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Police Perspective

Catching
Criminals Is
One Thing;
Releasing Them
Is Another

by Burke Brownfeld

When I was an Alexandria police
officer, I spent my days navigating
rough neighborhoods and hunting
down wanted felons. I caught the
14-year-old kid who had just shot
another teenager in the head, killing
him. My partner and I tracked down
a man who sodomized his daughter.
But when I reflect back on my time
as a cop, the most gratifying parts of
the job were not the chases or high-
profile arrests.

During our regular duties, we
often had casual conversations with
the men and women whom we trans-
ported to jail. These discussions
would lead to the prisoner explain-
ing the struggles of drug addiction or
other personal reflections. I noticed
that, when we dropped off prisoners
at the jail, they often would thank
us. Finally, I stopped one man after
he thanked me and asked, “I don’t
get it. I just arrested you. What are
you thanking me for?” The man
replied, “Thank you for treating me
like a man.”

That one sentence was the most
meaningful moment in my police

See CATCHING CRIMINALS, page 14
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Responding to the Needs of
Probation and Parole: The
Development of the Effective
Practices in a Community
Supervision Model With Families

by Ryan M. Labrecque, Jennifer D. Luther, Paula Smith, and Edward J. Latessa

At the present time, the principles of
effective correctional intervention pro-
vide the dominant paradigm for offender
rehabilitation (Andrews & Bonta, 2010).
These principles are the result of the
ongoing effort to cumulate knowledge
about “what works” in reducing offender

" recidivism (Smith, 2013). To illustrate,

there are now 100 meta-analyses of the
literature, and the basic findings have
been replicated with remarkable consis-
tency (McGuire, 2013). At the core of this
paradigm are the principles of risk, need,
and responsivity (RNR), which indicate
that the greatest reductions in recidivism
are achieved when offender treatment
is cognitive-behavioral in nature (gen-
eral responsivity principle) and targets
the criminogenic needs (need principle)
of the highest-risk offenders (risk prin-
ciple) in a manner that is conducive to
the individual learning style, motivation,
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abilities, and strengths of the offender
(specific responsivity principle).

Despite the fact that stronger adher-
ence to the RNR framework has been
associated with more dramatic reductions
in recidivism (r = -0.02 for adherence to
no principles and r = 0.26 for adherence
to all three principles; Andrews & Bonta,
2010), research suggests that these prin-
ciples are not yet widely applied in com-
munity supervision settings (Bonta et al.,
2008). Rather, it has been observed that
the primary focus of many probation and
parole agencies remains on compliance
monitoring and -other law enforcement
aspects of offender supervision (Taxman,
2002). This focus is rather unfortunate,
given that it has been well documented
that sanctions (e.g., intensive supervision)
have no appreciable effects on recidivism,

See RESPONDING, next page
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and in some cases actually increase recid-
ivism (MacKenzie, 2006; Petersilia &
Turner, 1993; Sherman et al., 1997). What
is more, recent evaluations on the effec-
tiveness of community supervision have
concluded that neither probation (Bonta et
al., 2008) nor parole services (Solomon,
2006) were effective in reducing recidi-
vism as currently implemented.

In response to these findings, there has
been a growing movement to change the
way that probation and parole agencies
deliver services to offenders (Burrell,
2012). This initiative encourages commu-
nity corrections agencies to move beyond
simply monitoring offenders for compli-
ance with the conditions of supervision
and to instead focus on “what works”
in reducing recidivism (Bourgon et al.,
2012). In order to help agencies with this
transition, several formalized approaches
have been developed to teach probation
and parole officers how to structure their
face-to-face interactions with offenders
using evidence-based practices (Bonta
et al., 2011; Bourgon & Gutierrez, 2012;
Raynor et al., 2012; Robinson et al., 2012;
Smith et al., 2012; Taxman, 2008; Taxman -
et al., 2004; Taxman et al., 2006; Trotter,
1996; 2006; Trotter & Evans, 2012).

