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Outline and Housekeeping
 How did we get here?

 Correctional Theory 
overview (1870-today)

 Correctional Quackery
 What are the barriers to 

change and what are the 
benefits?

 Correctional Theory
 Deterrence

 Incapacitation

 Rehabilitation

 Building an Evidence 
Based Model of 
Probation/Parole 
Supervision
 Rejecting the ineffective 

and integrating the 
effective

 Implementation and 
Lessons Learned
 Challenges

 Successes



Change
 Something you did earlier in your career that you 

stopped doing or are doing less of now

 Something you didn’t do earlier in your career that you 
do more of now





Initial challenges to the National Congress 

 Social Darwinism

 Applied a “survival of the fittest” explanation to the 
success of social groups within society

 Lead to an increase in incarceration for 

 Immigrants

 People of lower social and economic classes

 The “biologically inferior” (attempts to lock-up the 
“innately wicked”).

 Despite these obstacles, reformers met to discuss changes 
to the prison system



National Congress Declarations
 “Supreme aim of prison discipline is the reformation of 

criminals, not the infliction of vindictive suffering.”

 There was a belief that prisoners should be in charge of 
their own destiny, leading to the creation of 
indeterminate sentencing (prisoners released when 
cured, not held indefinitely)

 Parole boards and officers were created to assist in an 
offender’s return to the community after prison

 There was skepticism that prison was needed for all 
criminals, leading to the creation of probation officers, 
which would help rehabilitate and supervise offenders in 
the community



National Congress Declarations
 Creation of a juvenile court so that juveniles could be 

“rescued” from a life of crime, rather than punished.

 Finally, congress preferred education and employment
training for prisoners, rewards over punishment and 
training for prison officials

 These declarations and reforms represented a strong 
movement towards individualized rehabilitation and a 
belief that government officials needed discretion to offer 
a variety of correctional interventions based on specific 
individual needs



Progressive Era
 Age of Reform(Early 1900’s)

 State could be trusted to solve a wide range of social 
problems

 Judges and correctional officials had unfettered 
discretion in making decisions on offenders lives

 Individualized treatment 

 Belief that the possibility of treating offenders always 
existed if funding were available and the “right” 
treatment program was used



1960’s and 1970’s



Rehabilitation Attacked
 60’s and 70’s-Civil Rights Movement, Vietnam War, urban 

riots, protests, Attica, shooting at Kent State, Stanford 
Prison study, etc.

 Conservatives-chaos was a call for law and order (offenders 
were being coddled with rehabilitation, need to toughen 
sentences)

 Liberals-saw injustice, government officials could not be 
trusted (judges and correctional officers were “state agents 
of social control,” rehabilitation and the discretion it gave 
to the state resulted in the victimization of offenders)



Nothing Works
 Essay by Robert Martinson (1974) reviewing 231 studies 

from 1945-1967

 Concluded that “with few and isolated exceptions, the 
rehabilitative efforts that have been reported so far have 
had no appreciate affect on recidivism.”

 “Nothing works” became accepted as truth because it told 
everyone what they wanted to hear, rehabilitation didn’t 
work



Determinate Sentencing
 Determinate Sentencing-inability to deviate from 

sentencing guidelines (both liberals and conservatives 
supported removing discretion but for different reasons)

 Liberals wanted shorter prison sentences

 Conservatives wanted longer prison sentences

 Both agreed the criminal justice system should focus on 
punishment



1980’s and 1990’s



Perfect Storm
 Determinate sentencing intersects with get tough on crime 

laws/drug war (1980’s and 1990’s)

 Mass incarceration, longer prison sentences, 
determinate sentencing, lack of faith in rehabilitation



Crisis in Correctional Theory
 Paul Gendreau & Robert Ross

 Canadian psychologists who immediately recognized that American 
correctional policy wasn’t taking into account research on how 
humans learn, change or behave

 They worked with American criminologists to create a body of 
research showing what correctional interventions were effective

 “Nothing Works” revisited

 Meta-Analysis

 An evaluation study that quantifies all the studies that have been 
conducted on a topic

