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Introduction and Overview


The research study on the effectiveness of residential community corrections programs by Lowenkamp and Latessa (this volume) offers additional support for two distinct (but related) policy initiatives that emphasize the importance of offender treatment as an offender change strategy: (1) the development and utilization of residential community corrections programs as a viable intermediate sanction for both nonviolent offenders (e.g. drug, property offenders) and probation/parole violators; and (2) the development and utilization of residential community corrections programs as a key element of the “new” generation of offender reentry strategies currently being implemented (with the help of federal funding) across the country (Byrne,2004).  In a departure from many of the previous discussions about offender targeting for residential treatment – discussions often based on a “triage” approach (Bennet, 1987), which excluded both the highest and lowest risk offenders and focused on moderate risk offenders “most likely” to change – Lowenkamp and Latessa present research that supports the use of residential community corrections for high-risk offenders; they also strongly recommend that low and moderate risk offenders be excluded from placement in these programs, because such placement may actually increase their risk of subsequent criminal behavior.  


In the following article, we examine the Lowenkamp and Latessa study’s implications for both sentencing and offender reentry strategies.  We begin by providing a critical review of the study, considering the research in the broader context of the “what works” evaluation research on offender treatment programs and strategies (see, e.g. Wison and Lipsey, 2001; Petersilia, 2004; Gendreau, Little, and Goggin, 1996; Cullen, 2002; Andrews, et.al., 1990).  We then move in very different direction and consider this study’s policy recommendations in light of David Farabee’s critical review ( of the same body of research) and his recommendations for a control-based adult corrections system (Farabee, 2005), which are based on the application of classical criminology assumptions to the problem of offender change, drawing heavily on the “broken windows” approach (Wilson and Kelling, 1982).  In the concluding section of this review, we examine the competing assumptions, research reviews and policy recommendations of both studies and then offer our own assessment of the appropriate role of residential community corrections programs, as a stand-alone intermediate sanction, and as a key step in the offender reentry process.

1.
Applying the “Risk Principle” to the Residential Placement: Lowenkamp and Latessa’s Research and Policy Reconsidered.   


Lowenkamp and Latessa offer the following assessment of current treatment strategies based on their detailed examination of thousands of offenders placed in 53 residential treatment programs in Ohio: 

(1) “Placement in Residential Treatment Programs should be driven by offender risk level and high-risk offenders are the primary target group”.

(2) “Low risk offenders should be excluded, as a general rule, from residential programs.”

(3) “Heterogeneity in the changes in the probability of recidivism within each category of risk leads us to believe that there are other factors, aside from risk level, that effect program effectiveness.”  These “other factors” include “program characteristics such as treatment modality, implementation, staff characteristics, and assessment practices that have strong effects on program effectiveness,”

(This volume).

The authors’ research appears to offer continued support for the application of the “risk principle” to the offender treatment resource allocation issue and for the notion that variations in outcomes across programs have more to do with program-specific design and implementation problems than with the underlying assumptions of the treatment-based strategy (Andrews, Bonta, and Hoge, 1990; Latessa, 2004).  According to Lowenkamp and Latessa “...the risk principle states that the intensity of services and supervision should be matched to the level of offender risk.  The principle calls for focusing of resources (both financial and human capital) on high-risk cases.  The higher risk offenders need interventions the most, but are often the first to be excluded from programming” (this volume).  

Lowenkamp and Latessa ask a simple question: why waste limited residential treatment resources on groups of offenders who do not respond positively to their placement in these programs?  This is an interesting view, but for many long time observers of correctional treatment strategies, it begs the more important question: Do high risk offenders really do “better” in residential treatment rather than their low and moderate risk counterparts?  A quick answer is that it depends on the outcome of interest: reduction in the predicted recidivism level of a group of offenders; or the actual level of recidivism across risk levels?  If (short term) reduction in recidivism is your outcome of interest, then it certainly makes sense to consider targeting high-risk offenders for residential treatment.  The authors report that completion of residential treatment reduced the risk of recidivism among high-risk offenders by eight percent overall.  However, if the absolute level of recidivism is your “bottom line,” then you may not be inclined to target this group of offenders for residential treatment, because --as a group—that are likely to fail at unacceptably high rates (in this study, approximately 6 out of 10 high-risk offenders were re-incarcerated within the two year follow-up period).  


A second issue to consider when examining the findings presented by Lowenkamp and Latessa is whether you are interested in tracking the subsequent criminal behavior of all “high risk” offenders in residential treatment or (as presented by the authors) are you more interested in knowing about the subgroup of offenders who actually completed the program.  Lowenkamp and Latessa argue that it is program “completions” that are of most interest, but we are curious about the subsequent behavior of both successful and unsuccessful program participants..  In our view, policy makers and program directors will be quite interested in knowing how program completion rates vary by risk level, given the costs associated with program failure, for the individual, his/her family, the community, and the program’s “integrity.”  For many, overall program completion rates are one measure of a program’s success with a very difficult population.  Indeed, high program completion rates suggests that the appropriate target population was selected, and that program rules and regulations were established that insured that offenders placed in a residential program remained in “treatment” for an adequate period of time.  Fortunately, risk-specific program completion rates are reported by Lowenkamp and Latessa.  The total number of offenders initially identified as the “experimental” group included a total of 7,366 individuals.  When unsuccessful terminations were excluded, the experimental group was reduced to 5,268, a 28.5% percent program failure rate (overall).  When viewed by risk level, risk level was associated with program completion: Low risk offenders were the most successful (80.5%), followed by low moderate (75.3%), moderate (72.6%), and high risk (63.7%) offenders.  


From a policy perspective, it is helpful to know that program completion rates varied by offender risk level.  It seems inevitable that high-risk offenders will “fail” to complete the program at a higher rate than their lower risk counterparts.  The question is: at what point does the “cost” of program failures (e.g. 40%) outweigh the “benefits” of recidivism reduction (e.g. 10%) among offenders who successfully complete their stay in either a residential treatment or a halfway house.  To answer this question, we need to know not only the overall failure rates, but also the subsequent recidivism patterns of the drop outs (by risk level).  Welsh (2004) recently conducted a systematic review of the research on the cost effectiveness of a wide range of correctional treatment programs, and his analysis supports the notion that the benefits of providing treatment (e.g. recidivism reduction, improved health, improved economic situation) significantly outweigh the costs of this strategy.  Athough not included, this type of cost-benefit analysis is a logical extension of Lowenkamp and Latessa’s current research (Welch, 2004).


A third issue that emerges from our review is whether treatment-oriented residential community corrections programs should target “high risk” offenders at sentencing or upon release from prison/jail.  The fact that this study groups together two unique groups of offenders –i.e. offenders sentenced to community based correctional facilities during 1999 (n=3,629), and offenders placed in a halfway house as a condition of parole, post-release control, or transitional control, upon release from prison during the same year (n=3,737)—will certainly draw critical comments from those observers who view this analytic strategy as a case of mixing together apples and oranges.1.  Although not presented, it will be important to know whether the program completion rates varied (overall and by risk level) across these two groups (i.e. the direct sentence vs. the post prison groups), especially when the cost-benefit issue is being addressed.  Similarly, examination of the recidivism reduction effects of residential placement on direct sentence versus prison/post-release residential placement will provide critical information for policy makers considering both sentencing reform and offender reentry initiatives.  


