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INTRODUCTION

Penal Neuroabolitionism is a complementary thesis to the sociological abolitionism of Nils Christie,
Thomas Mathiesen and Louk Hulsman (Borbón, 2021). This new approach is based on the findings of
science, especially neuroscience, to provide new arguments to the abolitionist perspective that criminal
law is an illegitimate mechanism of social control. In that sense, it closely approximates neurosociology
as a new scope for transdisciplinary social analysis. In this brief opinion, we offer three commentaries
for future work: on the neuropsychological effects of prison, on the ability of neuroscience to analyze
and prevent criminogenic social factors, and a critical perspective on free will as a narrative to justify
criminal law as a mechanism of social control. These considerations invite scholars around the world to
study, within the field of neuroscience, the new arguments for penal abolitionism.

NEUROSOCIOLOGY AND PENAL ABOLITIONISM

The sociological European penal abolitionism led by Christie, Mathiesen and Hulsman denounces the
illegitimacy of criminal law, as a sterile and futile way of imposing pain. Abolitionism holds that the
criminal justice system is a social problem in itself and the complete abolition of this system is considered
to be the only adequate solution (De Folter, 1986). According to Christie, social systems should be built in
a way that minimizes the need to impose pain to achieve social control, as the hell created by man
through criminal law is avoidable (Christie, 1981). This argument is further supported by the fact that
this pain imposed is usually selective, since it historically punishes particularly vulnerable groups of
people (Vegh, 2017). In general, sociological abolitionism has created a body of theories to explain the
necessary substitution of criminal law for more humane and restorative alternatives (Christie, 1981;
Hulsman, 1991; Mathiesen, 2006; Mathiesen, 2015).

In this direction, neurosociology is a new label for thinking about the human brain and its relationship
to human interaction and social organization (Franks and Turner, 2013). Indeed, with advances in
science, it is possible to glimpse the usefulness of neurosociology as a new scope for transdisciplinary
social analysis to provide innovative arguments in favor of the abolitionist thesis. In particular, a
transdisciplinary approach is essential when considering individual and social deviant behaviors.

ADVERSE NEUROPSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECTS OF
IMPRISONMENT

Imprisonment is the most widely used form of punishment in contemporary penal systems. In
2021, more than 11.5 million people were incarcerated in prisons worldwide (Fair and
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Walmsley, 2021). However, multiple authors have exposed the
uselessness of imprisonment, except in a few cases of extreme
danger, where the prison fulfills a dubious function of
“quarantine” or isolation of the offender (Pereboom, 2003;
2019). Thomas Mathiesen (2006) devoted his intellectual effort
to show that, when evaluated in terms of the penal system’s
stated goals, prison is a complete failure. The empirical
evidence shows that the objectives of imprisonment are not
achieved for the most part: prisons do not rehabilitate, and
they do not deter from future crimes (Davis, 2003; Mathiesen,
2006; Cid, 2009; Cullen et al., 2011; Mathiesen, 2015).
Furthermore, neuropsychology can provide significant
arguments against generalizing prison sentences to be the
main sanction in penal systems.

Research has yielded valuable results on the adverse
neuropsychological effects of prison (Nurse, 2003; Huey and
Mcnulty, 2005; Haney, 2012; Schnittker et al., 2012; Brinkley-
Rubinstein, 2013; Meijers et al., 2015; Constantino et al., 2016;
Haney, 2017; Meijers et al., 2018; Edgemon and Clay-Warner,
2019; Piper and Berle, 2019; Reiter et al., 2020). Overall, these
findings tend to correlate prison with poorer mental health, as
impoverished spaces, punitive practices, and the prison
environment are profoundly disadvantageous factors for
mental health and general well-being. For example, the study
by Meijers et al. (2018), suggests that 3 months of imprisonment
may lead to reduced self-control, increased risk taking and
significant deterioration in attention.

According to research from the World Health
Organization, within prisons the prevalence of mental
disorders is significantly higher than in the general
population (Durcan and Zwemstra, 2014) and it has also
been suggested that there are ten times more individuals
with a mental disorder in jail than in mental hospitals in
the United States (Torrey et al., 2014; Semenza & Grosholz,
2019). Instead of fulfilling a positive function, the prison
impoverished environments could end up violating
minimum human rights standards (Ligthart et al., 2019),
and even become criminogenic factors (Vieraitis et al.,
2007; Cid, 2009; Cullen et al., 2011; Meijers et al., 2018;
Wallace and Wang, 2020).

