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Executive Sunmary

More than twenty years ago there was a genera
di sillusionnent about the effectiveness of offender treatnent
progranms. Various social and political events in the 1970’ s cast
doubt in the public’'s mnd about the ability of governments to
control crime and pronote justice. As a consequence, there was a
shift toward the increased use of sanctions as the neans for
crime control. However, consideration of the evidence indicates
that offender treatnent prograns can “work” and that sanctions
have a relatively small inpact on the recidivismof offenders.

In recent years there have been consi derabl e advances in our
knowl edge about the <characteristics of effective treatnent
progr ans. Two inportant principles of effective treatnment are
the Risk Principle and the Need Principle. The Risk Principle
states that the |l evel of treatnment should match the risk | evel of
t he of fender. That is, higher risk offenders require intensive
levels of treatnent services while low risk offenders require
mnimal |evels of treatnent. The Need Principle identifies two
type of offender needs: 1) crimnogenic and 2) noncrin nogenic.
Crimnogenic needs are offender risk factors that when changed
are associated with changes in recidivism Ef fective offender
treatment prograns are those that target crimnogenic needs.

The research on offender rehabilitation is translatable into
practice. The first step in effective programmng is to use wel

validated neasures of offender risk and crimnogenic needs.
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There are today, a nunber of objective risk-needs scal es that

can be wused for this purpose. These instrunents provide a
reliable nmeans for differentiating high risk offenders from | ow
risk offenders (Risk Principle) and assessing dynamc risk
factors (Need Principle). Correctional jurisdictions are
encouraged to devel op and use these instrunents.

When treatnent prograns are conpared with crimnal justice
sanctions, the findings show treatnment nore likely to reduce
recidivism Even detailed anal yses of types of sanctions (e.g.
| ength of sentence, boot canps, etc.) show no one particular
sanction as significantly effective in reducing recidivism The
evi dence is persuasive. If we are to enhance community safety,
of fender rehabilitation prograns that follow the principles of

effective treatnent are nost likely to neet with success.



O fender Rehabilitation: From Research to Practice

This paper attenpts to translate into practice what we know
from the research on effective interventions wth offenders.
During the past twenty years, significant progress has been nade
in our understanding of the factors which influence crimnal
behavi our. W now know that treatnment can be successful in
reducing crimnal behaviour and we have better know edge as to
what are the effective treatnent ingredients.

Al t hough our intellectual understanding of crimnal behaviour
has progressed significantly from only a couple of decades ago,
it is often difficult to inplenment the research findings in a way
that is easily understood and readily accepted by the field. Too
often social science progress is seen as an abstract enterprise
that has little relevance to "real life" and that recomended
solutions are too costly to inplenment. | will try to show that
much of what researchers have learned can be put into daily
practice and in a cost-effective nmanner.

There are two sections to this paper. First, a brief overview
of the research on the effectiveness of offender rehabilitation
is given and contrasted to the research on the effectiveness of
crimnal justice sanctions. Next, | take the research results and
develop some general ways of inplenenting the findings into

practi ce.



Research on Effective Ofender Rehabilitation

One of the prevailing myths in corrections is that offender
rehabilitation does not "work" and that it has never been
effective in reducing recidivism This nyth was greatly enhanced
by Lipton, Martinson and WIks’ (1975) review of the offender
rehabilitation literature and their conclusion that treatnent is
i neffective. Subsequently, many critics of offender treatnent
prograns made sel ective references from previous reviews of the
rehabilitation Iliterature (e.g., Bailey, 1966; Kirby, 1954)
charging that providing treatnment to offenders never did
denonstrate reductions in recidivism

A cl ose exam nation of the literature reviews that supposedly
di d not support the efficacy of offender treatnent indicates that
some treatnments do work (Andrews & Bonta, 1994). Beginning with
the first review article (Kirby, 1954) and continuing to Logan's
(1972) review, the mpjority of studies showed reductions in
of fender recidivism (see Table 1). However, the 1970s and the
decades following were not a fashionable time for ideas of
rehabilitation. Nevertheless, research on offender treatnent
progranms continued to show that sone treatnments reduced
recidivism and that there was a grow ng understanding of the

condi tions necessary for effective interventions.



Review n % effective
Kirby (1954) 4 75
Bailey (1966) 22 60

Lipton et al. (1975) 231 40-60

Logan (1972)* 18 50

* Logan reviewed 100 studies, but only 18 were studies of counselling/
therapy with a comparison group. Note: n = number of studies reviewed

The Key Characteristics of Effective Intervention

In 1990, Andrews, Bonta and Hoge described the conmon
characteristics of offender prograns that reduced recidivism
They listed four inportant principles.

