004 (CPA) provides for the use of community correction, probation, in the criminal
justice system. The CPA indicated the use of probation for offenders, adjudicated, found
guilty, and convicted. The CPA gives special provisions to the court to consider the
offense committed, character, age, health status, and mental condition of the offender
(Anyebe, 2011). However, the Nigerian Criminal Justice System has failed to follow the
provisions of the CPA relating to the use of probation (Alao & Adebowale, 2014).

The criminal justice system in Nigeria controls crime through imprisonment
(Ajayi, 2012; Alao & Adebowale, 2014). The criminal justice system relies on the
incarceration of offenders, including nonviolent offenders, as means of correcting the
criminal behavior of these offenders (Alao & Adebowale, 2014). The criminal justice
system process does not institute the provision of alternatives for incarcerating offenders
sentenced in Nigeria courts (Alao & Adebowale, 2014).
Imprisonment of Nonviolent Offenders

The U.S. criminal justice system is accustomed to community corrections
(DeMichele, 2014; Teague, 2016; Wright et al., 2013). The use of probation, intermediate
sanctions, intensive supervision, restitution, and community services are alternatives to
incarcerating nonviolent offenders (DeMichele, 2014; McFarlane, 2012; Teague, 2016;

Wright et al., 2013). Also, electronic monitoring, halfway houses, boot camps, direct
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court commitment, and home confinement are alternatives to incarcerating nonviolent
offenders (DeMichele, 2014; McFarlane, 2012; Teague, 2016; Wright et al., 2013).

Gilling and Jolley (2012) explored the impact of community correction on
reducing crime, especially nonviolent crimes. Nally et al. (2014) reported that 77% of
nonviolent offenders on probation did not commit new crimes or new criminal behavior
within 5 years of release from prison. Gallagher et al. (2015) also reported that 78% of
released nonviolent offenders did not recidivate within 3 years for new criminal behavior.
Pate and Gould (2012) negated the impact of community correction on crime reduction.
Alao and Adebowale (2014) and Ajayi (2012) found that the Nigerian Criminal Justice
System has consistently used incarceration as the only method of punishment for
offenders.

There are issues associated with the imprisonment of nonviolent offenders that
have continued to be a barrier to implementing alternatives to incarceration (Onyeozili &
Ebbe, 2012). According to Onyeozili and Ebbe (2012), these issues have contributed to
the institutionalization of nonviolent offenders in an undignified manner and the
brutalization of nonviolent offenders during incarceration. Onyeozili and Ebbe asserted
that nonviolent offenders who are sentenced to prison are subjected to a high risk of
prison victimization and recidivism (p. 33). The incarceration of nonviolent offenders in
secure facilities deprives nonviolent offenders of using community resources that would
provide rehabilitation (Tolleanaar, Van der Laan & Van der Heijden, 2013; Wallace,

2012). De Giorgi (2016) suggested that it is essential to address the incarceration of
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nonviolent offenders, which leads to the dehumanization of nonviolent offenders in
prison.

The ineptitude of the Nigerian Criminal Justice System in using alternatives to
incarceration does not fulfill the function of providing adequate rehabilitation and
reintegration for nonviolent offenders into society (Osasona, 2015). This ineptitude
creates the avenue for increased recidivism and turning nonviolent offenders into violent
criminals (Otu & Elechi, 2015). Nonviolent offenders who are incarcerated will find it
difficult to readjust and reintegrate back into society because nonviolent offenders do not
receive the resources that enable them to successfully transition to the community before
they are released to society (Alao & Adebowale, 2014). Neil and Carmichael (2015)
argued that incarceration is used in the criminal justice system to punish offenders. The
use of incarceration has contributed to a crime reduction in society (Neil & Carmichael,
2015; Wermink et al., 2013). Wermink et al. (2013) argued that the imposition of
punitive confinement, which removes offenders from society, reduces the opportunity for
offenders to commit crimes.

The incarceration of criminals is a useful tool that assists in reducing crime in
society (Nagin & Snodgrass 2013). The punishment of lawbreakers with imprisonment
decreases the attractiveness of offenders committing offenses in society (Nagin &
Snodgras, 2013). Mears et al. (2015) advocated for an evidence-based policy that
provides credibility to the use of incarceration, as a method of reducing recidivism.

The over-dependence on incarceration has led the criminal justice system to

overuse imprisonment, which has not assisted in reducing crime (Cullen, Jonson, &
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Nagin, 2011; Bales & Piquero, 2012; Cochran, Mears, & Bales, 2014). Baron (2013)

explored the use of incarceration in the criminal justice system and found that
incarceration has different outcomes for different offenders.