These are significant findings that should be understood as an
open invitation for researchers around the world to study the
neuropsychological effects of prison. It is possible to advise, as a
criminal policy, to start the reduction of imprisonment as a form
of social control, while prioritizing restorative, conciliatory, civil,
and therapeutic alternatives to punishment, to reach abolition in
the long term. In the medium term, the humanization of the
prison, the improvement of the infrastructure and the prison
service is an effective way to promote mental health (Gabrysch
et al., 2020).

NEUROCRIMINOLOGY AND
NEUROSOCIOLOGY

Since the rise of neurolaw with Taylor et al. (1991), scientific
evidence has shown that deviant behaviour has a neurobiological

basis, and this has intensified judicial interest in the potential
application of neuroscience to criminal law (Glenn and Raine,
2014). In line with this, neurocriminology combines multiple
factors (Straiton and Lake, 2021) including genetics, parental
influences, early life experiences, hormones, psychophysiology,
brain structure, brain function, and neuroimaging to understand
why certain individuals are driven to break the law (Glenn and
Raine, 2014; Anderson, 2021; Straiton and Lake, 2021). Now that
we are confident that neuroscience will have important
implications for criminal justice systems (Greely and
Farahany, 2019), research on the interaction between
neuroscience and criminal law is booming.

Neurocriminology has identified structural and functional
deficits in frontal, temporal and subcortical regions, as well as
verbal, spatial, and executive dysfunction in antisocial behaviour,
and these findings are largely supported by neurological studies of
brain trauma in antisocial populations (Schug et al., 2015; Bellesi
et al., 2019; van Dongen and Franken, 2019; Katzin et al., 2020).
However, some criticize neurocriminology studies for being
reductionist. Fallin et al. (2018) argue that most
neuroscientists obfuscate legitimate social explanations,
transforming complex socially situated behaviors into
problems of neurocircuitry.

While this is a legitimate concern, we consider that it is
possible to promote a collaboration of disciplines, instead of
allowing them to become antagonistic towards each other.
Understanding deviant behavior is complex, therefore the
careful study of such behavior could benefit greatly from more
constructive dialog and collaboration between sociological and
neuroscientific disciplines (Aharoni et al., 2019).

Sociology has theoretically and empirically studied social facts
such as extreme inequality, poverty, marginalization, and
exclusion. In this context, neuroscience can explain how these
supra-individual factors affect people’s psychological well-being
and leave traces on their neural structures. In addition, lack of
nutrition, stress, physical and psychological aggression,
stigmatization, and other risk factors might produce adverse
neuropsychological effects that can interest criminological
studies. With this in mind, it is possible to consider
prevention programs that avoid the occurrence of problematic
situations related to aggressiveness, impulsivity, lack of empathy,
stress and others.

The more effective social programs are implemented, the less
criminal law will be seen as a bitter necessity used to threaten
individuals in a society. In this transition, institutions such as the
prison, or the penal system itself, will be gradually replaced by
restorative, community, conciliatory, civil, and therapeutic
alternatives. This evolution, under the framework of a true
abolitionist proposal, should be far from a dangerousness1

1We use the concept of dangerousness in the context of expansive proposals of the
punitive power of the State under the narrative that there are dangerous individuals
who must be arrested without even having committed a crime. In recent years the
concept of Neuroprediction has become popular, which uses neurotechnologies to
assess the risk of violence, crime, or recidivism. However, these technologies are
still limited in accuracy, and are ethically problematic (Tortora et al., 2020).
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perspective that would invade the mental privacy of offenders
with neurotechnologies for predicting the risk of aggression or
recidivism, which would be unnecessary, inaccurate and affect
human dignity.

FREE WILL AS A NARRATIVE FOR SOCIAL
CONTROL

At least in continental European criminal law, with deep Italian
and German influences, criminal law has been built unequivocally
on free will. The German scholar Claus Roxin maintains that
there is an agreement that criminal law must start from free will,
although free will cannot exactly be demonstrated (Roxin, 1997).
Free will is the foundation of the culpability principle that implies
a judgement of reproach to a free and conscientious person who
could act according to the law but decided to act against it.