 Used to determine which correctional treatment interventions 
reduced recidivism, increased recidivism and had no effect

 Meta-Analytic Reviews vs Individual Reviews (no pendulum)



Correctional Quackery
 Ed Latessa, Frances Cullen and Paul Gendreau publish 

an article titled “Correctional Quackery” in 2002
 They define Correctional Quackery as:

 Using treatment interventions not based in existing 
knowledge of the known causes of crime or 
programs proven to change offender behavior 

 Dismissing scientific knowledge, training and 
expertise

 Embracing personal experience, “common sense,” 
tradition and superstition

 Compares to medical field’s early embrace of quackery



Correctional Quackery in Practice
 Many of our careers or manager’s careers started at the 

height of correctional quackery

 The foundation of many current probation and parole 
practices are grounded in correctional quackery

 Policies, programs and practices that have no positive effect 
on recidivism

 Ultimately harming communities, offenders and victims

 When correctional programs are implemented with no 
proven effect on reducing recidivism, taxpayers’ dollars are 
wasted and opportunities are lost to improve the lives of 
offenders and protect victims from future victimization



Good intentions



Not so good intentions
Report: Aide says Nixon's war on drugs 
targeted blacks, hippies

"The Nixon campaign in 1968, and the Nixon 
White House after that, had two enemies: the 
antiwar left and black people," former Nixon 
domestic policy chief John Ehrlichman told 
Harper's writer Dan Baum for the April cover 
story published Tuesday.
"You understand what I'm saying? We knew we 
couldn't make it illegal to be either against the 
war or black, but by getting the public to 
associate the hippies with marijuana and 
blacks with heroin. And then criminalizing both 
heavily, we could disrupt those communities," 
Ehrlichman said. "We could arrest their 
leaders. raid their homes, break up their 
meetings, and vilify them night after night on 
the evening news. Did we know we were lying 
about the drugs? Of course we did."

http://harpers.org/archive/2016/04/legalize-it-all/


Correctional Theories
 Deterrence Theory

 Scare offenders straight

 Incapacitation Theory

 Lock up predators

 Rehabilitation

 Saving the wayward



What is Deterrence?
 Deterrence is based on the idea that people try to 

avoid pain and seek pleasure.

 If deterrence theory is correct, correctional policy and 
practices should be organized to maximize the pain of 
crime and to minimize its benefits.

 Over the past 40 years the United States has invested 
billions of dollars in deterrence based correctional 
approaches (getting tough on crime and mass 
incarceration) hoping they work to reduce recidivism



Deterrence Theory in Practice
 Electronic Home Monitoring
 Curfews
 Intensive Supervision
 Violation hearings
 Drug tests
 Threats of incarceration
 Longer prison sentences
 Harsher prison conditions
 “Swift and certain” policies
 Deterrence policies makes crime more painful and 

increases the likelihood of being caught



General Deterrence vs Specific Deterrence
 Punishing Peter to deter Paul (General)

 Research shows evidence of a “general deterrent effect”

 Letting populations offend with impunity is not a good 
idea

 Punishing Peter to deter Peter (Specific)

 Research shows no evidence of a “specific deterrent effect”

 Increased pain does not result in reduced recidivism



Deterrence Theory Research
 There is no evidence that punishment-oriented 

programs work (e.g. EHM, curfews, violation 
hearings, threats of incarceration, intensive 
supervision)

 Deterrence based programs have not been shown to 
reduce recidivism rates and may actually increase 
technical violations and recidivism rates

 Short term compliance does not lead to long-term 
change



Flaws of Deterrence Theory
 Deterrence theory appears to be based on a limited 

understanding of criminal behavior

 There are an array of factors that are implicated in 
criminal participating in different stages of life, 
deterrence based approaches don’t target these factors

 Correctional interventions that ignore the causes of 
reoffending, will lead to a weak or non-existent impact 
on recidivism



Nate Marcou and Michael Jordan





Crime and Basketball
Causes of Crime Qualities of a good player

 Criminal History

 Education/Employment

 Family/Marital

 Leisure/Recreation

 Companions

 Alcohol/Drug Problems

 Pro-Criminal Attitude and 
Orientation

 Anti-Social Pattern

 Shooting

 Passing

 Rebounding

 Athletic

 Understanding of the game

 Strong work ethic

 Positive attitude

 Competitive



Incarceration
 The United States incarcerates 2.2 million people in 

prison or jails on any given day, a population total 
higher than any other country in the world.