The first principle was called the Risk Principle. An
effective treatnent program nust be able to differentiate
of fenders in their risk to re-offend and then match their risk to
| evel of service. H gher risk offenders require nore intensive
services while the lower risk offenders require very little or no
services. There is evidence to suggest that intensive |evels of
services with low risk offenders either has no effect on
recidivismor, nmay even increase recidivism Thus, reliable risk
assessment is inmportant not only for nonitoring and release

deci sions but also for the delivery of effective treatnent.



Sinmply matching | evels of service to offender risk level is
insufficient for effective progranm ng. The service nust address
t he needs of offenders. The second principle, the Need Principle,
makes the point that there are two types of offender needs:
crimnogeni ¢ and noncrim nogenic. Crimnogenic needs are the
of fender needs that when changed, are associated with changes in
recidi vism For exanple, substance abuse and enpl oynent problens
are crimnogeni c needs. They may serve as treatnent goals which,
i f successfully addressed, nmay reduce recidivism Anxiety and
sel f-esteem are exanpl es of noncri m nogeni ¢ needs. Decreasing
anxiety or increasing self-esteemis unlikely to inpact future

crimnal behavi our.

Needs of Offenders
Criminogenic Non-Criminogenic
Procriminal Attitudes Self-Esteem
Criminal Associates Anxiety
Substance Abuse Feelings of Alienation
Antisocial Personality Psychological Discomfort
Problem-Solving Skills Group Cohesion

Hostility-Anger Neighborhood Improvement
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The third principle is the Responsivity Principle. There are
certain personality and cognitive-behavioural characteristics of
the of fender that influence how responsive he/she is to types of
treatment and how that treatnent is delivered. In general
cognitive-behavioural treatnments are nore effective than other
forms of treatnent (e.g., psychodynamic, client-centred). But, a
cognitive-behavioural treatnent program in and of itself, may
not reduce offender recidivism |If the program fails to target
crimnogenic needs (Need Principle) and with the appropriate
intensity (Risk Principle), there may be little effect.

Pr of essi onal Discretion is the fourth principle. Sone
of fenders nmay present unique characteristics and situations that
are not adequately considered by the other three principles. For
exanpl e, sone sex offenders score |ow risk on nmany objective risk
instrunments but other factors known to the professional may
suggest otherwise. As an exanple, a child nolester who is in a
position of caring for children may present a special risk not
consi dered by a general offender assessnent instrunent.

Recently, Andrews has added a fifth principle, Program
Integrity. Conducting the treatnent in a structured nmanner,
according to the principles outlined and with enthusiastic and

dedi cated staff are the features of this principle.



Treatment Principles

 Risk Principle - Match treatment services to risk level

o Need Principle- Target criminogenic needs

« Responsivity Principle - Match treatment style to offender’s

learning style

o Professional Discretion

o Program Integrity

Eval uati ng the Treatnent Principles

The principles of effective treatnment were applied in a neta-
analytic literature review. In a nmeta-analysis, the results of
studies are transforned into a conmon netric which allows the
findings to be conpared in a quantitative manner. Andrews,
Zinger, et al. (1990) argued that not all treatnment prograns are
equivalent. In fact, the words "treatnent” and "rehabilitation"
are used very loosely in the field. For exanple, a boot canp nay
be called a "treatnent” just as a cognitive-behavioural anger

managenment programis called treatnment. Therefore, it was
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inmportant to separate crimnal justice sanctions from prograns
that deliver a direct service to the offender

Furthernore, not all direct service treatnent prograns are on
an equal footing. Andrews, Zinger et al. (1990) argued that
treatment prograns could be categorised into tw sets: a)
appropriate, and b) inappropriate. Appropriate prograns are those
t hat adhere to the principles of effective treatnent.
| nappropriate prograns violate one or nore principles. For
exanple, a treatnent programthat targeted the self-esteem of |ow
risk offenders with considerable intensity using psychodynam c

therapy woul d violate the first three principles.