However, in recent decades, neuroscience has provided
experiments that suggest that free will does not exist (Libet
et al., 1983; Haggard and Eimer, 1999; Soon et al., 2008, 2013;
Fried et al., 2011). These studies have not been far from
controversy, as several academics also argue against the
methodology and conclusions from these findings (Trevena
and Miller, 2010; Glannon, 2011; Guggisberg and Mottaz,
2013; Mele, 2014). The truth is that, in general, in
philosophy of free will there are two dominant positions:
compatibilism and incompatibilism. Compatibilism assumes
that even if determinism is true, we would still have free will,
while incompatibilism,2 excludes the possibility that free will
exists if determinism is assumed to be true. (McKenna and
Pereboom, 2016). It is also interesting to note that, within
sociology, there is a strong debate around structure versus
agency, which could imply that society determines human
behavior (Stones, 2015).

In that sense, many scholars have pointed out the great
challenges that criminal law must face. Jurists such as
Gimbernat (1971) have affirmed that attempting to found
criminal law on the unprovable free will is a battle lost
beforehand; fighting it can only increase the irritation of
empirical scientists. On the other hand, Winfried Hassemer
(2011) argued that the consequences of human biology for
criminal justice are obvious and that the only advisable
approach is to avoid this discussion, or it will be the end of
the criminal justice system.

In this brief commentary we will not deal with the question
of whether criminal law can exist without free will. Several
scholars such as Günther Jakobs (1992) and Morse (2015) have
challenged the idea that the free will debate poses a real threat

to criminal law. Rather, we want to point out that free will,
despite not being a direct object of sociological questioning
(Durkheim, 1966), is of interest in a transdisciplinary debate
on penal abolitionism. Free will, in addition to being a
metaphysically refutable concept, is a functional idea to
achieve social control, as it serves as a justification for
holding others morally responsible and facilitates
punishment (Clark et al., 2014). This is not only applicable
to criminal matters, Nietzsche (1968) argued that the idea of
free will, despite being false, served as a narrative for
Christianity and priests, for punishment, and therefore, for
social control and the maintenance of the status quo. From this
perspective, under the allegedly false narrative of free will in
the penal system, the State ignores the causes of crime by
holding the offender responsible and leaving the social
structure intact. In that case, prisons would embody a
hidden role in the wider field of political domination and
general social control, which would be different from prison’s
declared objective of disciplining individuals (Foucault, 1977;
Garland, 1991).

CONCLUSION

The new thesis of Penal Neuroabolitionism can be nourished by
scientific findings. If neuroscience can show that voluntary
decisions are not in fact consciously taken nor available to a
responsible agent, and furthermore, if physics demonstrates that
classical determinism and quantum indeterminism are true, then
criminal law might lose its foundations. Without free will, it will
be possible to stop simplifying criminal phenomenon and instead
to scientifically understand the neurobiological, social, and
cultural risk factors behind deviant behavior. With these
inputs, it will be possible to offer more effective social
programs and eliminate archaic concepts of moral or criminal
responsibility. In addition, since it is possible to identify the
adverse neuropsychological consequences of prisons, rigorous
programs of humanization in the medium term, and of abolition
in the long term, should be considered. In the future,
neuroscience could even be useful to intervene in brains that
clearly present severe pathologies related to deviant behavior.
Penal Neuroabolitionism is a new approach, to invite researchers
and academics to join in collective efforts to determine how we
want to shape criminal policies of the future.
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2We have argued that Penal Neuroabolitionism as a criminal policy proposal
should be based on an adaptation of hard incompatibilism (Borbón, 2021), which
implies that our actions are either deterministic or truly random events and both
possibilities exclude free will and moral responsibility (Pereboom, 2003). Now, in
our vision, we should adopt a theoretical nuance that we have called humanistic
incompatibilism, which would imply, in addition to the fact that free will does not
exist and that we are not morally and criminally responsible, that human dignity
must be a limit to the advancement of science and justice (Borbón, 2021).