Consider for a moment how the “risk principle” (Andrews, Bonta, and Hoge, 1990) can be applied at sentencing to guide residential placement decisions for offenders whose unique blend of current offense seriousness and prior offense history place them in the margins (or gray area), between prison and probation.  Assuming Lowenkamp and Latessa’s recidivism reduction findings do apply to this particular subgroup of “high risk” offenders, it would certainly make sense to target these offenders for residential placement, while utilizing other non-residential sanctions for similarly situated (on the sentencing guideline matrix) low and moderate risk offenders.  With few exceptions, the authors argue that low and moderate risk offenders should be excluded from consideration for this type of intermediate sanction, because such placement appears to increase their risk of recidivism: for low risk offenders, placement in a residential program increased the probability of recidivism by 4 percent; for low/moderate risk offenders, a 1 percent overall increase was found; for moderate risk offenders, a 3 percent reduction was reported.  However, given the variation in outcomes reported by program, and the low base rates of these offenders, we would caution policy-makers that it is premature to rule out these offenders for residential placement.  


A similar risk driven strategy can also be utilized at the point of release from prison, but there are some obvious implementation problems that first need to be considered.  At first glance, it seems logical to place high risk offenders leaving prison into the release program that has the largest known risk reduction effect: halfway house placement.  However, there are other considerations than risk level at work here.  Sex offenders, for example, have very low known recidivism rates (15-20% rearrested after two years, (Sampson and Bray, 2003) with much lower recidivism rate for sex offenses only), but they are viewed as “high stakes” offenders by corrections officials for a simple reason: the negative media attention (and community reaction) associated with the rearrest of a sex offender (Byrne and Taxman, 2004).  By comparison, property offenders pose a much greater risk to recidivate (50-60% rearrest after two years), but their behavior – while high risk—is not likely to elicit the same reaction by corrections officials and community residents (Sample and Bray, 2003), because these are “low stakes” offenders (Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1987).  Due to this interplay between risk and stakes, it will be more difficult to apply the risk principle to offender release decisions.  


Another facet of the risk /stakes issue applies directly to the offender’s stake in the residential placement decision.  For a substantial number of offenders, release to a halfway house is preferable to the prospect of homelessness, which is one reason that reentry program developers have used “housing” as a carrot to induce offenders to “volunteer” for placement in reentry programs (Taxman, Young, and Byrne, 2004).  Excluding low and moderate risk offenders from this housing option may have negative consequences for both offenders and communities (Clear and Cadova, 2003).  It is certainly possible that we have a zero-sum game at play here: what we gain (in recidivism reduction) by targeting residential placement for “high risk” releases, we lose (in recidivism increase) by excluding those low and moderate risk releases with immediate housing needs.  As Latessa (2004:137) recently observed, “that many [offenders released from prison] end up homeless is a combination of high rates of drug usage, mental illness and unemployment among this population, combined with a lack of transitional housing and effective programs to deal with the ever increasing numbers”.

One final issue for consideration in this review is the average age of the offenders placed in Ohio’s residential treatment programs: offenders who successfully completed residential treatment were 32 years old; by comparison, unsuccessful completions were 31 years old, while comparison group offenders were (on average) 35 years old.  In light of the growing body of research on the importance of studying crime (and desistance) from a life-course perspective (see, e.g. Shover and Thomson, 2001; Laub, Nagin and Sampson, 2001), it would certainly make sense to consider the possibility that residential treatment may show the greatest recidivism reduction effects among older moderate and high risk offenders, who may simply be ready to change.  Our own research on the effectiveness of (mandatory) residential treatment for drug offenders participating in the multi-site HIDTA demonstration program revealed the following:


“First, it does appear that the ‘boundaryless system’ concept has merit, especially when the target population is the hard-core drug user.  Second, it is certainly possible that the age of the offender, in conjunction with the extent of the offender’s addiction and criminal career path to placement in the HIDTA programs, may be at least partially responsible for the [positive] findings reported here.  Perhaps older addicts are at the state in their lives where a comprehensive treatment and control program is actually somewhat desirable.  Third, despite the potential ‘readiness for change’ among older, hard–core drug users, we suspect that coerced treatment is still necessary.  Finally, it is our view that perhaps the most difficult ‘balancing act’ for treatment and control staff is in the area of drug testing.  The results reported here suggest that it is actually tolerance – rather than sanctions – that result in two important, intermediate outcomes: (1) length of stay, and (2) completion of treatment” (Taxman, Byrne and Thanner, 2002, executive summary).

We mention the results of our multi-site HIDTA evaluation to underscore the potential policy implications of offender age and program tolerance (of drug test failures and rule violations) on both the residential program completion rates and the subsequent criminal behavior of “high risk” offenders (Shover and Thomson, 2001).  It is our view that completion of a stay in a long-term residential treatment program (6-9 months) represents a key “life-course” event for high-risk offenders approaching middle-age.  As Laub, Nagin, and Sampson (2001:350) recently observed [about the effects of marriage] “good things sometimes happen to ‘bad’ actors, and when they do, desistance has a chance”.


Despite the methodological and policy concerns we have highlighted, Lowenkamp and Latessa’s research certainly adds to the growing body of research that justifies our continued attempts to “change” individual offenders by providing “treatment” in every possible correctional setting (Wilson and Lipsey, 2001; Pearson and Lipton, 1999; Mackenzie and Hickman, 1999; General Accountability Office, 2005; Gendreau, Goggin, and Smith, 2001; Antonowitz and Ross, 1994; Andrews, Bonta, and Hoge, 1990; Cullen, 2004).  But at what point do we ask ourselves whether the modest to moderate short-term risk reduction effects identified by Lowenkamp and Latessa for high risk offenders are worth the effort?  We consider this issue in the following section.

2.  
An Alternative View: Appling Farabee’s Three Principles of Effective Offender Rehabilitation to the Residential Treatment Issue


In a recent monograph, Rethinking Rehabiliation, David Farabee challenges much of the theory, research, and policy associated with “Liberal” offender treatment strategies (Farabee, 2005).  Farabee offers his own provocative prescription for change, which is based in large measure on his attempt to apply the assumptions of classical criminology found in the “broken windows” model of crime control to the offender rehabilitation issue (see, e.g. Wilson and Kelling, 1982). (2)  At the outset, he offers the following three principles for our consideration:



“First, crime is a choice, not an unavoidable response to a hopeless environment.  Most offenders could have completed school, but didn’t; most had held jobs in the past, but chose easier, faster money over legal employment... Moreover, the pervasive belief that these criminals essentially had no choice but to resort to crime and drugs conveys a profoundly destructive expectation to them and to future criminals that undermines their perceived ability to control their own destinies” (Farabee, 2005:54).



