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· “This book is not about ideology, it is about effectiveness…”
· “Solutions are out there, and we’ll find them a lot faster if we keep our politics and personal preferences in check and let science lead the way.”

The foregoing points are emphasized in the press release announcing Farabee’s book.

In fact, Farabee goes to great lengths to convince the reader that he is not an ideologue in pursuit of a criminal justice agenda – a criticism he forcefully levies at the “what works” researchers. Notwithstanding Farabee’s protestations in this regard, the book is indeed about both – ideology and effectiveness that is. 
This book is excellent in many ways. Farabee’s discussion of the current state of practice in community corrections is one of the best that I have ever encountered. As well, his analysis of the quality of correctional programming and the staff who administer them is more accurate than most insiders would care to admit. In the end, however, there is no doubt in my mind that it is politics and ideology – not a pursuit of science and evidence – that are driving his call to abandon offender rehabilitation in favor of deterrence-based policies and practices. 
Farabee forcefully argues that science should “lead the way” when it comes to how community corrections should practice its trade. Thus, he should be very pleased by the fact that professional associations like the American Probation and Parole Association, the International Association of Community Corrections, and the American Correctional Association have been “dogging” this very point for the past two decades! Indeed, the mantra for the profession has become the call for “evidence-based practices.” The problem, indeed the frustration, for both Farabee and leaders in the profession has been that the understanding of what constitutes an “evidence-based practice” has been and remains at a very elementary level. Farabee adds that researchers, working under the banner of “what works” have “jumped the gun” so to speak by calling for programs that target offender rehabilitation as the preferred strategy for recidivism reduction. 

Farabee reminds us of the waste of resources on programs that do not comport with the current state of knowledge regarding offender rehabilitation, and that are on their face on doomed to fail by dint of woefully unqualified staff, high clinician turnover, poorly articulated intervention protocols, and a reliance on peer-based interventions that are more often than not akin to unhealthy folks trying to help other unhealthy folks. Any honest practitioner knows that Farabee, albeit sadly, is too often right on point. Yes, there are notable exceptions to Farabee’s incisive criticism, and it is sometimes unfair to paint with such a broad brush. But, after over 30 years in this business, and having spent considerable time with community corrections professionals both nationally and internationally, I cannot dispute the validity of Farabee’s criticism.
Farabee’s sobering and disquieting remarks about the quality of programs should cause us to thoughtfully, and with a commitment to rigorous honesty, consider the following:

· To what extent do politicians, judges, corrections leaders, and practitioners understand the importance of science, the scientific method, results-driven management practices, and  community corrections’ relationship to public safety and justice for all?

· Are those responsible for implementing and administering correctional policies and practices committed to the professional values necessary to undertake an evidence-based approach to community corrections?

· Are the programs and services offered to offenders of a high enough quality that corrections policymakers and practitioners would make use of them for their loved ones? Or, are the programs – programs in name only as Farabee contends that they are?