Frontiers in Sociology | www.frontiersin.org January 2022 | Volume 7 | Article 8143383

Borbón Neurosociology and Penal Neuroabolitionism

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology
www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology#articles


REFERENCES

Aharoni, E., Anderson, N. E., Barnes, J. C., Allen, C. H., and Kiehl, K. A. (2019).
Mind the gap: toward an Integrative Science of the Brain and Crime.
BioSocieties 14, 463–468. doi:10.1057/s41292-019-00167-3

Anderson, N. E. (2021). “Neurocriminology,” in The Encyclopedia of Research
Methods in Criminology and Criminal Justice, Volume II. (New Jersey USA:
Wiley-Blackwell), 633–641. doi:10.1002/9781119111931.ch122

Bellesi, G., Barker, E. D., Brown, L., and Valmaggia, L. (2019). Pediatric Traumatic
Brain Injury and Antisocial Behavior: Are They Linked? A Systematic Review.
Brain Inj. 33 (10), 1272–1292. doi:10.1080/02699052.2019.1641621

Borbón, D. (2021). Incompatibilismo humanista: Una contrapropuesta del
neuroabolicionismo penal. Cefd 45, 46–72. doi:10.7203/CEFD.45.20713

Brinkley-Rubinstein, L. (2013). Incarceration as a Catalyst for Worsening Health.
Health Justice 1 (1). doi:10.1186/2194-7899-1-3

Christie, N. (1981). Limits to Pain. Oxford: Martin Robertson & Company Ltd.
Cid, J. (2009). Is Imprisonment Criminogenic. Eur. J. Criminology 6 (6), 459–480.

doi:10.1177/1477370809341128
Clark, C. J., Luguri, J. B., Ditto, P. H., Knobe, J., Shariff, A. F., and Baumeister, R. F.

(2014). Free to Punish: A Motivated Account of Free Will Belief. J. Pers Soc.
Psychol. 106 (4), 501–513. doi:10.1037/a0035880

Constantino, P., Assis, S. G., and Pinto, L. W. (2016). The impact of prisons on the
mental health of prisoners in the state of Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. Cien Saude Colet
21 (7), 2089–2100. doi:10.1590/1413-81232015217.01222016

Cullen, F. T., Jonson, C. L., and Nagin, D. S. (2011). Prisons Do Not Reduce
Recidivism. Prison J. 91 (3 Suppl. l), 48S–65S. doi:10.1177/0032885511415224

Davis, A. (2003). Are Prisons Obsolete. New York: Seven Stories Press.
Durcan, G., and Zwemstra, J. (2014). “Mental Health in Prison,” in Prisons and

Health. Editors S. Enggist, L. Møller., G. Galea., and C. Udesen (Copenhagen:
World Health Organization).

Durkheim, E. (1966). The Rules of Sociological Method. New York: Free Press.
Edgemon, T. G., and Clay-Warner, J. (2019). Inmate Mental Health and the Pains of

Imprisonment. Soc. Ment. Health 9 (1), 33–50. doi:10.1177/2156869318785424
Fair, H., and Walmsley, R. (2021). World Prison Population List. Thirteenth

Edition. London: Institute for Crime & Justice Policy Research at Birkbeck
University of London. https://www.prisonstudies.org/sites/default/files/
resources/downloads/world_prison_population_list_13th_edition.pdf.

Fallin, M., Whooley, O., and Barker, K. K. (2018). Criminalizing the Brain:
Neurocriminology and the Production of Strategic Ignorance. BioSocieties
14, 438–462. doi:10.1057/s41292-018-0135-y

Folter, R. S. (1986). On the Methodological Foundation of the Abolitionist
Approach to the Criminal justice System. A Comparison of the Ideas of
Hulsman, Mathiesen and Foucault. Contemp. Crises 10 (1), 39–62. doi:10.
1007/BF00728495

Foucault, M. (1977). Discipline and Punish. London: Allen Lane.
Franks, D., and Turner, J. (2013). “Chapter 1: Introduction: Summaries and

Comments,” in Handbook of Neurosociology. Editors D. Franks and
J. Turner (New York: Springer).