Effective Practices in Community
Supervision

One of these new approaches—
the Effective Practices in Community
Supervision ~ (EPICS)  model—was
developed by Paula Smith and Chris
Lowenkamp (2008) and has been revised
by the University of Cincinnati Correc-
tions Institute (UCCI). Currently, there
are 84 state and county juvenile and
adult community supervision agencies
in 23 states and one from Singapore
that have been trained by the Univer-
sity of Cincinnati in the EPICS model.
The purpose of the EPICS model is to
teach community supervision officers
how to restructure the content of their
face-to-face interactions with offenders
in order to better adhere to the principles
of effective correctional intervention.
Specifically, this model encourages offi-
cers to increase the intervention dosage
of treatment to the higher-risk offenders,
to focus on criminogenic needs, and to
use a cognitive-behavioral approach in
their interactions with offenders. These
new initiatives also seek to improve
officer use of core correctional practices
(CCPs), which are the skills that have
been empirically shown to increase the
therapeutic potential of an intervention
(Dowden & Andrews, 2004). Inherent in

each of these new models is the belief
that stronger adherence to the CCPs will
result in lower levels of recidivism.

The EPICS model implementation
begins with a three-day training event,
which covers:

o An introduction to the rationale and
development of the model;

» A review of the structure of the model
(i.e., check-in, review, intervention, and
homework);

o A discussion of the importance of the
officer-offender relationship (i.e., rela-
tionship skills); and

o Lessons on intervention techniques (e.g.,
cognitive restructuring, problem solving,
and structured learning) and behavioral
practices (i.e., anticriminal modeling,
effective reinforcement, effective disap-
proval, and effective use of authority).

The format of the training includes
visual presentations, demonstrations of
skills, workbook and participation exer-
cises, and several opportunities for offi-
cers to practice skills. In addition to the

- initial training, officers must also partici-
pate in five coaching sessions (one per
month). These sessions are designed to
refresh officers on the EPICS model and
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include reviews of the various interven-
tion techniques and behavioral practices.

Evaluating the Effectiveness of
EPICS

It has been well documented that the
effectiveness of any treatment program
diminishes if careful attention is not paid
to how the program is implemented in the
“real world” (Gendreau et al., 1999). In
an effort to improve fidelity to the EPICS
model, officers must audio-record some
of their interactions with the offenders
whom they supervise. The University of
Cincinnati research team then evaluates
officer performance using a standardized
rating form. Officers are then given writ-
ten feedback on their performance using
the EPICS Officer Rating Form in order
to highlight the areas in which the officer
did well and the areas in which the officer

trained officers were statistically more
likely to use CCPs than the untrained offi-
cers (Labrecque et al., 2013b). In addition,
there were two more important discover-
ies made in this study:

1. Offenders supervised by officers who
used CCPs more proficiently (i.e., high-
fidelity officers) recidivated at a lower
rate than those offenders supervised by
officers who used CCPs less proficiently
(i.e., low-fidelity officers; Latessa et al.,
2012); and

2. Although the model worked well for
all groups of offenders, it was more
effective in reducing the probability
for recidivism for high-risk versus
moderate-risk offenders (Latessa et
.al., 2012).

Investigations of other theoretically
relevant intermediate measures indi-
cate several distinct advantages of the
EPICS model over traditional proba-
tion and parole services. First, offenders

The trained officers were significantly more likely
than untrained officers to spend time during offender
interactions targeting criminogenic needs.

needs to improve. The areas for improve-
ment serve as the topic(s) for the coach-
ing sessions.

There have been several evaluations of
the EPICS model to date, each of which
has sought to examine various aspects
of its effectiveness. The original EPICS
model was first pilot tested in 2007 in a
Midwestern probation department. An
investigation of this project revealed that
EPICS-trained officers demonstrated a
more consistent use of CCPs compared
to untrained officers (Smith et al., 2012).
What is more, the trained officers were
significantly more likely than untrained
officers to spend time during offender
interactions targeting criminogenic needs
(Smith et al., 2012).