“Second, most offenders give little or no consideration to the risk of getting caught for crimes they are about to commit.  This is not because they don’t consider the imposition of a prison sentence to be a negative experience; rather, it is because they know that the risk of getting caught is extremely low: (Farabee, 2005:54).



“Third, social programs have not and never will produce long-term changes in the behavior of career criminals.  The majority of us grew up perfectly well without various programs to teach us how to act.  We completed school, became employed, avoided drugs (or limited their use), and never resorted to crime.  We followed this path for the same fundamental reason: the rewards of doing so...crime is not the result of a deficit in social services.  When we rush to provide social programs to those who have chosen to break the law, we undermine our own efforts by fostering the misperception that the responsibility for changing an offender’s behavior lies outside the offender himself” (Farabee, 2005:55,57).

Farabee’s three principles offer support and justification for policies that emphasize the importance of formal crime control strategies, while challenging the underlying assumptions of both individual offender rehabilitation strategies, such as the residential community corrections programs focused on in this review; and community-level change strategies, such as restorative justice initiatives, (Bazemore and Stinchomb, 2004; Clear & Cadova, 2003), and interventions targeting “at risk” communities (see, e.g. Sampson, Morenoff, and Raudenbush, 2005).  Interestingly, Farabee appears to dismiss the research that demonstrates the importance of informal social controls (e.g. family, peers, school, job, mentors, marriage) throughout our lives (see, e.g. Gottfredson and Hirschi, 2001; and Laub and Sampson, 2001); and the research on intensive probation supervision that demonstrates the importance of treatment, informal control mechanisms, and formal control mechanisms (see, e.g. Byrne, 1990; Taxman, Young, and Byrne, 2004).  Given the recent attention focused on Hirschi and Gottfredson’s “General Theory of Crime”, Laub and Sampson’s “Life-Course Perspective”, and most recently, Sampson and colleague’s research demonstrating the importance of community-level, informal social controls (i.e. collective efficacy) as a violence prevention strategy, it is surprising that Farabee did not review this important body of research.3  We suspect that once he completes such a review, his three “principles” will be reworked to reflect – at – minimum – the interplay between formal and informal social control mechanisms.  These criticisms notwithstanding, Farabee’s review of the treatment research offers an excellent counterpoint to Lowenkamp and Latessa’s own research summary and related policy recommendations.


Based on the three principles we have highlighted, Farabee offers a number of specific recommendations for changes in our current sentencing and correctional control strategies that would directly affect residential community corrections programs (see summary table):

Farabee’s “New” Model of Corrections

Recommendation 1: “Demphasize prison as a sanction for nonviolent reoffenses and increase the use of intermediate sanctions...Furthermore, minor parole violations....should be punished by using a graduated set of intermediate sanctions, rather that returning the offender to prison” (p63).

Recommendation 2: “Use prison programs to serve as institutional management tools, not as instruments of rehabilitation” (64).

Recommendation 3: “Mandate experimental designs for all program evaluations” (66).

Recommendation 4: “Establish evaluation contracts with independent agencies” (67).

Recommendation 5: “Increase the use of indeterminate community supervision, requiring three consecutive years without a new offense or violation” (68).

Recommendation 6: “Reduce parole caseloads to fifteen to one, and increase the use of new tracking technologies” (71).








Source: Farabee (2005)


As we reviewed these six policy recommendations and compared them to Lowenkamp and Latessa’s emphasis on applying the “risk principle” to residential community corrections, the stark differences between these two models – in terms of underlying assumptions, theoretical perspective, and research review procedures – were readily apparent.  But clearly, there is a central role for residential community corrections programs in both models.  The difference – and its a critical one – is that Farabee would design residential community corrections programs that focused on offender surveillance and control, while Lowenkamp and Latessa would design residential programs that delivered treatment to that subgroup of offenders who have been classifies as “high risk” to recidivate.  Both models emphasize “crime control” effects, and both models define “success” in terms of individual “desistance” from crime, rather that changes in the crime rates overall in a particular community. 4   Farabee may or may not be correct when he declares that “crime is a choice”; but we are quite certain that crime control is a choice and the choices offered by Farabee are quite different from those offered by Lowenkamp and Latessa.  With this simple adage in mind, we offer our own “rational” assessment of these two models in the following section.

New Directions in Offender treatment and Control 


For the purpose of this review, we have presented two alternative views of the treatment issue generally and residential community corrections in particular.  To Lowenkamp and Latessa, this study demonstrates (once again) that “treatment” (for substance abuse, mental illness, and a range of other individual-level problems) is directly associated with both short-term and long-term offender change (in criminal behavior).  Moreover, they state that their findings offer support for applying the “risk principle” to residential community corrections; and in the process, reinforcing the long-standing belief held by treatment advocates that one of the “keys” to offender change is our ability to match type of offender to type of treatment (Hood and Sparks, 1970).  To Farabee (2005), we suspect this study demonstrates (once again) the lengths liberal treatment advocates will go to in support of their “cause”: the study is nonexperimental in design, utilizes misleading comparison groups and outcome measures, and offers—at best—mixed evidence of a treatment effect, yet it is being highlighted in a major criminological journal. 5


Farabee argues that the application of weak research designs is not only a function of conducting research in the real world; it is also due to the influence of funding sources in the public and private sector (i.e. funding-related bias), the pressure on academics to search for statistically significant subgroup effects in the hope of getting published (i.e. publication-related bias), and the political/religious affiliations of the researchers (i.e. research-related bias).  Stated simply, Farabee sees the problem in the following terms: (1) researchers tell funding sources what they want to hear, because they are under pressure from universities and/or research organizations to “show me the money!”; (2) the same individuals and groups developing treatment interventions are conducting the evaluation of their effectiveness, (3) researchers overanalyze their data in the search for publishable findings; and (4) most researchers in the social sciences “hold liberal attitudes regarding the causes of social problems and how to solve them” (Farabee, 2005:20).  These are serious allegations to be sure, but we commend Farabee for at least putting them “on the table” for discussion.


We agree with Farabee’s suggestion that we need to conduct more rigorous evaluations of a wide range of criminal justice interventions, including both the “broken windows”, problem-oriented policing strategies he advocates be applied to corrections and the correctional treatment programs focused on in this review.  Recent systematic reviews of problem-oriented policing (National Research Council, 2004), drug courts (GAO, 2005), and correctional treatment (Weisburd, Lum, and Petrosino, 2001), certainly underscore this view.  Farrington and Welsh (2005) recently identified 83 randomized field experiments conducted in the last two decades with “offending outcomes”, compared to only 35 for the period 1957-1981.  Their meta-analyses of these studies revealed the following:

“we conclude that recent experiments show that prevention methods in general, and MST (multisystemic therapy) in particular, are effective in reducing offending.  However, Scared Straight and Boot Camp programs cause an increase in offending.  Correctional therapy, batterer programs, drug courts and juvenile restitution are [also] effective in reducing reoffending.  There are indications that police targeting of “hot spots” places is effective in reducing crime, but the effect size is small (Farrington and Welsh, 2005:22).