 Mass incarceration has increased dramatically over the 
past 30 years, with incarceration rates having 
remained relatively stable from the early 1900’s 
through to the 1960’s, before increasing nearly seven-
fold from 1975 through today.







Research on Incapacitation
 Recidivism rates are higher when an offender has been to 

prison, rather than on probation

 Prison is a risk factor due to:

 A decrease in pro-social and protective factors

 An increase in anti-social factors such as criminal peers, 
with criminal thinking being routinely reinforced

 A lack of rehabilitative programming in prison

 A failure to target the risks/needs that lead to criminal 
behavior (as identified through the LSCMI)



Incapacitation
 Prison prevents crime, but by how much? 

 Many criminal positions that are vacated by the offender 
may be filled (replacement effect)

 Drug sales and crimes committed in groups have a high 
replacement effect

 Homicide and rape have a low replacement effect

 Incapacitation studies compare imprisonment to doing 
NOTHING with the offender



Rehabilitation
 Rehabilitation programs that follow the principles of 

effective intervention can reduce recidivism by 20-25% 
(possibly more) AND are cost effective

 Rehabilitative programming targets the underlying 
(known) causes of crime

 Cognitive-behavioral programming attempts to 
restructure distorted thinking and assist the person in 
learning new adaptive skills (Dosage)



Rehabilitation in Practice
 Cognitive Skills Programming

 Thinking for a Change

 Decision Points

 Moving On

 Carey Guides

 BITS

 Focus on Risk Reduction vs Condition Enforcement

 Modeling (Structured Learning Theory)

 Validated Risk Assessments



Reaffirming Rehabilitation
 There is no cure-all for recidivism, any intervention is 

likely to experience a fair amount of failure (no magic 
bullet that will wipe out the disease like the polio 
vaccine)

 Punishment-oriented programs (deterrence, control, 
character building) have been extensively evaluated 
and there is no evidence that they work, some might 
even increase recidivism
 Individual offenders may benefit but across all 

offenders, these programs are ineffective and cannot be 
sustained



Rehabilitative Model
 Offenders should not leave our supervision/system 

with the same social and psychological defects, 
antisocial values and thinking errors that they had 
when they entered our system

 By aggressively targeting the causes of crime with 
effective programming, we can reduce recidivism, save 
money, save victims and be tough on crime.

 High risk, repeat violent offenders would still likely be 
sent to prison (where they would receive 
programming) but no longer a means to an end



What is a practice model?
 An integrated set of evidence-based 

practices (EBP) and principles that an 
agency believes will result in desirable 
public safety outcomes if supported by 
the agency and followed with fidelity

 The practices an organization should 
follow to prevent more crime and 
promote social and human capital 
of people receiving services

 We are not researching the 
effectiveness of EBP, we are 
implementing what has been shown 
to work



Rejecting the Ineffective
 Avoid using deterrence based programming when 

possible and it will not be used with the 
expectation that it will reduce a client’s long-term 
risk

 Make significant attempts to work with clients in 
the community; incarceration will be used to 
address behaviors that pose a high risk to the 
community and will not be used with the 
expectation that it will reduce a client’s long-term 
risk 



Integrating What’s Effective
 Focus on delivering rehabilitative programming to 

clients designed to specifically attack their causes of 
crime as identified through a validated risk assessment 
(LS/CMI & YLS/CMI)

 Deliver cognitive-based programming through a 
variety of methods, including classes and probation 
appointments, while also referring to evidence based 
programs designed to reduce the client’s risk

 Do not actively supervise or serve low-risk clients 
when possible



Probation Officer as an Asset
 Correctional interventions are our expertise!!!