Fried, I., Mukamel, R., and Kreiman, G. (2011). Internally Generated Preactivation
of Single Neurons in Human Medial Frontal Cortex Predicts Volition. Neuron
69, 548–562. doi:10.1016/j.neuron.2010.11.045

Gabrysch, C., Sepúlveda, C., Bienzobas, C., and Mundt, A. P. (2020). ’Maybe it Is
Only in Prison that I Could Change like This’ the Course of Severe Mental
Illnesses during Imprisonment - A Qualitative 3-Year Follow-Up Study from
Chile. Front. Psychol. 11, 1208. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01208

Garland, D. (1991). Sociological Perspectives on Punishment. Crime and Justice 14,
115–165. doi:10.1086/449185

Gimbernat, E. (1971). “Tiene un futuro la dogmática jurídicopenal,” in Problemas
actuales de Derecho penal y procesal (Salamanca: Universidad de Salamanca).

Glannon, W. (2011). Brain, Body, and Mind: Neuroethics with a Human Face.
Oxford: Oxford Scholarship Online.

Glenn, A. L., and Raine, A. (2014). Neurocriminology: Implications for the
Punishment, Prediction and Prevention of Criminal Behaviour. Nat. Rev.
Neurosci. 15 (1), 54–63. doi:10.1038/nrn3640

Greely, H. T., and Farahany, N. A. (2019). Neuroscience and the Criminal Justice
System. Annu. Rev. Criminol. 2 (1), 451–471. doi:10.1146/annurev-criminol-
011518-024433

Guggisberg, A. G., and Mottaz, A. (2013). Timing and Awareness of Movement
Decisions: Does Consciousness Really Come Too Late. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 7,
385. doi:10.3389/fnhum.2013.00385

Haggard, P., and Eimer, M. (1999). On the Relation between Brain Potentials and
the Awareness of Voluntary Movements. Exp. Brain Res. 126, 128–133. doi:10.
1007/s002210050722

Haney, C. (2012). “The Psychological Effects of Imprisonment,” in The Oxford
Handbook of Sentencing and Corrections (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
doi:10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199730148.013.0024

Haney, C. (2017). “Madness” and Penal Confinement: Some Observations on
Mental Illness and Prison Pain. Punishment Soc. 19 (3), 310–326. doi:10.1177/
1462474517705389

Hassemer, W. (2011). Neurociencias y culpabilidad en Derecho penal. Barcelona,
Spain: InDret V2. Available at: https://indret.com/neurociencias-y-
culpabilidad-en-derecho-penal/.

Huey, M. P., and Mcnulty, T. L. (2005). Institutional Conditions and Prison
Suicide: Conditional Effects of Deprivation and Overcrowding. Prison J. 85 (4),
490–514. doi:10.1177/0032885505282258

Hulsman, L. (1991). The Abolitionist Case: Alternative Crime Policies. Isr. Law
Rev. 25 (3-4), 681–709. doi:10.1017/S0021223700010694

Jakobs, G. (1992). El Principio de Culpabilidad. Anuario de derecho penal y ciencias
penales 45 (3), 1051–1084.

Katzin, S., Andiné, P., Hofvander, B., Billstedt, E., and Wallinius, M. (2020). Exploring
Traumatic Brain Injuries and Aggressive Antisocial Behaviors in Young Male
Violent Offenders. Front. Psychiatry 11, 507196. doi:10.3389/fpsyt.2020.507196

Libet, B., Gleason, C. A., Wright, E. W., and Pearl, D. K. (1983). Time of Conscious
Intention to Act in Relation to Onset of Cerebral Activity (Readiness-potential).
The Unconscious Initiation of a Freely Voluntary Act. Brain 106 (Pt 3),
623–642. doi:10.1093/brain/106.3.623

Ligthart, S., van Oploo, L., Meijers, J., Meynen, G., and Kooijmans, T. (2019).
Prison and the Brain: Neuropsychological Research in the Light of the
European Convention on Human Rights. New J. Eur. Criminal L. 10 (3),
287–300. doi:10.1177/2032284419861816

Mathiesen, T. (2006). Prison on Trial. Winchester: Waterside Press.
Mathiesen, T. (2015). The Politics of Abolition Revisited. New York: Routledge.
McKenna, M., and Pereboom, P. (2016). Free Will a Contemporary Introduction.