More recently, the Ohio Office of Crimi-
nal Justice Services sponsored a multi-site
outcome evaluation of the EPICS model
in four jurisdictions in Ohio (Latessa et
al., 2012). In this study, 41 probation and
parole officers submitted a total of 755
audiotape recordings of the interactions
with 272 probationers and parolees whom
they supervise (Latessa et al., 2012). Eval-
uations of these audiotapes revealed that

© 2014 Civic Research Institute. Photocopying or other reproduction without written permiss

supervised by EPICS-trained officers are
more likely to have positive (reduced)
scores of antisocial thinking at post-test
when compared to offenders supervised
by untrained officers (Labrecque et al.,
2013c). Second, offenders supervised
by high-fidelity EPICS officers are more
likely to perceive a positive offender-
officer relationship (Labrecque et al.,
2013a). Finally, officer coaching has an
incremental benefit in improving offi-
cer use of skills over time (Labrecque
& Smith, 2014). In sum, the research on
EPICS to date has been encouraging and
should be viewed as general support for
the model. However, it should also be
noted that these evaluations, in conjunc-
tion with officer feedback and the lessons
learned from implementation, have been
instrumental in the ongoing improve-
ments of the model.

Effective Practices in Community
Supervision With Families

In an attempt to produce only the
most well-informed and effective model,
staff from the University of Cincinnati
purposely encouraged the feedback and

opinions of EPICS-trained officers in
the pilot site in order to determine what
aspects of the model they felt worked well
and what aspects they felt needed improve-
ment. These conversations with officers
and supervisors revealed two issues:

1. Many of the interactions between
the officers and offenders tended to
occur in the offender’s home, and
officers expressed difficulty in con-
ducting EPICS sessions in the field, as
opposed to the office setting; and

2. Officers also expressed a concern that
progress made through EPICS was
often lost when the offender’s family
did not use a similar approach in deal-
ing with the offender.

This feedback led to the development
of the Effective Practices in Community
Supervision with Families (EPICS with
Families) model. This approach expands
on the traditional EPICS model by incor-
porating elements of family-based inter-
ventions (Dowden & Andrews, 2003;
Henggeler et al., 2009; Sexton, 2010),
relapse prevention (Dowden et al., 2003),
and contingency management (Spiegler
& Guevremont, 2010). The intent of this
new approach is to train family mem-
bers on the components of the model in
order to maximize the officer’s efforts
at encouraging positive offender change
(i.e., reduced recidivism).

In order to be trained in the EPICS
with Families model, it is a prerequisite
that officers have first been trained in
EPICS. Once deemed eligible for partici-
pation, officers must identify an offender
and his or her family to work with during
the training process. Officers are encour-
aged to select offenders and families
who are motivated to participate during
the coaching process, so that officers can
gain knowledge and skills before focus-
ing on the challenges of higher-risk par-
ticipants (Speck, 1996).

There are four phases to the EPICS
with Families implementation process.
The first phase begins with a two-day
classroom-training event, followed by
live coaching sessions. The first coach-
ing sessions involve family visits in the
home, where the coach delivers the ses-
sion and the officer observes. Supervisors
should attend all home visits, as they will
become the coaches after training is com-
plete. Each site visit begins with a dis-
cussion of the intent of the session. After

See RESPONDING, page 11
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session delivery, coaching participants
debrief the session and discuss interven-
tion content and interaction style.

During the second phase, the coach
observes the officer deliver an EPICS
with Families session, while the coach
uses a standardized coding sheet to
assess officer fidelity and skill. Imme-
diately following the session, the coach
provides the officer with feedback on his
or her performance, while the supervisor
observes all elements.

The third phase involves officer deliv-
ery of the session with the supervisor
serving as the coach and the University
of Cincinnati coach observing the entire
process. After the session, the supervisor
provides the officer with feedback on
his or her performance. After the offi-
cer’s portion is complete, the University
of Cincinnati coach provides individual
feedback to the supervisor on his or her
performance in a coaching role.

In the final phase, supervisors take on
the sole responsibility of coach. The num-
ber of sessions involved in each phase
depends largely on the ability of the offi-
cer and the supervisor to show proficiency
in delivering the EPICS with Families
skills. Finally, quarterly follow-up booster
sessions provide additional support that
officers and supervisors will continue to
adhere to the model over time.