Given the fact that the most comprehensive review of experimental research currently available supports the notion that the provision of treatment can change offender behavior, we do not find any empirical justification for Farabee’s pessimist view of the future of offender treatment and the prospect for offender change.  As Cullen’s recent review of the correctional treatment literature succinctly states: “the empirical evidence is fairly convincing... that treatment interventions are capable of decreasing recidivism.  In contrast, correctional programs based on the principles of specific deterrence are notoriously ineffective” (2004:287).6  Nonetheless, we would be disingenuous if we didn’t reveal that we do share Francis Cullen’s “Liberal but not stupid” approach to crime control, which he recently summarized in the following manner:


(1) “This approach is informed by a general belief that people’s choices are bounded by social constraints, including constraints that are rooted in social inequalities – with many such inequalities tied to economic processes that may produce wealth but also have untoward, if not unfair, consequences”.

(2) “Knowing that harsh living conditions are implicated in crime, it is irresponsible not to pursue social welfare policies that ameliorate these disadvantages”. 


(3) “Within the criminal justice system – a system that will affect millions of lives annually – it is irresponsible not to pursue policies that improve the plight of offenders, victims, and potential future victims.

(4) “For those with progressive sentiments, the key issue is not non-intervention but rather the quality of the intervention that takes place in the criminal justice system”.

(5) “Beyond the values that inform policy choices, criminal justice interventions should not be based on prejudice, custom, or fashion but on “what works” – on what the data show are the most effective policies to pursue.

(6) Liberal welfare approaches to crime control that are revealed to be ineffective should not be defended but relinquished”.




(Cullen, 2002:7)


Now that we have told you where we stand on this “us vs. them” crime control issue, we would be remiss not to mention that it is conservative ideology that has dominated the crime control scene for the past three decades (e.g. war on drugs, war on crime) and that it is deterrence-based research that has received the bulk of the funding from federal agencies during this period; in many instances, this research attempted to affirm the surveillance and control-oriented initiatives funded by these same agencies, and as Farabee suggests, many of the early assessments of these initiatives were self-evaluations.  Consider just a few of these initiatives: weed and seed, mandatory arrest for domestic violence, zero-tolerance policing, gun violence reduction strategies, mandatory sentencing, boot camps, electronic monitoring and other surveillance-oriented community control programs.  As Farabee has observed about the field of rehabilitation, the early non-experimental research offered considerable support for each of these deterrence-based initiatives, but the subsequent (and more rigorous) evaluations – using better research designs – offered a much more pessimistic view (Cullen, 2005).7  The fact that we find this same pattern when we examine research on both liberal and conservative crime control policies suggests two things: (1) conspiracy theories need to be applied to both bodies of research (including Farabee’s own analysis, funded by the American Enterprise Institute); (2) despite the alleged conspiracy, quality research testing the underlying assumptions of both liberal and conservative initiatives has been conducted.  Indeed, it is the recent failure of conservative crime control strategies to demonstrate effectiveness that has been one of the main reasons that “treatment” has reemerged as a key feature of the latest wave of federal initiatives, such as drug courts, and offender reentry (Byrne, 2004; Cullen, 2004).


In addition to his call for more rigorous, independent evaluations, Farabee also offers specific recommendations for both sentencing and corrections that have implications for the design and implementation of residential community corrections programs.  His first (two-part) recommendation is to “de-emphasize prison as a sanction for nonviolent re-offenses and increase the use of intermediate sanctions” (Farabee, 2005:62).  We doubt Farabee would get much of an argument from the “liberals” he skewers in his review of the treatment field with this two-part recommendation.  If we expanded the alternatives to incarceration that typically fall under the name of intermediate sanctions, then we could potentially reduce the size of the federal and state prison population by almost fifty percent.  As Farabee observed, 

“although in 2002 about half (49 percent) of state inmates were sentenced for violent crimes, about a fifth (19 percent) were sentenced for property crimes, and a fifth (20 percent) were sentenced for drug crimes.  During that same year, over half (57 percent) of federal inmates were serving sentences for drug offenses, and only 10 percent were in prison for violent offenses.  Taken together, we can see that the majority of incarcerated offenders in the United States are serving sentences for nonviolent offenses” (2005:64).

There would appear to be a place for residential community corrections programs in this strategy, since these programs are typically identified as one of a number of possible intermediate sanctions (Byrne, Lurigio, and Petersilia, 1992).  Lowenkamp and Latessa’s research findings offer support for the use of residential community corrections programs as a direct sentence option for “high risk” offenders; low and moderate risk offenders could be sanctioned using one of the other forms of intermediate sanctions (e.g. day fines, house arrest/electronic monitoring, community service, day reporting centers, and/or intensive probation supervision).

In addition, residential community corrections programs could be used as part of a structured hierarchy of non-incarceration sanctions for the large number of probation and parole violators, who are currently reentering prison in numbers equal to the number of “new” prison commitments (for reconviction) each year.  Ironically, this “dual role” for residential community corrections (i.e. as a halfway-in and a halfway-back control strategy) was first proposed by Latessa over a decade ago (Latessa and Travis, 1992).  However, we suspect that there would be one important difference between Farabee’s RCC design and the Lowenkamp/Latessa design: Farabee would emphasize the surveillance and control features of residential programs, while Lowenkamp and Latessa would emphasize the quantity and quality of treatment provided in these same settings.


Farabee suggests that public opinion, generally (and public policy makers in particular) would have no problem with our continued reliance on incarceration for nonviolent offenders “if it appears to serve as a deterrent, [but] unfortunately, this has not proven to be the case” (Farabee, 2005:62).  After reviewing the negative research findings on the deterrent effects of incarceration, (see, e.g. Decker, Wright and Logie, 1993; Welsh and Farrington, 2005; Blumstein, 2004; and Levitt, 2004) Farabee turns his attention to intermediate sanctions research, arguing that “the research to date supports only the modest claim that they [intermediate sanctions] cost less than prison and do not appear to increase recidivism” (Farabee, 2005:63).  Our own review of this body of research suggests that it tells us a bit more, particularly about the inability of surveillance and control oriented intermediate sanctions (i.e. intensive supervision, electronic monitoring, and boot camps in particular) to reduce recidivism among targeted offenders.  As Farabee has suggested, the early nonexperimental research on each of these three intermediate sanctions was quite positive, but the more rigorous evaluation led to a very different view of effectiveness (Byrne and Pattavina, 1992).  Indeed, it now appears that it is a combination of treatment and surveillance/control strategies that is the key to recidivism reduction in these programs (Byrne, 1990).  