Types of Correctional ““Treatments”

Type Description
Sanction Judicial disposition, e.g., restitution,
shock probation
Inappropriate Examples:

a) unstructured individual/group
b) scared straight

¢) nondirective vocational

d) inattention to risk/needs

Appropriate Attention to risk, needs, responsivity
Cognitive-Behavioral
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Andrews, Zinger, et al. (1990) reviewed 154 treatnents that

i ncluded a conparison group and reported post-programrecidivism
Thirty were crimnal sanctions (e.g., probation vs prison), 54
were appropriate treatnents, 38 inappropriate and the remai nder
could not be categorised. Analysis of the data showed that only
appropriate treatnments, those follow ng the principles previously
outlined, were associated with reduced recidivism On average,
recidi vism decreased by 50% Crimnal sanctions and inappropriate

treatnents actually showed small increases in recidivism

Intervention Type and Recidivism

10 T
Increase s I l Appropriate
= 0 : : !
£
= 107 Sanction Inappropriate
g 157
20 +
Decrease _ps5 |
30 -

The Andrews, Zinger, et al. (1990) finding that treatnent can

and does reduce recidivism is not an isolated finding. Losel
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(1995) sunmarised 13 neta-analytic reviews and concluded "all
nmet a- anal yses confirm a positive overall effect” (p. 102).
Ignoring the offender rehabilitation literature is no |onger

enpirically justifiable.

Crimnal Sanctions and O fender Rehabilitation

Alnost all countries have fornmalised rules for applying
sanctions to those who violate the rules. These sanctions are
intended to reflect society's abhorrence of crine and to address
notions of justice by fitting the punishnment to the crine. In
many Western nations, there is also the hope that sanctions wl|
function as deterrents and reduce future crinme by the offender.

The neta-analysis of offender "treatnents” by Andrews,
Zinger, et al. (1990) found that crimnal justice sanctions are
not very effective deterrents. Instead, sanctions were associ ated
with nore crinme! Sone nmay argue that Andrews and his coll eagues
repeated the sanme m stake nmade by Martinson and ot hers who | unped
all treatnments into one category. In this case however, al
sanctions were treated the sane. Perhaps, if crimnal sanctions
were differentiated then we would find sone sanctions to "work"
better than others in reducing recidivism

There have been two reviews of the literature on crimnal
justice sanctions and its inpact on recidivism Cullen, Wight
and Appl egate (1996) conducted a narrative literature review of
community sanctions including intensive supervision prograns,

el ectronic nonitoring and boot canps. They concl uded:
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I nt ermedi at e puni shnents are unlikely to deter
crimnal behavior nore effectively than regul ar
probation or prison placenents (p. 114)

Gendreau and Goggin (1996) conpleted a neta-analysis of the
[iterature and were led to simlar conclusions. Their findings
are summarised in Table 2. None of the sanctions investigated
were associated wth reduced recidivismof the magnitude found in
appropriate treatnent studies. A few sanctions were even
associated wth increased recidivism (fines, restitution).
Considering the reviews by Cullen et al. (1996) and Gendreau and
Goggin (1996) we have very little reason to believe that any type
of crimnal sanction would have a significant deterrent effect.
Rat her, there is a growing recognition that sanctions may reduce
recidivism but only when a treatnent conponent is added (Andrews

& Bonta, 1994; Cendreau et al., 1994; MacKenzie et al., 1995).

Sanction Studies r

Fines 5 -.07
Shock incarceration 46 -.02
Scared straight 15 -.02
Intensive probation 38 -.01
Drug testing 7 .02
Electronic monitoring 8 .02
Restitution 19 .06
Total 138 .00

(from Gendreau & Goggin, 1996)
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| mpl enenting the Results of Research

Summarising the key findings from the research on offender
rehabilitation, the follow ng can be said:

1. Direct treatnent services are nore |likely to reduce
reci divismthan crimnal sanctions.

2. Effective treatnent prograns follow the Principles of R sk
and Need.

3. Effective treatnment prograns are cognitive-behavioural in
nat ure

I npl emrenting these ideas require a nunber of steps and the
first, and often neglected step, is to nmake an organizati onal
commtnment to the value of offender rehabilitation. Many agencies
and correctional nmanagers verbalize their desire to pronote
rehabilitation but often their actions fail to support their
words. Staff are told to "help” their clients, but are not given
the tinme or resources to work with their clients. dinica
professionals are hired, but under-utilised. Treatnent prograns
exi st on paper but not in practise. At the other extrene, sone
jurisdictions in the United States <clearly do not hold
rehabilitation as a valued activity. Here, probation has becone
alnost like a quasi-police force where staff carry weapons and
probationers are sinply nonitored to nmake sure that they are

conplying with court-ordered conditions.
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We cannot hel p but underscore the inportance of this first
step. Before a probation agency can deliver high quality
treatment services, it is essential that the organization accepts
the value of rehabilitation, comunicates this value to staff,
and provides the support for delivering the services. This is not
an insurnountable step. An exanple of making the commtnent and
communi cating to staff the inportance of offender rehabilitation
can be seen in the Mssion Statenent of the Correctional Service
of Canada. One of the five Core Values described in the M ssion
statenment recognizes the offender's potential to live as a |aw
abiding citizen and to achieve this goal requires prograns which
address the of fender's needs.