Feedback From the Pilot

In 2011, the University of Cincinnati
piloted the EPICS with Families model
in a regional juvenile parole agency in
the state of Ohio. During the pilot, six
parole officers were trained to deliver
the intervention. In addition, a supervi-
sor was trained to continue the coach-
ing process after one-on-one trainings
were completed. The feedback obtained
from officers, supervisor, offenders, and
family members involved in this initial
study was positive. Family member sat-
isfaction surveys revealed changes in the
view of the role of the probation officer
from someone who was trying to catch
the offender doing something wrong,
to someone who was there to help the
offender and his or her family. Officers
and supervisors also noted that EPICS
with Families gave offenders and their
family members the knowledge and
power to work out and solve their own
problems.

Based on the success of the pilot proj-
ect, the EPICS with Families model has
subsequently been implemented in all
five of the Ohio Department of Youth
Service (ODYS) parole regions, as well
as in three additional Ohio county juve-
nile probation departments. It should be
noted that although the EPICS with Fam-
ilies model has so far only been adopted
by agencies supervising juvenile offend-
ers, it is designed for use with both juve-
nile and adult offenders.

The University of Cincinnati is cur-
rently involved in a large-scale formal
outcome evaluation of the model in these
jurisdictions. While the data for this inves-
tigation is collected, however, there are
several reasons to expect that the results
of this study will indicate that the model
is effective in reducing recidivism. First,
the evaluations of EPICS, as well as other
similar RNR models of supervision—
which come from several jurisdictions
in the United States, Canada, the United

forms, and booster sessions). This focus
on competent delivery of proven strate-
gies increases the chances that the model
will be successful in reducing recidivism.
Third, one of the key distinctions
between the EPICS with Families model
and its predecessors is that the model
seeks to train the offender’s family mem-
bers (e.g., parents and significant others)
as support therapists. Research shows that
relapse prevention programs that trained
significant others and family members in
cognitive-behavioral approaches were
three times as effective as programs that
did not (Dowden et al., 2003). Again, this
is another clear advantage of the EPICS
with Families model over the other RNR
approaches to community supervision.
Fourth, an extensive body of research
supports the efficacy of contingency
management in changing antisocial
behavior (Gendreau et al., 2014), espe-
cially when the number of reinforcers
outweighs the punishers at a ratio of

Officers and supervisors also noted that EPICS
with Families gave offenders and their family
members the knowledge and power to work out
and solve their own problems.

Kingdom, and Australia—indicate a
wide range of positive outcomes, includ-
ing the reduction of recidivism. (For a
recent review of the empirical literature
of these models, see Trotter, 2012.) It
is, therefore, reasonable to expect that
EPICS with Families will have at least
the- same level of influence on recidi-
vism as the other RNR models, and
given the additional components therein,
it may even lead to a greater impact on
recidivism.

Second, there is meta-analytic sup-
port that suggests that other cognitive-
behavioral family interventions (e.g.,
Multisystemic Therapy, Functional Fam-
ily Therapy) are effective in reducing
recidivism (Curtis et al., 2004), especially
when “competent” therapists deliver the
interventions (Washington State Institute
for Public Policy, 2004). To this point,
in order to ensure officer fidelity to the
model, EPICS with Families uses a wide
range of quality assurance mechanisms
(i.e., observations, standardized rating

four to one (Gendreau, 1996). By work-
ing collaboratively with family members
and offenders toward agreed-on goals,
EPICS with Families increases the likeli-
hood that families will use a contingency
management plan more consistently at
home, which should result in more posi-
tive, long-term results.

Conclusion

In the last decade, there has been a
growing movement to incorporate the
“what works” literature into the commu-
nity supervision settings, and the evalu-
ations of these new approaches to date
have been encouraging. One of these new
models of supervision, EPICS, has dis-
played a wide range of positive outcomes
(Labrecque et al., 2013a; 2013b; 2013c;
Labrecque & Smith, 2014; Latessa et al.,
2012; Smith et al., 2012). However, in an
effort to respond to the needs of proba-
tion and parole agencies, the EPICS pilot

See RESPONDING, next page
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project (Smith et al., 2012) revealed two
issues: (1) officers expressed difficulty in
" using the EPICS skills in the field, and
(2) there was a missed opportunity of
not formally involving family members
in the offender’s treatment plan. These
insights—coupled with information drawn
from several diverse literature bases (i.e.,
family-based interventions, relapse pre-
vention, and contingency management)—
led to the development of the EPICS with
Families model. In this way, EPICS with
Families is not only built on a founda-
tion of evidence-based practice but is
informed by firsthand practical experience
in the field. Taken together, the research
on RNR models of supervision (Trotter,

transformation from case manager to change agent.
Federal Probation, 76(2), 27-35.