One study that is always cited by proponents of intermediate sanctions is the multi-site evaluation of intensive supervision programs by the RAND Corporation in the late 1980’s (Petersilia and Turner, 1993).  In this study, selected offenders (in Oregon) were given a choice: participate in an intensive supervision program with strict program requirements (such as curfews, random drug testing, mandatory employment and treatment) or go to prison (for about 6 months, on average).  Almost one-third of the offenders refused to participate; in effect, they chose prison over intensive supervision.    While Farabee and others have argued that “the more criminal justice experience offenders have, the less punitive they perceive prison to be relative to intermediate sanctions” (2005:63), we believe a very different thought process is at work here.  For offenders who chose prison, it is certainly possible that a short period of lifestyle interruption is preferable to the prospect of (forced) lifestyle (and life-course) change.  However, we need to point out that when offenders “ choose” prison, they are making a bad choice, not only for themselves (in terms of the negative effects of incarceration on their employment prospects, family, personal relationships, and living situation upon release), but also for their community (in terms of the negative effects of incarceration on community “stability” (Clear and Cadova, 2003).  When viewed in this context, the use of mandatory treatment in a residential facility for older (mid-30’s) “high risk” offenders represents one example of how a combination of treatment and control can have a positive effect on offenders, while minimizing the level of community destabilization associated with on offender’s entry into-and release from-prison.  

The fact that the evidence of effectiveness reported by Lowenkamp and Latessa is modest (an 8 percent overall reduction in recidivism with an overall failure rate still close to 50 percent) is not surprising, given the staffing and treatment resource constraints faced by correctional program developers, not only in Ohio but across the country.  Rather than focusing limited financial resources on the punitive features of intermediate sanctions, we believe it is much more cost-effective to expand both the quantity and quality of treatment resources available to intermediate sanctions in general, and residential community corrections in particular (Welsh, 2004).

Farabee has also offered a series of recommendations related directly to those offenders who will go to prison (or jail) in his model: convicted violent offenders.  First, he argues that we should “use prison programs to serve as institutional management tools, not as instruments for rehabilitation”(64).  Second, he recommends that we “increase the use of indeterminate community supervision, requiring three consecutive years without a new offense or violation” (68).  And third, he advocated that we reduce parole caseloads to fifteen to one, and increase the use of new tracking technologies” (Farabee, 2005:71).

The phrase most often associated with successful treatment models, such as the one described in our HIDTA (High Impact Drug Treatment Area) evaluation (Taxman, Byrne and Thanner, 2002) is continuity of treatment.  The underlying assumption of models based on this strategy is that for offender change to occur, what happens in prison – in terms of treatment for a variety of individual problems, such as mental illness, substance abuse, educational/employment deficits, etc. –must be followed up in both residential and outpatient community treatment settings.  As Latessa (2004) has recently observed, this is a difficult task, given the resistance to change found in both the institutional and community corrections system in this country.  However, “continuity of treatment” throughout the reentry process appears to be a critical component of the new wave of reentry partnership initiatives currently being implemented across the country (Taxman, Byrne and Young, 2002).  

Contrary to Farabee’s view, we believe that the provision of treatment in prison is directly related to an offender’s subsequent life-course choices (to return to crime or remain crime free) upon return to the community.  It is not simply a short-term prison management strategy that could be replaced by the provision of non-treatment programs, such as recreation (Farabee, 2005).  Evidence to support this view can be viewed in every major review of the prison treatment evaluation research literature8 released in the last decade (see, e.g. Farrington and Welsh, 2005 for an overview).  While the provision of treatment in prison will not eliminate the negative consequences of incarceration on the subsequent life-course “events” that likely will await offenders upon release from prison (employment, marriage/divorce, living situation, participation in crime) it may minimize these effects.


Perhaps the most controversial recommendation for change offered by Farabee is found in his argument for three years (minimum) of mandatory post-release supervision, which would be extended if the offender commits a new crime or technical violation during this period of post-release supervision.  Until the offender is able to demonstrate that he/she has changed, community supervision and control will remain in place.  To ensure that the two elements of deterrence that Farabee views as critical are in place (certainty and celerity), it will be necessary to decrease caseload size dramatically while concomitantly improving the technology of community control (e.g. GPS systems).  

In Farabee’s model of correctional control, it is critical that offenders take responsibility for their own behavior.  If they think they may need some form of treatment, then they should obtain it.  The cost of such voluntary treatment would still be the responsibility of the state, perhaps through “offending vouchers to parolees to cover the expenses of certain kinds of community-based treatment for offenders who believe they are unable to change on their own” (Farabee, 2005:69).  The option of residential treatment is never directly mentioned, perhaps because Farabee takes the view that “the more time an offender spends in the community – assuming he is under close supervision – the more likely he will adopt and practice behaviors associated with a lawful lifestyle” (Farabee, 2005:66).  Obviously, Lowenkamp and Latessa’s research suggests something quite different: some offenders (i.e. high risk to recidivate) need the time spent in residential treatment to make a successful transition from institutional to community control.  While in these residential facilities, the offender can continue to receive treatment for mental health, substance abuse, health, and other problems first addressed in prison settings.  

It is our contention that Farabee’s strategy would place both the offender and the community at-risk and no amount of surveillance and control will reduce this risk.  One in every five offenders leaving prison today have significant mental health problems (Clear, Byrne and Dvoskin, 1993; Lurigio, Rollins and Fallon, 2004).  It has been estimated that up to 90 percent of our current prison population has a substance abuse problem, but fewer than 10 percent receive appropriate treatment.  In terms of health, a significant number (up to 40 percent) of returning offenders have a communicable disease (RAND, 2003).  Add to these three factors the criminogenic consequences of negative prison culture (Byrne, Taxman, and Hummer, 2004), the offender’s isolation from the community (Maruna, 2004), and the rather obvious immediate problems associated with obtaining employment, reconnecting with family and finding a suitable place to live, and the need for transitional assistance becomes obvious.  When viewed in this context, the provision of treatment in both institutional and community corrections programs is perhaps the most effective system-wide (community) crime control strategy currently available.

In order to fully implement the deterrence-based community supervision model advocated by Farabee (with higher levels of detection for both criminal behavior and technical program violations, much smaller caseloads (15 to 1) would be needed.  There is one aspect of smaller caseloads and more face-to-face contacts between parole officers and offenders that deserves mention here: the relationships that will be developed between officers and offenders during supervision.  Farabee argues for interactions that will be outcome (e.g. Did you get a job? Did you pass your random drug test? Did you violate your curfew?  Did you get rearrested?) rather than process (e.g. How is your job? Have you been going to treatment? Have you made contact with your family?) oriented.  Our review of the change literature suggests that power coercive change strategies are less likely to be effective than normative reeducative change strategies (Taxman, Shepardson, and Byrne, 2004).  

Perhaps more importantly, there is a body of research suggesting that informal social controls are more effective than formal social controls, at both the individual level (Hirshi and Gottfredson, 2001), and community level (Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls, 1997; Sampson, Morenoff, and Raudenbush, 2005).  With smaller caseloads, and closer contact, it seems plausible to suggest that offenders will consider the consequences of their decisions in terms of the impact of these actions on their relationship with their parole officer.  There is a potential deterrent effect that may operate as a result of increased contact between officers and offenders; but it will only occur as the result of the “bond” that develops between these two individuals, not because of either the certainty of detection/apprehension or the celerity of a parole officer’s punitive response.