 We have regular, on-going access to our clients

 We can structure supervision around our efforts to 
directly deliver and coordinate evidence based 
programming to our clients

 No one is better educated, experienced or trained to 
deliver this type of programming to our clients



How to get to DFO 2020
 Minnesota Statewide Initiative to Reduce Recidivism 

(MNSIRR) prompted managers

 Staff led process with management support/involvement

 Teams created to target following areas:
 Development

 Implementation

 Communication

 Piloting of model

 Feedback for modifications

 Train remainder of staff for full implementation



The time is NOW!
 Builds on the MNSIRR 

work

 Research is available 

 Probation officers are 
ready

 Program managers are 
supportive

 We owe our clients services 
that work
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Phase III 
Discharge

Phase II 
Supervision

Phase I  
Introduction

The Foundation 
Empowering the 

Change Agent

DFO 2020 Community Supervision 
Practice Model



PHASE ONE
 Goal: Develop an effective 

alliance with the client and 
their family

 Role clarification, risk assessments, 
normative feedback, identify 
strengths, responsivity factors and 
collateral/familial supports

 Target medium and high risk 
clients, avoid low risk

 Phase length: 1-3 months

 Meet with client weekly-monthly 
as needed, include collateral and 
family when necessary



PHASE TWO
 Goal: Deliver evidence-based 

programming to target the 
client’s high risk/needs area with 
a priority on Cognitive Behavioral 
Interventions during individual 
appointments

 Conduct purposeful skill building 
exercises during office visits

 Carey Guides, BITs, CCP, and social 
skills help clients skill build and 
problem solve

 Refer client to evidence-based 
services/programs such as cognitive 
behavioral programs (CBI-SA, 
Decision Points, Thinking for a 
Change, etc.)



PHASE TWO cont.
 Deliver programming in a large enough

dose and over a long enough period of 
time to reduce the client’s risk

 For shorter supervision periods, deliver 
programming as effectively and 
intensely as possible to maximize the 
benefits of supervision

 Use incentives

 Custody used when the risk to the 
community is high enough that the costs 
of incarceration outweigh the benefits of 
rehabilitation

 Phase length: 3-24 months (the time 
necessary to reduce long-term risk)

 Meet with clients with enough frequency 
to effectively delivering programming 
and reduce their overall risk



PHASE THREE

 Goal: Coordinate the hand-off from supervision to post 
supervision/TRS

 Complete any outstanding court ordered conditions

 Identify client’s strengths, collateral/familial supports and 
protective factors that will enhance success upon completion 
of supervision

 Reduce/discharge when possible

 Meet with clients approximately once a month



FOUNDATION

 Goal: Support change agents as they deliver evidence-
based services to their clients

 Sustain the practice model through ongoing efforts to support 
change agents based on implementation science

 Utilization of SmartChrono, CoPs, coaching, performance 
assessment, etc.
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• Intent: Deliberate hand off from supervision to post-supervision/TRS that 
increases the odds of client success.

• Key Tasks: Identify and enhance social support/familial support/protective factors, 
plan/process what post-supervision/TRS looks like for the client.

• End State: The Client successfully transitions to Post-supervision/TRS.
• Tools: Survey, Carey Guides, etc.

• Intent: Deliver evidence based programming to target the client’s high risk/need 
areas, priority is Cognitive behavioral interventions during individual office visits.

• Key Tasks: Conduct purposeful skill building exercises during office visits.
• End State: Client has reduced risk over time, increased skills in targeted areas.
• Tools: Carey Guides, CCP skill building, BIT’s, Thinking Reports, Role Play, etc.

• Intent: Develop an effective alliance with the client and their family.
• Key Tasks: Roles clarification, Risk assessment normative feedback, identify 

strengths/incentives
• End State: Client/Agent understands roles, Client has an effective alliance w/ 

Agent, Client understands risk areas, client strengths and incentives are identified. 
• Tools: Carey Guides, OARS, Stanier’s 7 Key questions, etc.