Burrell, W.D. (2012). Community corrections man-
agement: Issues and strategies. Kingston, NJ: Civic
Research Institute.

Curtis, N.M., Ronan, K.R., & Borduin, C.M. (2004).
Multisystemic treatment: A meta-analytic analysis
of outcome studies. Journal of Family Psychology,
18(3), 411-419.

Dowden, C., & Andrews, D.A. (2003). Does family
intervention work for delinquents? Results from a
meta-analysis. Canadian Journal of Criminology
and Criminal Justice, 45(3), 327-342.

Dowden, C., & Andrews, D.A. (2004). The impor-
tance of staff practice in delivering correctional
treatment: A meta-analytic review. International
Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative
Criminology, 48(2), 203-214.

Dowden, C., Antonowicz, D., & Andrews, D.A.
(2003). The effectiveness of relapse prevention with
offenders: Ameta-analysis. International Journal of

Relapse prevention programs that trained
significant others and family members in
cognitive-behavioral approaches were three times
as effective as programs that did not.

2012), family-based interventions (Curtis
et al., 2004; Washington State Institute for
Public Policy, 2004), relapse prevention
(Dowden et al., 2003), and contingency
management (Gendreau et al., 2014) sug-
gest that the EPICS with Families model
will be effective in reducing recidivism.
The true test of the effectiveness of this
model, however, will be in the forthcom-
ing empirical evaluation.

References

Andrews, D.A., & Bonta, J. (2010). The psychol-
o0gy of criminal conduct. 5th ed. Newark, NI:
LexisNexis.

Bonta, J., Bourgon, G., Rugge, T., Scott, T., Yessine,
AX., Gutierrez, L., & Li, J. (2011). An experimen-
tal demonstration of training probation officers in
evidence-based community supervision. Criminal
Justice and Behavior, 38(11), 1127-1148.

Bonta, J., Rugge, T., Scott, T., Bourgon, G., &
Yessine, A.K. (2008). Exploring the black box
of community supervision. Journal of Offender
Rehabilitation, 47(3), 248-270.

Bourgon, G., & Gutierrez, L. (2012). The general
responsivity principle in community supervision:
The importance of probation officers using cogni-
tive intervention techniques and its influence on
recidivism. Journal of Crime and Justice, 35(2),
149-166.

Bourgon, G., Gutierrez, L., & Ashton, J. (2012). The
evolution of community supervision practice: The

Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology,
47(5), 516-528.

Gendreau, P. (1996). The principles of effective
intervention with offenders. In A.T. Harland (Ed.),
Choosing correctional options that work: Defining
the demand and evaluating the supply (pp. 117-130).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Gendreau, P., Goggin, C., & Smith, P. (1999). The
forgotten issue in effective correctional treatment:
Program implementation. International Journal of
Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology,
43(2), 180-187.

Gendreau, P., Listwan, S.J., Kuhns, J.B., & Exum,
L. (2014). Making prisoners accountable: The
potential of contingency management programs.
Manuscript submitted for publication.

Henggeler, S.W., Schoenwald, S.K., Borduin, C.M.,
Rowland, M.D., & Cunningham, P.B. (2009). Muiti-
Ssystemic treatment of antisocial behavior in children
and adolescents. 2nd ed. New York: Guilford.

Labrecque, R.M., Schweitzer, M., & Smith, P.
(2013a). Exploring the perceptions of the offender-
officer relationship in a community supervision
setting. Journal of International Criminal Justice
Research, 1. Retrieved from: www.aabri.com/
manuscripts/121424.pdf.