As Sampson and Laub’s recent research on crime through the life-course has demonstrated (Sampson and Laub, 2004), desistance occurs as a consequence of “identity shifts” for some offenders, leading to new ways of viewing key lifestyle choices (including work, family, drug use, and criminality).  The key turning points in an offender’s life-course identified by Sampson and Laub include: (1) marriage, (2) work, (3) military, and (4) residential relocation.  It is certainly possible that the effect of smaller caseloads and a supportive relationship between offenders and parole officers will be manifested in stronger offender ties to family, work, the parole officers, and the community.

Conclusion: The Link Between Individual Change and Community Change

Our review has identified two very different sets of criminal justice policy recommendations: one (Farabee) is based on classical criminology and two-thirds of the deterrence argument (i.e. certain and celerity are the keys to offender control); the other (Lowenkamp and Latessa) is based on positivist assumptions about crime causation and the central role of treatment in the offender change process.  Clearly, our “choice” of crime control policies has implications for sentencing and community corrections that are important to understand.  In this review, we have examined the links between/among theory, research, and policy identified by both Farabee and Lowenkamp/Latessa, while also offering our own perspective on the need to develop initiatives that integrate both individual and community change strategies.

Figure one presents one possible model of offender reentry, highlighting both the importance of treatment (assessment, placement, quality, and continuity) and the need to integrate both formal and informal social controls at each stage in the offender reentry process.  It is our view that Lowenkamp and Latessa’s research provides support for the continued development of both institution-based and community-based offender rehabilitation programs.  While we agree with Farabee that intermediate sanctions can and should be used for many of the nonviolent offenders (e.g. property and drug offenders in particular) currently in our federal and state prison system, we find no empirical justification for abandoning the treatment component of intermediate sanctions and utilizing program resources to improve the surveillance and control components of these programs.  The challenge now is to develop initiatives (e.g. a civic engagement model of restorative justice) that focus on both individual and community change (Bazemore and Stinchcomb, 2004) because it is becoming increasingly clear that you can not realistically expect offenders to change unless you begin to change the long-standing problems in their “home” communities (e.g. poverty, collective efficacy, culture).
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Endnotes

1.
Lowenkamp and Latessa (see note 3) do identify one basic difference between direct sentence offenders and their parolee counterparts: the direct sentence offenders were higher risk (overall) than both the parolee/residential treatment group and comparison group offenders.  Subsequent analyses of these data by the authors focus specifically on the subgroup of offenders (n=3,237) “who entered a halfway house operated by the state parole board” (Lowenkamp and Latessa, 2005:7).

2.
Farabee does not discuss the “broken windows probation” model developed by John DiIulio and his colleagues on The Reinventing Probation Council (2000).  For a critique of this model, see Taxman and Byrne (2001).  Unlike Farabee, who focused on individual offender change, the Reinventing Probation Council argued strongly that the “bottom line” for community corrections is the crime rate in their community, not offender recidivism.  In subsequent articles, members of the council have embraced our view that “treatment” must be a core feature of community corrections (see, e.g. Rhine, 2001).

3.
In their recent discussion of the need for a “civil engagement” model of reentry, Bazemore and Stinchcomb (2004) discuss reintegration and life course intervention.  They argue, for example, that “civic service experience may accomplish this [desistance] in two ways: (1) by developing participants’ public image through increasing skills as human capital, and (2) by creating opportunities for the development of more affective connections associated with social support” (18).  This is an intriguing avenue for future research, because it moves the discussion of the policy implications of life-course criminology beyond the “good marriages and the desistance process” discussions now available (see, e.g. Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 2001).  In addition to restorative justice-based and life-course-based research, it would certainly make sense to consider the prospects for individual offender change within the general framework of person-environment interactions (Gottfredson and Taylor, 1986), focusing specifically on the impact of community-level, informal social controls (i.e. collective efficacy) on offender reintegration.  Clear and Cadova (2003:77-79) offer an interesting discussion of the impact of these community level factors on offenders and the communities in which they reside.

4.
Clear and Cadova (2003:78) offer a somewhat different view of the role of community corrections.  From a community justice perspective, it is “not only how an offender is behaving, but also how that offender’s situation-in or out of prison- affects the people who are not under correctional authority”.

5.
To the best of our knowledge, Farabee has not yet reviewed this particular research study, but he certainly does identify these problems in his review of the treatment literature.

6.
We agree with Sampson and Laub’s assessment that “the effectiveness of rehabilitative interventions in reducing criminal behavior is not as dismal as common wisdom (“nothing works”) allows” (2001:255).  They go on to argue that it is important to distinguish between/among bad theory, bad research, (e.g. design choice, analytic procedures and criterion problems), and bad practice (in terms of program design and implementation).  Farabee’s review of the treatment research identified a number of effective interventions, including those based on cognitive restructuring (Pearson, et.al. 2002) and multifactor initiatives (Antonowicz and Ross, 1994).

7.
The most recent example of a deterrence-based intervention that received a very favorable initial evaluation (Kennedy, et.al. 2001) was “operation cease-fire”, a strategy to reduce gun violence in Boston.  Attempts to replicate the Boston model in Los Angeles were unsuccessful (see, Tita, et.al., 2005) and the initiative “did not have the desired deterrent effect” (20).  The recent negative evaluation research reviews of problem-oriented policing generally (National Research Council, 2004), and the underlying assumptions of “broken windows” policing in particular (Sampson and Raudenbush, 2001; Taylor, 2001; Sampson and Raudenbush, 2004), should also be examined.  Sampson and Raudenbush (2004:1) challenge the empirical foundation of the “disorder causes crime” thesis, which is a central tenet of the broken windows model.  Their research revealed that “it is the structural characteristics of neighborhoods, as well as neighborhood cohesion and informal social control-not levels of disorder- that most affect crime (4).  More recently, these same researchers presented findings from their long-term study of Chicago neighborhoods that revealed that strategies consistent with the broken windows model “may have only limited payoffs in neighborhoods inhabited by large numbers of ethnic minority and poor people.  The limitations on effectiveness in no way derives from deficiencies in the residents of such neighborhoods.  Rather, it is due to social psychological processes of implicit bias and statistical discrimination as played out in the current (and historically durable) racialized context of cities in the United States.  In other words, simply removing (or adding) graffiti may lead to nothing, depending on the social context” (Sampson and Raudenbush, 2004:337).  Given the current concentration of offenders in a small number of “high risk” communities across the country (Byrne and Taxman, 2004), it appears that “broken windows” – based strategies would not have the deterrent effect proposed.

8.
Farrington and Welsh point out that one of the problems with previous review of the effectiveness of a wide range of criminal justice interventions is the tendency on the part of reviewers to mistake statistical significance for strength of association (or effect size).  They observe that “... a statistically significant result can reflect either a large effect in a small sample or a small effect in a large sample.  [For this reason] it is important to measure effect size.”  (Farrington and 

Welsh, 2005:21).  The rule of thumb they used in their meta-analysis of the effects of interventions combined significance and effect size differences, with a 10% or greater difference being the criterion of effectiveness.