New York: Routledge.
Meijers, J., Harte, J. M., Jonker, F. A., and Meynen, G. (2015). Prison Brain?

Executive Dysfunction in Prisoners. Front. Psychol. 6, 43. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.
2015.00043

Meijers, J., Harte, J. M., Meynen, G., Cuijpers, P., and Scherder, E. J. A. (2018).
Reduced Self-Control after 3 Months of Imprisonment; A Pilot Study. Front.
Psychol. 9, 69. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00069

Mele, A. (2014). Free: Why Science Hasn’t Disproved Free Will. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Morse, S. (2015). Neuroscience, Free Will, and Criminal Responsibility.
Pennsylvania: Faculty Scholarship at Penn Law. 1604. https://scholarship.
law.upenn.edu/faculty_scholarship/1604.

Nietzsche, F. (1968). The Twilight of the Idols and the Anti-christ: Or How to
Philosophize with a Hammer. Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Nurse, J., Woodcock, P., and Ormsby, J. (2003). Influence of Environmental
Factors on Mental Health within Prisons: Focus Group Study. BMJ 327
(7413), 480. doi:10.1136/bmj.327.7413.480

Pereboom, D. (2019). “FreeWill Skepticism and Prevention of Crime,” in Free Will
Skepticism in Law and Society: Challenging Retributive Justice. Editors E. Shaw,
D. Pereboom, and G. Caruso (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press),
99–115. doi:10.1017/9781108655583.005

Pereboom, D. (2003). Living without Free Will. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Piper, A., and Berle, D. (2019). The Association between Trauma Experienced during
Incarceration and PTSD Outcomes: a Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis.
J. Forensic Psychiatry Psychol. 30, 854–875. doi:10.1080/14789949.2019.1639788

Reiter, K., Ventura, J., Lovell, D., Augustine, D., Barragan, M., Blair, T., et al. (2020).
Psychological Distress in Solitary Confinement: Symptoms, Severity, and
Prevalence in the United States, 2017-2018. Am. J. Public Health 110 (S1),
S56–S62. doi:10.2105/ajph.2019.305375

Roxin, C. (1997). Derecho Penal parte general, Tomo I: Fundamentos, la estructura
de la teoría del delito. Madrid: Civitas.

Frontiers in Sociology | www.frontiersin.org January 2022 | Volume 7 | Article 8143384

Borbón Neurosociology and Penal Neuroabolitionism

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41292-019-00167-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119111931.ch122
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699052.2019.1641621
https://doi.org/10.7203/CEFD.45.20713
https://doi.org/10.1186/2194-7899-1-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/1477370809341128
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035880
https://doi.org/10.1590/1413-81232015217.01222016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032885511415224
https://doi.org/10.1177/2156869318785424
https://www.prisonstudies.org/sites/default/files/resources/downloads/world_prison_population_list_13th_edition.pdf
https://www.prisonstudies.org/sites/default/files/resources/downloads/world_prison_population_list_13th_edition.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41292-018-0135-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00728495
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00728495
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2010.11.045
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01208
https://doi.org/10.1086/449185
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3640
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-criminol-011518-024433
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-criminol-011518-024433
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00385
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002210050722
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002210050722
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199730148.013.0024
https://doi.org/10.1177/1462474517705389
https://doi.org/10.1177/1462474517705389
https://indret.com/neurociencias-y-culpabilidad-en-derecho-penal/
https://indret.com/neurociencias-y-culpabilidad-en-derecho-penal/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032885505282258
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021223700010694
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2020.507196
https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/106.3.623
https://doi.org/10.1177/2032284419861816
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00043
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00043
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00069
https://scholarship.law.upenn.edu/faculty_scholarship/1604
https://scholarship.law.upenn.edu/faculty_scholarship/1604
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.327.7413.480
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108655583.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/14789949.2019.1639788
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2019.305375
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology
www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology#articles


Schnittker, J., Massoglia, M., and Uggen, C. (2012). Out and Down: Incarceration
and Psychiatric Disorders. J. Health Soc. Behav. 53 (4), 448–464. doi:10.1177/
0022146512453928

Schug, R. A., Raine, A., Gao, Y., Glenn, A., and Yang, Y. (2015).
“Neurocriminology,” in The Evolution of Forensic Psychiatry: History,
Current Developments, Future Directions (Oxford: Oxford University Press),
313–328. doi:10.1093/med/9780199393435.003.0029