Labrecque, R.M., Schweitzer, M., & Smith, P.
(2013b). Probation and parole officer adherence
to the core correctional practices: An evaluation
of 755 offender-officer interactions. Advancing
Practices, 3, 20-23.

Labrecque, R.M., Smith, P., Schweitzer, M., &
Thompson, C. (2013c). Targeting antisocial attitudes
in community supervision using the EPICS model:
An examination of change scores on the Criminal

Sentiment Scale. Federal Probation, 77(3). Avail-
able at: www.uscourts.gov/uscourts/FederalCourts/
PPS/Fedprob/2013-12/index.html.

Labrecque, R.M., & Smith, P. (2014). Does coach-
ing matter? An 18-month evaluation of a com-
munity supervision model. Manuscript submitted
for publication.

Latessa, E.J., Smith, P., Schweitzer, M., & Labrecque,
R.M. (2012). Evaluation of the effective practices
in community supervision model (EPICS) in Ohio.
Cincinnati, OH: University of Cincinnati.
MacKenzie, D.L. (2006). What works in corrections:
Reducing the criminal activities of offenders and delin-
quents. New York: Cambridge University Press.

McGuire, J. (2013). “What works’ to reduce re-
offending: 18 years on. In L.A. Craig, L. Dixon,
& T.A. Gannon (Eds.), What works in offender
rehabilitation: An evidence-based approach to
assessment and treatment (pp. 20-49). Chichester,
West Sussex, UK: Wiley-Blackwell.

Petersilia, J., & Tumner, S. (1993). Intensive pro-
bation and parole. In M. Tonry (Ed.), Crime and
Jjustice: A review of research (Vol. 17, pp. 281-335).
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Raynor, P., Ugwudike, P., & Vanstone, M. (2012).
Skills and strategies in probation supervision: The
Jersey study. In E. McNeil, P. Raynor, & C. Trotter
(Eds.), Offender supervision: New directions in
theory, research, and practice (pp. 113-129). New
York: Willan.

Robinson, C.R., Lowenkamp, C.T., Holsinger,
A.M., VanBenschoten, S.W., Alexander, M., &
Oleson, J.C. (2012). A random study of Staff Train-
ing Aimed at Reducing Rearrest (STARR): Using
core correctional practices in probation interactions.
Journal of Crime and Justice, 35(2), 167-188.

Sexton, T.L. (2010). Functional family therapy in
clinical practice: An evidence-based treatment model
for as-risk adolescents. New York: Routledge.

Sherman, L.W., Gottfredson, D., MacKenzie, D.L.,
Eck,J., Reuter, P., & Bushway, S. (1997). Preventing
crime: Whatworks, what doesn’t, what’s promising.
‘Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.

Smith, P. (2013). The psychology of criminal con-
duct. In ET. Cullen & P. Wilcox (Eds.), The Oxford
handbook of criminological theory (pp. 69-88). New
York: Oxford University Press.

Smith, P., & Lowenkamp, C.T. (2008). Effective
practices in community supervision. Unpublished
training manual. Cincinnati, OH: University of
Cincinnati.

Smith, P., Schweitzer, M., Labrecque, RM., &
Latessa, E.J. (2012). Improving probation officers’
supervision skills: An evaluation of the EPICS
model. Journal of Crime and Justice, 35(2),
189-199.

Solomon, A.L. (2006, Spring). Does parole supervi-
sion work? Research findings and policy opportuni-
ties. Perspectives, 26-37.

Speck, M. (1996). Best practice in professional
development for sustained educational change. ERS
Spectrum, 14(2), 33-41.

Spiegler, M.D., & Guevremont, D.C. (2010).
Contemporary behavior therapy. 5th ed. Belmont,
CA: Wadsworth.

See RESPONDING, next page

© 2014 Civic Research Institute. Photocopying or other reproduction without written permission is expressly prohibited and is a violation of copyright.



May/June 2014

Offender Programs Report

Page 13

RESPONDING, from page 12

Taxman, ES. (2002). Supervision: Exploring the
dimensions of effectiveness. Federal Probation,
66(2), 14-27.