As Farabee suggests, the main problem facing “what works” proponents is the fact that they are attempting to discover and apply principles through science in an environment that is antithetical to science! The major problem that I have with Farabee’s strategies and policies for the future is that rather than urge an aggressive approach to making corrections function more like a science (I would say a business), he surrenders to an abandonment of the pursuit of knowledge and organizational change, and instead supports the pursuit of a deterrence-based approach that has little, if any, empirical support behind it. Most troubling with regard to Farabee’s vision for the future is that it flies in the face of the experiential knowledge of practitioners who have “worked the streets” in a variety of community corrections settings. 
I would not have quarreled with Farabee on the adoption of deterrence-based approaches to offender management if the desired result to be achieved is punishment for justice purposes. However, punishment as a strategy for reforming behavior, especially in correctional environments, is bankrupt. Farabee does not disagree for a variety of reasons. He does see the possibility of effective administration of punishment if only certain organizational changes were made within correctional settings.
On the matter of punishment for the purpose of deterrence, he points out that most parolees self-report that they are unencumbered by a parole supervision experience. In other words, they can do pretty much whatever they want to do without fear of detection and punishment. The statistics that Farabee reports to support his point comprise, in my view, a scathing indictment of what often passes for community supervision of offenders. And, I feel compelled, but disheartened, to say that my experiential reality is generally consistent with Farabee’s assessment.
To correct for the current, and rather obvious, deficiencies in the quality of community supervision of offenders, and to make behavioral change more likely, Farabee calls for dramatically reducing parolee caseload sizes to 1:15. In this way, he argues, it will be possible to closely monitor offenders and to hold them accountable for their behavior. This translates, for Farabee, into significantly more efficiency than is currently the case in responding to non-compliance with an offender’s release contingencies. In keeping with the spirit of “Classical Criminology,” offenders will change their behavior because the certainty of punishment is increased.
The appeal of classical criminology likely rests with its simple and seemingly commonsensical approach to understanding behavior. In brief, people make rational choices, and rational people would not choose courses of action that lead to less pleasurable experiences. In response, I say – if it were only so! Having supervised literally thousands of offenders in my life, I never ceased to be amazed at the irrationality that I was faced with on a daily basis. I offer this thought because it captures the essence of what I am trying to convey in the limited space afforded by a book review. Space permitting, numerous pieces of scientific evidence could be offered that underscore this crucial point. Finally, if the currency of the tenets of classical criminology were at the level of a “gold standard,” I am certain that modern (and not so modern) societies would have devoted the resources required in order to assure normative behavior in prisons, communities, schools, families, etc.
The call for caseload sizes of 1:15 is actually something that appeals to me. Just think of how much more meaningful interaction would be possible in the context of such a reduced workload (e.g. more and better referrals for services, the opportunity to counsel and assist the offender and maybe even those in the offender’s relevant and immediate social milieu, involvement of the correctional working in the delivery of services and/or treatment, etc.). Conversely, reflect about how much meaningful interaction is missed under current workload standards. Surely, this is nothing new even to neophyte practitioners. The questions that are begged, however, are: a) How is it that caseload size is so variable?; and b) Why hasn’t the matter of optimal caseload size ever been settled? For the answers to these questions, we should look to Farabee’s excellent analysis of who is minding and working in the community corrections store. We should not precipitously conclude that these difficult questions cannot be answered by resourceful, competent, value-driven practitioners who desire to do something more than mindlessly monitor the every movement of offenders under supervision.

Farabee is right on target when he argues that a major paradigm shift is needed within the corrections field. I very much agree with his assessment that such major paradigm shifts are usually precipitated by “…poignantly disappointing evidence.” Furthermore, Farabee insists that paradigm shifts require the acknowledgement of a problem in the profession. 
Indeed, much of research the evidence has been somewhat disappointing, and to be sure many practitioners acknowledge problems within the profession. And, as most of us know meaningful solutions are elusive when problems are incorrectly defined. Up to the point of his solution for corrections’ problems associated with managing offenders in community settings, I fully support the material presented in this book. Farabee has incorrectly defined the problem, and is therefore led to an incorrect solution. And, it is in his definition of the problem as one speaking to the impossibility of offender rehabilitation that his allegiance to ideology over science is most pronounced. 
I am concerned that the quest for value neutrality in the conduct of social science research is much more of an ideal than it can ever be a reality. In my view, this is fair because it would be unfair to expect researchers to absent themselves from who they are as a result of their many, varied, and cumulative life experiences – such are the realities of social existence. There is a justification for offender rehabilitation in the administration of criminal justice. This justification derives from functional public safety interests as well as socially responsible humanitarian interests. There is also a justification for punishment-based practices in the administration of criminal justice. This justification derives from the legitimate retributive, not deterrence, concerns of individuals and groups victimized by criminals. I believe that it is possible to craft a corrections system within which legitimate offender rehabilitation and also offender punishment can coexist. The former would primarily respond to the publicly desired result of public safety, and the latter to justice for the victimized. In any case, and to the maximum extent possible, science – not ideology – should govern the policies and practices.
I suppose the most poignant question that comes to my mind after reading Farabee’s book is one borrowed from Dickens’ A Christmas Carol. The climax of Dickens’ tale comes when Scrooge, shaken by scenes of the future pleads to the spirits: “…answer me one question. Are these the things that will be, or are they shadows of things that may be, only?”  Farabee, unlike Dickens’ ghost of Christmas future, provides an affirmative answer. The answer is that we should “throw in the offender rehabilitation towel,” stop searching for ways to rehabilitate offenders in correctional settings (since it simply cannot be accomplished), and  instead intensely monitor and punish offenders in order to induce their prosocial behavior. To this I want to say: Are you serious? Apparently, and unfortunately, Farabee is. 