Agbakwuru & Ibe-Godfrey (2016) advocated for deterrence, the use of
imprisonment, which will prevent lawbreakers from committing a crime. Offenders
incarcerated are reformed, rehabilitated and reintegrated into society (Agbakwuru &lbe-
Godfrey, 2016). The use of punitive measure, in a secure confinement, provides offenders
penitentiary duties which empower the offenders when released to society (Helen &
Popoola, 2016).

The encompassing use of imprisonment is a response to criminal behavior (Apel,
2013). Apel (2013) argued that the construction of mega-prisons and application of
technology in prisons depict the acceptance of incarceration for offenders in the United
States. Senior, Ward, Burke, Knight, Teague, Chapman, & Goodman (2016) argued that
the criminal justice system has consistently used imprisonment as a mechanism of social
control to reduce crime and restraint individual’s behavior in society.

Relevance of Community Corrections

Criminal justice system should seek innovative methods of addressing
incarceration of nonviolent offenders (Sabet, Talpins, Dunagan, & Holmes, 2013). The
use of community supervision, as a sanction, is widely accepted in the United States of
America and England criminal justice system (Woldgabreal, Day & Ward, 2014). Riggs
et al. (2014) indicated that community corrections provided offender the opportunity of

utilizing community resources without compromising public safety. Offenders who are
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nonviolent are advocated to be diverted from imprisonment into probation, or community
supervision (p. 3).

Riggs et al. (2014) further stated that the diversion into community supervision
would allow and provide nonviolent offenders the opportunity to become productive
citizens and contribute to society (p. 4). Mears et al. (2015) provided in-depth insight
regarding the challenges of appropriate sanctions (imprisonment or non-custodian
sanction) for offenders.

Miller (2014) stated that community correction has the burden and responsibility
of providing transitional alternatives to offenders within the society. Community
correction enables offenders to be held responsible and accountable for the crime
committed to society and still be productive to the society (Wodahl & Garland, 2009).
Incarceration as sole means of deterrence is ineffective in reducing crime (Woldgabreal,
Day & Ward, 2014). Imprisonment increases the proclivity for nonviolent offenders to re-
offend (Woldgabreal, Day & Ward, 2014). Incarceration has not adequately addressed the
recidivism (Mears et al., 2015).

The Nigerian criminal justice system does not provide the structural reforms that
are essential and integral for nonviolent offender’s successful rehabilitation and reentry to
society (Alao & Adebowale, 2014). Yekini & Salisu (2013) stated that Nigeria criminal
justice system could seek for new ways of focusing on offenders’ development, which
would transform into successful rehabilitation.

The Nigerian criminal justice system plagued with the difficulties devoid of

rehabilitation and reformation continued to hinder its capability to perform its intended
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rehabilitative roles practically and efficiently (Ladapo, 2011). Alabi & Alabi (2011)

reported that 72.5% of nonviolent offenders lack the rehabilitative structure that is
essential for reintegration into society. The absence of substance abuse and mental health
treatment, and programs, literacy, and employment readiness program for nonviolent
offenders would increase recidivism, prison congestion, and endanger public safety
(Alabi & Alabi, 2011). Nonviolent offenders incarcerated in secure custody will find it
challenging to reintegrate into society (Kelechi, 2013). Kelechi (2013) argued that the
non-availability of a rehabilitative structure and reintegration programs for nonviolent
offenders incarcerated in Nigeria prison make it challenging for the nonviolent offender
to reintegrate back into society.

Atilola (2012) stated that nonviolent offenders sentenced to the different types of
alternative to incarceration could participate in community programs, in the community.
Community programs available to offenders include cognitive behavior therapy,
substance abuse treatment, employment readiness program, vocational training programs,
life and transitional skills, community and volunteer services, and mental and medical
health treatment (Atilola, 2012).

The United States has the highest rate of incarceration in the world (Teague,
2016). There is one in every 100 hundred adults confined in prison system. Over 600,000
adults (male and female) are incarcerated in federal and state prisons while over 10
million adults incarcerated in local jails (McFarlane, 2012; Teague, 2016).

Community corrections in the United States have increased to 7.5 million

offenders supervised in the community, through reentry programs (Frana, 2013). The
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criminal justice system in the United States has continuously used alternative to
incarceration to efficiently help offenders fight temptation of criminal behavior and
conduct (Veysey, Ostermann & Lanterman, 2014).