References:

Andrews, Don; James Bonita and Robert Hoge (1990) “Classification for Effective Rehabilitation: Rediscovering Psychology” Criminal Justice and Behavior 17:19-52. 

Andrews, Don; Ivan Zinger; Robert Hoge, James Bonita, Paul Gendreau, and Frances Cullen (1990) “Does Correctional Treatment Work? A Clinically Relevant and Psychologically Informed Meta-Analysis” Criminology 28 (3):369-404.

Antonowitz, D.H. and R.R. Ross (1994) “Essential Components of Successful Rehabilitation Programs for Offenders”  International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology 38(2):97-104.

Bazemore, Gordon; and Carston Erbe (2004) “Reintegration and Restorative Justice: Towards A Theory and Practice of Informal Social Control and Support” pp.27-56 in Maruna, Shadd and Russ Immarigeon, editors After Crime and Punishment: Pathways to Offender Reintegration Portland, Oregon: Willam Publishing.

Bazemore, Gordon and Jeanne Stinehcomb (2004) “A Civil Engagement Model of Reentry” Federal Probation 68 (2):14-24

Blumstein, Alfred (2004) “Prisons: A Policy Challenge” pp. 451-482 in James Q. Wilson and Joan Petersilia, editors, Crime: Public Policies For Crime Control Oakland, California: Institute for Contemporary Studies.

Bourgon, Guy and Barbara Armstrong (2005) “Transferring The Principles of Effective Treatment into a ‘Real World’ Prison Setting” Criminal Justice and Behavior 32 (1)3-25.

Brownsberger, William; Craig Love, Paula Doherty, Howard Shaffer (2004) “Potential Demand for Substance Abuse Treatment in The Criminal Justice System” Criminal Justice Policy Review 15(1):37-60.

Byrne, James; Faye Taxman and Don Hummer (2004) The Development, Implementation, and Evaluation of NIC’s Institutional Culture Initiative, report prepared for the Advisory Board, National Institute of Corrections, Washington, D.C. (June, 2004).

Byrne, James (2004) “Editors Introduction: Reentry-The Emperors New Clothes”  Federal Probation 68 (2):1-2

Byrne, James and Don Hummer (2004) “Examining The Role of Police in Reentry Partnership Initiatives” Federal Probation 68(2):62-70.

Byrne, James and Faye Taxman (2004) “Targeting for Reentry: Inclusiion/Exclusion Criteria Across Eight RPI Programs” Federal Probation 68(2):53-61

Byrne, James; Aurthur Lurigio, and Joan Petersilia (1992) Smart Sentencing NewburyPark, CA: Sage.

Byrne, James (1990) “The Future of Intensive Probation Supervision and The New Intermediate Sanctions” Crime and Delinquency 36(1):6-41.

Byrne, James (1990) “Reintegrating The Concepts of Community into Community Corrections” Crime and Delinquency 35:471-499.

Clear, Todd R. and Eric Cadova (2003) Community Justice Belmont, CA:Wadsworth/Thomson Learning.

Clear, Todd; James Byrne and Joel Dvoskin (1993) “The Transition From Being an Inmate: Discharge Planning, Parole, and Community-Based Services for Mentally Ill Offenders” pp. 131-157 in Henry J. Steadman and Joseph J. Cocozza, editors.  Mental Illness in America’s Prisons (Washington, D.C.: National Coalition for the Mentally Ill in the Criminal Justice System).

Cullen, Francis T. (2005) “The Twelve People Who Saved Rehabilitation: How The Science of Criminology Made a Difference”  Criminology 43(1):1-42.

Cullen, Francie (2004) “Rehabilitation and Treatment Programs”  pp. 253-290 in James Q. Wilson and Joan Petersilia, editors Crime: Public Policies For Crime Control Oakland, California: Institute for Contemporary Studies.

Cullen, Francis T. (2002) “It’s a Wonderful Life: Reflections on a Career in Progress” pp. 1-22.

Decker, Scott; R. Wright, and R. Logie (1993) “Perceptual Deterrence Among Active Residential Burglars: A Research Note” Criminology 31(1):135-147.

Farabee, David (2005) Rethinking Rehabilitation: Why Can’t We Reform Our Criminals? Washington, D.C.: AEI Press, American Enterprise Institute.

Farrington, David and Brandon Welsh (2005) “Randomized Experiments in Criminology: What Have We Learned in the Last Two Decades? Journal of Experimental Criminology 1:1-29.

Gendreau, Paul, T. Little, and C. Goggin (1996) “A Meta-Analysis of the Predictions of Adult Offender Recidivism: What Works!” Criminology 34,575-607.

Gilbert Geis and Mary Dodge, editors Lessons of Criminology Cincinnati, Ohio: Anderson Publishing Company.

Hirschi, Travis and Michael R. Gottfredson (2001) “Control Theory and The Life-Course Perspective” pp. 229-241 in Piquero and Mazerolle, editors, 2001.  Lifecourse Criminology: Contemporary and Classic Readings  Belmont, CA: Wadsworth/Thomson Learning.

Hood, Roger and Richard Sparks (1970) Key Issues in Criminology New York: McGraw-Hill.

Kennedy, David, M.; Anthony A. Braga, Anne M. Piehl, and Elin J. Waring (2001) Reducing Gun Violence: The Boston Gun Project’s Operation Ceasefire Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice.

Latessa, Edward J. (2004) “The Challenge of Change: Correctional Programs and Evidence-Based Practices” Criminology and Public Policy (4):547-560.

Latessa, Edward J. and Larry Travis (1992) “Residential Community Corrections Programs” pp. 166-181 in Byrne, Lurigio and Petersilia, editors  Smart Sentencing : The Emergence of Intermediate Sanctions  Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.

Laub, John H., Daniel S. Nagin, and Robert J. Sampson (2001) “Trajectories of Change in Criminal Offending: Good Marriages and the Desistance Process” pp. 333-352 in Alex Piquero and Paul Mazerolle, editors (2001).  Life-Course Criminology: Contemporary and Classic Readings.  Belmont, CA: Wadsworth/Thomson Learning.

Levitt, Stephen D. (2004) “Deterrence”  pp.435-450 in James Q. Wilson and Joan Petersilia, editors, Crime: Public Policies For Crime Control  Oakland, California: Institute for Contemporary Studies.

Lowenkamp, Christopher T. and Edward J. Latessa (2005) “Does Correctional Program Quality Really Matter? The Impact of Adhering to the Principles of Effective Interventions” unpublished manuscript, available from edward.latessa@uc.edu.

Lurigio, Arthur; Angie Rollins, and John Fallon (2004) “The Effects of Serious Mental Illness on Offender Reentry”  Federal Probation 68 (2):45-52

Mackenzie, Doris L. and L.J. Hickman (1998) “What Works in Corrections?”  College Park, MD: University of Maryland.