• Intent: Support change agents as they deliver evidence based services to their clients.
• Key Tasks: Leadership, Coaching, Data Collection/Analysis,.
• End State: The DFO2020 Probationer Practice Model is sustained through ongoing efforts to 

support change agents based on implementation science. 
• Tools: SmartChrono, CoPs, Coaching, Performance Assessment, Decision Data Support 

System, NIRN Implementation Driver Assessment, etc.
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Office Visit Sequence
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• Intent: Conclude the meeting with feedback and establish next steps.
• Key Tasks: Determine next steps (i.e. homework, other); Receive and Give 

Feedback, with permission.
• End State: The Client had an opportunity to give feedback regarding this 

office visit, next steps have been agreed upon, which may include homework.
• Tools: Survey, Carey Guides, etc.

• Intent: Assist client with skill training through directed practice
• Key Tasks: Conduct purposeful skill building exercises
• End State: Client has completed the targeted skill building exercise.
• Tools: Carey Guides, CCP skill building, BIT’s, Thinking Reports, Role Play, 

etc.

• Intent: Use MI skills to engage the client in an evoking discussion that allows 
the agent and client to focus on a target area and develop a plan for skill 
building.

• Key Tasks: Engage, Focus, Evoke, Plan
• End State: Client has an effective alliance w/ Agent, Client and Agent have 

agreed upon a skill building exercise that targets a criminogenic need
• Tools: OARS, Stanier’s 7 Key questions, etc.

• Intent: Allow the client to briefly “check in”, review homework (if 
applicable), clarify client and agent roles for this meeting

• Key Tasks: Homework Review, Role Clarification
• End State: Previously assigned homework has been reviewed, agent and 

client both understand their roles for this session
• Tools: Trotter’s role clarification, etc.
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Useful tools
Self-tracking Forms

• Use as a guide

• Share findings at CoP’s for 
feedback

Community of Practice 
(CoP)

• Collective learning

• Group of agents (5 to 8)

• Occur bi-weekly, 30 min

• Peer-led process

• Facilitator and note taker

• Provide feedback, 
problem solve, and share 
information 

• Skill practice to aid in case 
management 

SmartChrono

• Data tracking



Collaboration

 Collaborate with programs 
and services

 Collaborate with client’s 
family and collateral supports 

 Inform supports of our efforts 
to reduce the client’s 
criminogenic risk areas 

 Offer ways to support the 
client during and after 
supervision



Communication
 Presentations to internal partners and community 

providers

 Law enforcement

 Treatment providers

 Social Services

 Court (Judges, County Attorneys, Public Defenders)

 Provides context so they understand the change in 
business practice

 Builds stronger relationships



Coaching
 Purpose 

 Peer-to-peer process to foster skill development and service 
delivery

 Mechanism to ensure fidelity of model delivery
 Necessary to sustain model 

 What it looks like…
 Coaches selected internally based on prior training
 Staff submit tapes to coaches for feedback
 Coaches review tapes individually and share feedback 

collectively to reach inter-rater reliability
 Selected coach shares feedback individually with coachee



Lessons learned-Success
 Builds strong effective 

alliance and relationships

 Research-based 
methodology 

 Structured utilization of 
training and tools

 Case management services 
are tailored to individual

 Reduction in incarceration 
and probation violations



Challenges of Implementation

 Client appointments take 
more time

 Caseloads need to be 
manageable 

 Shift in practice for agents

 Easy to fall back into old 
ways 

 Need for ongoing training 
and support



Questions to Ponder…
 Knowing this about prison…

 Expensive

 Does not facilitate long-term change

 Increases risk

1. Who do we send to prison moving forward? Why?

2. What do we do with clients who remain in the 
community?

3. What do you need within your department to meet 
the rehabilitative need?



Integration
 Everything evidence-based fits together (MI, CCP, Carey Guides, 

Dosage Probation, Cognitive Skills, BITs, Case Plans)

 Body of research based on Meta-Analysis (deterrence, 
incapacitation and rehabilitation )

 No Pendulum, based on what works



Questions?