Semenza, D. C., and Grosholz, J. M. (2019). Mental and Physical Health in Prison:
How Co-occurring Conditions Influence Inmate Misconduct. Health Justice 7
(1), 1. doi:10.1186/s40352-018-0082-5

Soon, C. S., Brass, M., Heinze, H. J., and Haynes, J. D. (2008). Unconscious
Determinants of Free Decisions in the Human Brain. Nat. Neurosci. 11,
543–545. doi:10.1038/nn.2112

Soon, C. S., He, A. H., Bode, S., and Haynes, J. D. (2013). Predicting Free Choices
for Abstract Intentions. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U S A. 110, 6217–6222. doi:10.
1073/pnas.1212218110

Stones, R. (2015). Structure and Agency. The Blackwell Encyclopedia of Sociology.
doi:10.1002/9781405165518.wbeoss293.pub2

Straiton, J., and Lake, F. (2021). Inside the Brain of a Killer: the Ethics of Neuroimaging
in a Criminal Conviction. Biotechniques 70, 69–71. doi:10.2144/btn-2020-0171

Taylor, J. S., Harp, J. A., and Elliott, T. (1991). Neuropsychologists and
Neurolawyers. Neuropsychology 5 (4), 293–305. doi:10.1037/0894-4105.5.4.293

Torrey, E. (2014). The Treatment of Persons with Mental Illness in Prisons and Jails:
A State Survey. Arlington, VA: Treatment Advocacy Center.

Tortora, L., Meynen, G., Bijlsma, J., Tronci, E., and Ferracuti, S. (2020).
Neuroprediction and A.I. In Forensic Psychiatry and Criminal Justice: A
Neurolaw Perspective. Front. Psychol. 11, 220. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00220

Trevena, J., and Miller, J. (2010). Brain Preparation before a Voluntary Action:
Evidence against Unconscious Movement Initiation. Conscious. Cogn. 19 (1),
447–456. doi:10.1016/j.concog.2009.08.006

van Dongen, J. D. M., and Franken, I. H. A. (2019). Neuroscience in Forensic
Psychiatry and Psychology: An Introduction to the Special Issue. Int.
J. Forensic Ment. Health 18 (3), 179–186. doi:10.1080/14999013.2019.
1652708

Vegh, V. (2017). Marxism and Criminology: A History of Criminal Selectivity.
Leiden: Brill.

Vieraitis, L. M., Kovandzic, T. V., and Marvell, T. B. (2007). The Criminogenic
Effects of Imprisonment: Evidence from State Panel Data, 1974?2002.
Criminology Public Policy 6 (3), 589–622. doi:10.1111/j.1745-9133.2007.
00456.x

Wallace, D., and Wang, X. (2020). Does In-Prison Physical and Mental Health
Impact Recidivism. SSM Popul. Health 11, 100569. doi:10.1016/j.ssmph.2020.
100569

Conflict of Interest: The author declares that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of
the publisher, the editors, and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in
this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2022 Borbón. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms
of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or
reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the
copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is
cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or
reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Sociology | www.frontiersin.org January 2022 | Volume 7 | Article 8143385

Borbón Neurosociology and Penal Neuroabolitionism

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146512453928
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146512453928
https://doi.org/10.1093/med/9780199393435.003.0029
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40352-018-0082-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.2112
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1212218110
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1212218110
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781405165518.wbeoss293.pub2
https://doi.org/10.2144/btn-2020-0171
https://doi.org/10.1037/0894-4105.5.4.293
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00220
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2009.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/14999013.2019.1652708
https://doi.org/10.1080/14999013.2019.1652708
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9133.2007.00456.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9133.2007.00456.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2020.100569
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2020.100569
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology
www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology#articles

	Neurosociology and Penal Neuroabolitionism: Rethinking Justice With Neuroscience
	Introduction
	Neurosociology and Penal Abolitionism
	Adverse Neuropsychological Effects of Imprisonment
	Neurocriminology and Neurosociology
	Free Will as a Narrative for Social Control
	Conclusion
	Author Contributions
	Acknowledgments
	References