National Commission on Correctional Health Care (2002) The Health Status of Soon to be Released Inmates. – A Report to Congress, Volume 1 Washington, D.C. U.S. Department of Justice.

Pattavina, April (2004) “The Emerging Role of Information Technology in Prison Reentry Initiatives” Federal Probation 68(2): 40-44.

Pearson, Frank and Doug Lipton (1999) “A Meta-Analytic Review of the Effectiveness of Corrections-Based Treatments for Drug Abuse” The Prison Journal 79(4):384-410

Petersilia, Joan (2004) “What Works in Prisoner Reentry? Reviewing and Questioning the Evidence Federal Probation 68(2):4-8.

Petersilia, Joan and Susan Turner (1993) “Intensive Probation and Parole” pp. 281-335 in Michael Tonry, editor Crime and Justice: An Annual Review of Research  Chicago: Univeristy of Chicago Press.

Piquero, Alex and Paul Mazerolle, editors (2001) Lifecourse Criminology: Contempory and Classis Readings Belmont, CA: Wadsworth/Thomson Learning.

Rand (2003) “Prisoner Reentry: What Are the Public Health Challenges?”  RAND Research Brief Santa Monica, CA: RAND Public and Safety Justice.

Reinventing Probation Council (2000) Transforming Probation Through Leadership: The ‘Broken Windows’ Model New York:Manhattan Institute , Center for Civic Innovation.

Rhine, Edward (2002) “Why ‘What Works’ Matters Under the Broken Windows Model of Supervision”  Federal Probation 39-42.

Rhine, Edward; Gary Hinzman; Ronald Corbett, Dan Beto, and Mario Paparozzi (2001) “The ‘Broken Windows’ Model of Probation: A Call for Transforming Community Supervision” Perspectives 25(2): 30-33.

Sample, Lisa L. and Timothy M. Bray (2003) “Are Sex Offenders Dangerous”?  Criminology and Public Policy 3(1):59-82.

Sampson, Robert .J.; Jeffrey Morenoff, and Stephen Raudenbush (2005) “Social Anatomy of Racial and Ethnic Disparities in Violence” American Journal of Public Health 95(2):224-232.

Sampson, Robert J. and Stephen W. Raudenbush (2004) “Seeing Disorder: Neighborhood Stigma and the Social Construction of ‘Broken Windows’”  Social Psychology Quarterly 67(4):319-342.

Sampson, Robert J. and John H. Laub (2004) “A General Age-Graded Theory of Crime: Lessons Learned and The Future of Life-Course Criminology” in David Farrington, editor.  Advances in Criminological Theory: Testing Integrated Developmental/Life Course Theories of Offending, Volume 13.

Sampson, Robert J. and Stephen W. Raudenbush (2001) “Disorder in Urban Neighborhoods – Does it Lead to Crime?” Research in Brief 1-5 (February).

Sampson, Robert J. and John H. Laub (2001) “Understanding Variability in Lives Through Time: Contributions of Life-Course Criminology” pp. 242-258 in Piquero and Mazerolle, editors, 2001.  Life-Course Criminology:Contempory and Classic Readings. Belmont, CA Wadsworth/Thomson Learning.

Sampson, Robert J.; Stephen Raudenbush, and Felton Earls (1997) “Neighborhoods and Violent Crime: A Multilevel Study of Collective Efficacy” Science 277:918-924.

Shover, Neal and Carol Thomson (2001) “Age, Differential Expectations, and Crime Desistance” pp. 319-332 in Alex Piquero and Paul Mazerolle, editors (2001).  Life-Course Criminology: Contempory and Classic Readings.  Belmont, CA: Wadsworth/Thomson Learning.

Taxman, Faye; Eric Shepardson, and James Byrne (2004) Tools of the Trade: A Guide to Incorporating Science into Practice. Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Corrections.

Taxman, Faye; Doug Young, James Byrne (2003) “Transforming Offender Reentry into Public Safety: Lessons From OJP’s Reentry Partnership Initiative” Justice Research and Policy 5(2): 101-128.

Taxman, Faye; James Byrne, and Meredith Thanner (2002) Evaluating the Implementation and Impact of a Seamless System of Care for Substance Abusing Offenders-The HIDTA Model  Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Justice.

Taxman, Faye and James Byrne (2001) “Fixing Broken Windows Probation” Perspectives 25(2):22-29.

Taxman, Faye (1998) Recidivism Reduction Through A Seamless System of Care: Components of Effective Treatment, Supervision and Transition Services in the Community  Washington, D.C.: Office of National Drug Control Policy.  

Taylor, Ralph B. (2001) Breaking Away From Broken Windows: Baltimore Neighborhoods and The Nationwide Fight Against Crime, Grime, Fear, and Decline.  Boulder, Colorado: Westview.

Tita, George, E., K. Jack Riley, Greg Ridgeway, and Peter W. Greenwood (2005) Reducing Gun Violence: Operation Ceasefire in Los Angeles.  Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice.

United States General Accountability Office (2005) Adult Drug Courts: Evidence Indicates Recidivism Reductions and Mixed Results for Other Outcomes  (Washington, D.C.: General Accountability Office [February]).

Weisburd, David; C.M. Lum and A. Petrosino (2001) “Does Research Design Affect Study Outcomes in Criminal Justice?”  Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Sciences 578, 50-70.

Welsh, Brandon (2004) “Monetary Costs and Benefits of Correctional Treatment Programs: Implications for Offender Reentry”.  Federal Probation  68(2):9-13.

Wilson, D.B. and M.W. Lipsey (2001) “The Role of Method in Treatment Effectiveness Research: Evidence from Meta-Analysis”  Psychological Methods 6 (4):413-29.

� EMBED PowerPoint.Slide.8 ���





PAGE  
12

[image: image2.wmf]Case Management & Reintegration Team

Figure 1:  Reentry Partnership Continuum

Figure 1:  Reentry Partnership Continuum

Structured   

Risk & Needs

Assessment

Community 

Reintegration

Structured     

Reentry

Institution

Transition 

Planning, 

Confirmation

Treatment in 

Prison

Treatment in the 

Community

Transition 

Reassessment 

& Update

Monitoring, 

Graduated 

Responses, 

Reassessments

Release

Corrections 

Counselors

Police

Victims

Service 

Providers

Parole 

Agents

Family

Employers

Clergy

Community 

Members & 

Guardians

Formal Social Control                                           

Informal Social Control

_1172385440.ppt




Case Management & Reintegration Team

Figure 1:  Reentry Partnership Continuum

Structured   Risk & Needs Assessment

Community Reintegration

Structured     Reentry

Institution

Transition Reassessment & Update

Monitoring, Graduated Responses, Reassessments

Release



Corrections Counselors

Police

Victims

Service Providers

Parole Agents

Family

Employers

Clergy

Community Members & Guardians

Formal Social Control                                                      Informal Social Control

Transition Planning, Confirmation

Treatment in Prison

Treatment in the Community