Taxman, E.S. (2008). No illusions: Offender and
organizational change in Maryland’s proactive
community supervision model. Criminology and
Public Policy, 7(2), 275-302.

Taxman, F.S., Shepardson, E., & Byrne, J. (2004).
Tools of the trade: A guide to incorporating science
into practice. Washington, DC and Towson, MD:
National Institute of Corrections and the Maryland
Division of Probation and Parole.

Taxman, E.S., Yancey, C., & Bilanin, J. (2006). Pro-
active community supervisionin Maryland: Chang-

ing offender outcomes. College Park: University of
Maryland, Bureau of Government Research.

Trotter, C. (1996). The impact of different supervi-
sion practices in community corrections: Cause for
optimism. Australian and New Zealand Journal of
Criminology, 29(1), 1-18.

Trotter, C. (2006). Working with involuntary cli-
ents: A guide to practice. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Trotter, C. (2012). Reducing recidivism through

“probation supervision: What we know and don’t

know from four decades. of research. Federal
Probation, 77(2). Available at: ww.uscourts.gov/

. uscourts/FederalCourts/PPS/Fedprob/2013-09/

reducing-recidivism.html.

Trotter, C., & Evans, P. (2012). An analyéis of
supervision skills in youth probation. Australian

and New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 45(2),
255-273.

Washington State Institute for Public Policy
(2004). Outcome evaluation of Washington state’s
research-based programs for juvenile offenders.
Olympia, WA: Washington State Institute for
Public Policy.

Ryan M. Labrecque, Jennifer Luther, Paula
Smith, and Edward J. Latessa are based in the
School of Criminal Justice at the University of
Cincinnati. Correspondence concerning this
article should be addressed to Ryan Labrecque,
School of Criminal Justice, University of Cincin-
nati, PO. Box 210389, Cincinnati, OH 45221-
0389. E-mail: ryan.labrecque@uc.edu. =]

BOUNDARY, from page 5

» Require public investment for sustaining
intersystem collaborations that achieve
realistic reentry and public safety out-
comes;

Reframe community corrections officer
roles to enable them to guide offenders
with necessary control, support, and
treatment;

Review the unintended consequences
of legislation in affecting outcomes for
offenders in community corrections;

Develop clear community correc-
tions mission statements and practice
goals;

Develop a reliable network of evidence-
based practice providers, reduce admin-
istrative tasks, enhance information
sharing, and implement participatory
management,

Evaluate measures that emphasize the
prosocial completion of supervision,
which can lead to reducing recidivism,
revocations, and prison readmissions;

Manage offender risks through evidence-
based practices;

Increase community corrections officers’
professional liability;

Reduce caseloads to allow boundary-
spanning activities;

o Empower community corrections, as a
human rights issue, to build and sustain
social capital in its work with commu-
nity stakeholders;

Focus on problem-solving approaches
that develop healthy communities;

o Implement a continuum of care that covers
offenders’ entire process of change; and

professional relationships to expe-
dite services, and direct offenders to
people and places where they are most
likely to be successful and least likely
to be rejected because of their criminal
record. In order to connect the right
offender to the appropriate services,
community corrections officers need
to know the offender’s life circum-

Getting to know offenders and managing their
risks and needs is nearly impossible when a
caseload size dictates short, superficial meetings
Jocused on case management.

Explore justice reinvestment potential for
reentry efforts in communities with high
rates of concentrated incarceration.

The importance of these recommenda-
tions lies within the context of the pro-
fessional lives of community corrections
officers. Lutze finds that community cor-
rections officers, as boundary spanners:

are able to provide services or con-
nect offenders with a ready list of
treatment providers, employers, and
community resource centers. They
oftentimes share contacts, use existing

stances and what challenges need to
be resolved to gain compliance and
successful reintegration.

Still, Lutze concludes that community
corrections officers “often feel over-
whelmed by the size of their caseloads
and the demands placed on them to jus-
tify their decisions and activities. Getting
to know offenders and managing their
risks and needs is nearly impossible when
a caseload size dictates short, superficial
meetings focused on case management
instead of criminogenic needs and other
issues related to solving life issues.” H
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