Community supervision is strategically situated to address rehabilitative issues
and challenges that impede cognitive behavior essential for nonviolent offenders’
reintegration, especially from incarceration (Wright et al., 2013). Kelechi (2013) stated
that the pendulum of incarceration is shifting towards reformation, rehabilitation, and
reintegration, which are the bedrock of alternative to incarceration.

Senior et al. (2016) advocated for the implementation of community supervision
in the criminal justice system for nonviolent offenders. The knowledge of community
supervision in criminal justice system addressed the issue of recidivism among
nonviolent offenders (p.17).

The diversion of nonviolent offenders into non-secured confinement provides
opportunities that do not exist during incarceration, for nonviolent in the community
(Miller, 2013). The basis of rehabilitation and reintegration is adopting community
supervision, which addresses the offenders’ needs, criminal behavior, and provides
compassionate structure for nonviolent offenders who will reside in the society (Veysey,
Ostermann, & Lanterman, 2014). Community supervision is designed to address the
unique behavior of nonviolent offenders (Pianka, 2015).

Larkin (2014) argued that community supervision, using reentry programs, aims

to focus on the needs of nonviolent offenders. Reentry programs are envisioned and
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intended to deliberately and explicitly address the needs and risk levels of nonviolent
offenders (Sabet et al., 2013).

Rempel, Green, & Kralstein (2012) indicated that reentry programs bring
innovation and unique means of providing reintegration and rehabilitation for nonviolent
offenders, which will ensure public safety and emphasis on human dignity for the public
and nonviolent offenders. Reentry programs, using community corrections, have been
identified as mechanisms utilized for supervising and managing nonviolent offenders’
risks, needs and behavior in the community (Millward & Senker, 2013).

Reentry program establishes the protection and strength for community
reintegration and transformation of nonviolent offenders reintegrated back to society
(Jason, Olson, & Harvey, 2015). Roberts & Stacer (2016) stated that the impact of faith-
based rehabilitative and reentry programs, which should be incorporated and
implemented in community correction, is significant to offender recidivism. Reentry
programs that are designed to address offenders’ specific needs reduce recidivism for
offenders (Duwe, Hallett, Hays, Jang, & Johnson, 2015; Miller, Miller & Barnes, 2015).
The Use of Probation for Nonviolent Offenders

The use of probation for nonviolent offender can rehabilitate nonviolent offenders
in society without confinement to secure custody, imprisonment (Woldgabreal, Day &
Ward, 2014; Pearson, McDougall, Kanaan, Torgerson, & Bowles, 2016). Pearson et al.
(2016) further stated that the use of probation promotes rehabilitation and reduce
recidivism; the goal is to focus on the nonviolent offender and reduce recidivism.

Probation is an alternative punishment that can be used to hold nonviolent offenders
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accountable for the wrong committed to society (Evans, Li, Urada, & Anglin, 2014). The
effectiveness of probation provides individualized programs for nonviolent offenders.

Shannon, Hulbig, Birdwhistell, Newell, &Neal (2015) recognized using probation
to hold nonviolent offenders accountable acknowledged the targeting of the nonviolent
behavior as a core value of nonviolent offenders” unacceptable behavior (non-violent
crime). Koetzle, Listwan, Guastaferro, & Kobus (2013) also recognized the placement of
nonviolent offenders on probation and development of individualized programs is a
demonstration of rehabilitation that can reduce criminal activity. Shannon et al. (2015)
suggested that the over-dependence of imprisonment for all offenders will defeat the
purpose of rehabilitation for nonviolent offenders. The development of individualized
programs for the nonviolent offender is an integral part lead to successful rehabilitation
and recidivism of the nonviolent offender (Tartaro, 2015).

Nonviolent offenders on probation have access to the resources in the community
that allows for self-improvement opportunities (Raynor & Vanstone, 2016). The
resources available to nonviolent offenders assist nonviolent offenders in becoming law-
abiding citizens (Pearson et al., 2016). Koetzle et al. (2013) advocated that the
participation of nonviolent offenders' in cognitive behavior therapy program assist
nonviolent offenders to develop cognitive skills.

The provision of individualized programs (employment readiness programs,
vocational training programs, substance abuse and mental health treatment) for each
nonviolent offender is of great value in achieving probation successes (Koetzle et al.,

2013). The drug court in Miami reported that 92% of nonviolent offenders who
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participated in cognitive behavior program made a rational decision that helped
nonviolent offenders to understand consequences of committing new crimes or engaging
in criminal conduct (Koetzle et al., 2013; Woldgabreal, Day & Ward, 2014). The drug
court in Miami further reported that over 2,600 drug courts provided cognitive behavior
program to more than 120,000 people by the end of 2010 (Koetzle et al., 2013;
Woldgabreal, Day & Ward, 2014).