Research shows that effective rehabilitation attends to the
principles of Risk and Need. The Risk Principle states that the
| evel of service nmust match the risk level of the offender. In
order to do this properly, the correctional agency nust be able
to reliably differentiate offender risk levels. It nust be able
to identify the higher risk offenders who require nore intensive
services. Although this sounds easy, few jurisdictions conduct
state-of-the-art offender risk assessnents.

Bonta (1996) described three approaches used in offender risk
assessnent. The first, which he called first generation risk
assessnent, IS essentially subj ective in nat ure. The
prof essi onal, based upon his/her training, nakes a judgenent as
to the offender's risk to re-offend. The criteria for judgenent

and the process by which it is made, is not publicly observabl e.
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Subj ective assessnents often vary from staff to staff and are
[imted only by broadly worded policy and procedural statenents.
Pr of essi onal j udgenent al nost always perfornms poorly in
prediction studies. Unfortunately, this approach to offender risk
assessnent is wdely used.

Second generation risk assessnment involves objective criteria
that have been enpirically linked to recidivism They are
generally referred to as actuarial risk scales. The typical risk
scale may have 5 to 10, nostly crimnal history itens. The second
generation risk assessnents perform better than subjective
approaches. At the very mninmum any correctional agency that has
reducing recidivism as one of its goals, nust use a second
generation risk scale. The scale would provide a reliable neans
of differentiating the higher risk offender who requires
treatnent from the lower risk offender who needs only m ninmal
| evel s of service.

The problem with second generation risk assessnents is that
because they are nostly conprised of static, crimnal history
itenms, they provide little informati on on crim nogeni c needs. The
Need Principle calls attention to crimnogeni c needs which shoul d
be targeted by treatnent servi ces. For a correctiona
organi zation to deliver effective services, it nust have a way of
assessing crimnogenic needs. The solution can be found in the
use of third generation assessnents.

Third generation assessnent instrunents provide objective,

enpirically validated assessnments of crimnogenic needs. To our
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know edge, there are only three instrunents in operation today
whi ch approxi mate the assessnment of crimnogenic needs. They are
the Wsconsin classification system (Baird, Heinz & Benus, 1979),
the Community Risk-Needs scale of the Correctional Service of
Canada (Motiuk & Porporino, 1989), and the Level of Service
Inventory - Revised (Andrews & Bonta, 1995). These scale not only
include crimnal history itenms but also neasure such offender

needs as substance abuse, enpl oynent and acconmodati ons.

Approaches to Offender
Risk Assessment

First Generation
— subjective
— poor inter-rater reliability

— predictive accuracy poor

Second Generation
= objective, empirically-linked criteria
= good inter-rater reliability
= satisfactory prediction

= mostly static & criminal history
variables

Third Generation
= all advantages of second generation
= criminogenic needs
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The third inportant finding from the research is that
cogni tive-behavi oural interventions enhance the effectiveness of
treatment programnms. Cognitive-behavioural treatnment prograns have
the follow ng characteristics:

1. The goal is to train behavioural skills.

2. The prograns are clearly structured.

3. The therapist is interpersonally warm socially skilled

but firmand consistent.

4. The therapi st nodels the appropriate behaviour.

5. The therapist provides feedback. Prosocial behaviour is

reinforced and anti soci al behaviour is discouraged.

The effectiveness of cognitive-behavioural interventions can
partly be expl ained by the Responsivity principle (Bonta, 1995).
Service providers nust attend to the personality and cognitive
characteristics of their clients in order to nmaximze the
benefits of treatnent. Since many offenders tend to be concrete
oriented in their thinking, not very verbal, and inadept wth
certain prosocial skills (e.g., work, interpersonal), traditiona
counsel ling approaches (e.g., client-centred and psychodynam c
t her api es) have been ineffective wth of f enders. These
traditional therapies require clients to be verbally skilled and
al ready have prosocial behaviours in their repertoire.

In summary, in order to reduce offender recidivism we nake
the foll owi ng recomendati ons:

1) commt to the value of offender rehabilitation and give

careful attention to the research
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2) use an objective and enpirically validated risk-needs
instrument to match risk to the | evel of service;

3) deliver cognitive-behavioural interventions that target
cri m nogeni ¢ needs

These recommendations are feasible but, they are also not
easy to realize. Despite the difficulties, efforts to design and
i npl ement prograns based on the research will |ikely produce
direct benefits to the client and the community in the form of

reduced recidivism
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