Nally et al. (2014) stated that 94% of nonviolent offenders who participated in
employment readiness and vocational training program from 2005 to 2009 did not
commit new crimes. The California drug court program admits 50,000 nonviolent
offenders every year into the drug court program (Evans et al., 2014). The drug court in
California has a success rate of 92% of nonviolent offenders. The nonviolent offenders
attended substance abuse treatment and completed the conditions of probation (Evans et
al., 2014). Tartaro (2015) reported that 86% of nonviolent offenders who received mental
health treatment during the probation sentence participated in vocational training
programs and maintained employment during the probation term.

Shannon et al. (2015) indicated that the inclusion and impact of nonviolent
offenders’ family members during the period of probation also constitute successful
rehabilitation and recidivism for nonviolent offenders. The integration of nonviolent
offenders into the community during probation supervision provides the support
framework that continues after statutory supervision cease (Evans et al., 2014; Shannon
et al., 2015). Shannon et al. (2015) indicated that 95% of nonviolent offenders who

received family support did not experience recidivism. Shannon et al. (2015) also found
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that nonviolent offenders who receive family support improve the cognitive behavior of
nonviolent offenders.

Using community supervision, the use of probation helps nonviolent offenders to
maintain family ties and offers family support to the nonviolent offender (Woldgabreal,
Day & Ward, 2014; Pearson et al., 2016). The Bureau of Justice Statistics (2016) reported
that 1 in every 66 per 100,000 United States adult residents serve probation term in 2015.
Also, 95% of nonviolent offenders are in the community serving probation term in 2015
(Bureau of Justice Statics (2016). The use of imprisonment for all offenders including
nonviolent offenders has a damaging effect on society and nonviolent offenders (Pearson
et al., 2016). Pearson, McDougall, Kanaan, Bowles, & Torgerson (2011) stated that it is
essential to evaluate the impact of probation on offenders. The impact of probation on
nonviolent offenders demonstrates the active practice and success of non-custodian
measure. The supervision of nonviolent offenders on probation provides the foundation
for the successful completion of the probation term (Pearson et al., 2011).

Nigerian Statutes on Incarceration

The Nigeria courts are required to sentence offenders to imprisonment, through
the more standard statutory laws. The Nigeria criminal justice system uses incarceration,
as the only punishment option, for offenders who violate the law of the society (Yekini &
Salisu, 2013; Alao & Adebowale, 2014).

The Constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria (1999) grants power to
Nigeria courts. The power imprisons offenders. The Nigeria criminal justice system

(courts) convicts these offenders. Chapter IV of The Constitution of the Federal Republic
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of Nigeria provides the framework and outline for the protection of fundamental rights,
which right to liberty is guaranteed. However, section 35(1) (a) expressly gives the
Nigeria criminal justice system (court) the authority to deviate and deny offenders from
exercising the right to liberty (Constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria, 1999).

Offenders who have been found guilty and sentenced to imprisonment are unable
to enforce their constitutional right to liberty (Araromi, 2015; Ewelum, Madu & Mbara,
2015).

The Criminal Procedure Act (2004) provides for the procedure, regarding
offenders’ arraignment, adjudication, and sentence, to be followed by the criminal justice
system in criminal cases. Part 41 of The Nigeria Criminal Procedure Act was enacted to
provide sentencing guidelines and direction to the Nigeria criminal judicial system
(judges) when offenders have been found guilty of a criminal offense.

The Nigerian Criminal Procedure Act further provides for the use of community
correction (probation), specifically Part 47, as a non-custodian measure for offenders
(Anyebe, 2011; Shajobi-Ibikunle, 2014). Part 41 of the Criminal Procedure Act (2004)
empowers the judges to incorporate hard labor to the sentence of incarceration (Nemi V
Attorney General of Lagos State and Others; Baruwa V the State).

Part 47 of the Criminal Procedure Act enhances and extends the power of the
Nigerian judges to utilize probation when sentencing offenders. Yekini & Salisu (2013)
stated that the provision (Part 47 of the Criminal Procedure Act) empowers the Nigeria

criminal justice system to utilize probation, for offenders.
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The Criminal Procedure Act will allow the court to consider offenders character,
antecedents, age, health, mental condition, and the minor nature of the offense committed
(p.110). Yekini & Salisu (2013) further stated that the provision of Part 47 Criminal
Procedure Act existed in theory. Shajobi-Ibikunle (2014) explained that the provision of
Part 47 Criminal Procedure Act would remain in theory, for nonviolent offenders and the
Nigerian criminal justice system. With a more practical, human, and actual contrivance of
the cognizance of sentencing options, the court system will have the more significant
opportunity to sentence nonviolent offenders to community corrections (Osasona, 2015).

Summary and Conclusions

Research about offenders’ supervision in the community exists in other criminal
justice jurisdictions, such as the United States, England, and Wales. However, there is
little to no research available on alternatives to incarceration for nonviolent offenders in
Nigeria criminal justice system. The implementation of an alternative to incarceration,
such as community supervision, is necessary for research for the Nigerian criminal justice
system.

Most research focuses on offenders’ management, humane treatment during
incarceration. Imprisonment and alternative to incarceration exist in the Nigeria criminal
justice. However, the alternative to incarceration only existed in theory for the Nigerian
judges to utilize. Researching the alternative to incarceration for nonviolent offenders is
valuable to the Nigeria criminal justice system.

There is a need to improve Nigeria criminal justice system, especially judges’

understanding in the alternative to incarceration for nonviolent offenders. Reconnoitering
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judges’ perception concerning community correction for nonviolent offenders will
provide information, which is about the implementation of community correction.

Furthermore, understanding judges’ perception could increase researchers’
knowledge of the implementation of community supervision for nonviolent offenders in
the Nigeria criminal justice system. The judges have the unwavering understanding of the
criminal justice system in ways and means that other criminal justice professionals do not
have the capability, that is beyond criminal justice practitioners, to understand. This
unwavering understanding could reveal to the criminal justice system opportunities to
create social change, implementation of the alternative to incarceration for nonviolent
offenders.

The objective of this qualitative study was to explore Nigerian judges’
understanding of the use of community correction in the criminal justice system for
nonviolent offenders at the High Court in Ibadan, Nigeria. This study contributed to the
current body of literature by adding new information from a population (Nigerian judges)
that has no study or insufficient study.

The results of this study provided an extensive understanding of alternative to
incarceration (research topic), which provided a better understanding of the alternative to
incarceration to the Nigeria criminal justice system. Also, the results of this research
study would be utilized to implement community corrections for the Nigerian criminal
justice system. Chapter 3 provides the methodology used for this study. Chapter 3 further
discusses the research design and rationale, issues of trustworthiness, and ethical

procedures.
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Chapter 3: Research Method

Introduction

This purpose of this qualitative, phenomenological study was to explore Nigerian
judges understanding of the use of alternatives to incarceration in the criminal justice
system for nonviolent offenders. The phenomenological design for this study included
identifying a small group of the Nigerian judges to understand their perception on the
nonuse of an alternative to incarceration for nonviolent offenders.

In Chapter 3, I describe the methodology for this study. I include a discussion of
the research question, design, rationale, my role as the researcher, the procedures for
participant selection, data collection, data analysis, and the ethical procedures.

Research Design and Rationale

| used qualitative, phenomenological design to explore judge’s perception on the
use of community correction. Also, qualitative, phenomenological design allowed me to
recognize the importance of collecting, analyzing, and interpreting data collected
(Creswell, 2013). The interview questions that were used in the gathering and analyzing
of data gave validity and reliability to this phenomenological qualitative study (Creswell,
2013). The following research question used for this study was the following:

RQ1: How will Nigerian judges describe the implementation of community
correction (probation) as alternatives to imprisonment for nonviolent offenders?

The phenomenological researcher analyzes data thematically to extract information from
participants (Miles, Huberman, & Saldana, 2014). The phenomenological study provided

allowed participants to be independent and impartial. Creswell (2013) argued that the
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phenomenological researcher can achieve impartiality because the data collected will
align with the phenomenon of study. | used the phenomenological design to explore and
Nigerian judges’ perceptions of using alternatives to incarceration. Finlay (2009) stated
that in a phenomenological design, the participants reveal quality and thick descriptions
of a phenomenon (p. 6).

The phenomenological design can be used to explain the complexity of social
sciences and provide a comprehensive account of the phenomenon under investigation
(Greineder, 2013). This phenomenological design allowed me to understand the
participants collective or shared life experiences of a phenomenon (Creswell, 2013).
Creswell (2013) argued that the phenomenological design will provide an understanding
of individual experiences. Finlay (2009) described the phenomenological design as
describing and divulging the relationship between individuals and the