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Abstract 
 
In order for probation and parole authorities to reduce recidivism among their supervisees, they 

must target the known causes of crime: opportunity and propensity.  Unfortunately, the 

overwhelming majority of community supervision agencies fail to reduce offenders’ inclinations 

to commit crime, and even more so, ignore the role of the offender’s environment in providing 

chances to commit crime.  This chapter discusses ways of combatting these shortcomings 

through “environmental corrections,” a framework that applies the tenets of environmental 

criminological theories to probation and parole supervision.  We identify two routes through 

which offender supervisors can reduce recidivism, organized around the role of place.  First, 

probation and parole agencies can knife off the crime opportunities of their supervisees, 

developing case plan stipulations that reorganize offenders’ routine activities so that 

criminogenic settings are avoided and replaced with prosocial influences.  Second, probation and 

parole agents can provide cognitive skills training to their supervisees to get them thinking about 

places differently, such that remaining crime opportunities are avoided and resisted.   
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The Role of Place in Probation and Parole  
 
 A primary goal of corrections agencies is to reduce recidivism, which in turn improves 

offenders’ lives and protects public safety.  Most contemporary debate regarding correctional 

interventions has focused on the relative merits of rehabilitation as opposed to deterrence 

strategies.  Research now is persuasive in showing the limited ability of punishment to 

specifically deter reoffending (Cullen, Jonson, and Nagin 2011; Cullen, Pratt, Micelli, and Moon 

2002).  By contrast, research reveals that corrections programs that adhere to the principles of 

effective treatment can be successful in diminishing recidivism (Andrews and Bonta 2010).  

Even here, however, interventions with offenders are limited by a near-exclusive focus on curing 

offenders of the propensity to offend—that is, of why they are motivated to break the law 

(Cullen, Eck, and Lowenkamp 2002; Schaefer 2013).  

 Yet, as studies in environmental criminology have shown, crime is caused not only by 

criminogenic propensity but also by access to place-based criminogenic opportunity (Clarke 

2012).  A large body of literature demonstrates that crime is reduced when opportunities for 

offending are minimized.  Exercises in problem-oriented policing, for example, have amassed 

evidence that agencies can prevent offending when crime problems are well-understood and 

when interventions are developed that target the specific causes of these problems (Scott, Eck, 

Knuttson, and Goldstein 2008; Weisburd and Braga 2006).  Since crime problems aggregate in 

certain places, crime reduction strategies must diagnose the facilitators of offending that are 

housed there.  Accordingly, in order to prevent crime in these places, agencies must diagnose the 

crime-conducive features that are present in crime-prone places, developing interventions that 

eliminate or control these conditions.  A growing number of case studies show that policing 
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organizations in particular have grown quite adept at accomplishing these tasks (Clarke 1992, 

1997; Clarke and Eck 2005).  

 Given these successes in crime prevention, it is a curious state of affairs that other 

agencies concerned with reducing offending have not mimicked this problem-oriented approach.  

Probation and parole authorities in particular have much to learn and gain from their policing 

counterparts.  Community corrections officers, just like police officers, are interested in 

preventing crime, so it is logical for offender supervisors to consider an application of these 

problem-oriented strategies to probation and parole practices.  In this chapter, we discuss what 

such an orientation might entail.  Specifically, building on initial work on “environmental 

corrections,” here we explore the insights of environmental criminology for limiting reoffending 

among correctional populations under supervision in the community (Cullen, Eck, and 

Lowenkamp 2002; Schaefer 2013; Schaefer, Cullen, and Eck 2016).  In particular, we examine 

how these theories can guide offender community supervision strategies, with the goal of knifing 

off offender access to places that create the opportunity for crime and exacerbate criminal 

propensities.  We also explore how probation and parole agents can teach offenders how to avoid 

and resist the enticements that are found in crime-inducing places.  More generally, we argue 

that environmental criminology, with its focus on crime places, has the potential to contribute to 

corrective practice that is replacing “brute force” with smarter, more cost-effective approaches to 

pulling offenders out of a life of crime (see also Kleiman 2009). 

 
Why Probation and Parole Fail  

 
 In order to reduce crime, we have to target the known causes of crime.  Thus, in order to 

reduce recidivism, probation and parole authorities must alter the things that lead their 

supervisees to reoffend.  A central insight of environmental criminology is that criminal acts 
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occur when an individual with the propensity to commit crime (a so-called motivated offender) 

encounters crime opportunities.  Each of these components – a chance to commit crime and an 

offender willing to take advantage of such – is necessary for a crime to take place.  Accordingly, 

smart probation and parole practices should thus focus on how to reduce both criminogenic 

propensities and access to criminogenic opportunities.  On the positive side, important scientific 

advances have occurred that can guide such practice.  Unfortunately, community supervision 

generally fails because these best practices in reducing propensity and opportunity are currently 

largely ignored.   

 In the first instance, probation and parole are often ineffective because they do not reduce 

propensity; specifically, they fail to adhere to the principles of effective correctional intervention 

(Andrews and Bonta 2010; Andrews, Zinger, Hoge, Bonta, Gendreau, and Cullen 1990; 

Gendreau, Cullen, and Bonta 1994; Gendreau, Little, and Goggin 1996).  These principles 

indicate that when the dosage of intervention is commensurate with the offender’s level of risk, 

when the intervention addresses the offender’s criminogenic needs, and when the intervention is 

delivered in a way that the offender will be responsive to, recidivism is reduced (Andrews 1995; 

Cullen and Gendreau 2000; Cullen and Jonson 2011; Gendreau 1996).  In spite of these best 

practices, a number of probation and parole agencies continue to emphasize deterrence and 

behavioral control, which are demonstrably unsuccessful in preventing reoffending (Cullen, 

Pratt, Miceli, et al. 2002; Cullen, Wright, and Applegate 1996; Gendreau et al. 1994; Petersilia 

and Turner 1993).  Although we know how probation and parole authorities can reduce the 

propensity of offenders under community supervision (Gendreau, Goggin, Cullen, and Andrews 

2000; Lowenkamp, Pealer, Smith, and Latessa 2006), unfortunately, the overwhelming majority 

of probation and parole programs fail to embody these principles (Bonta, Rugge, Scott, Bourgon, 
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and Yessine 2008; Cullen and Jonson 2011; Listwan, Cullen, and Latessa 2006; Lowenkamp, 

Latessa, and Smith 2006).  The regrettable reality is that community corrections interventions are 

routinely ignoring the evidence of how to diminish offender propensity (Matthews, Jones 

Hubbard, and Latessa 2001).   

 In the second instance, probation and parole often fail because they do not reduce 

opportunity; specifically, they ignore the fact that even the most highly motivated offender 

cannot commit a crime without the chance to do so (Clarke 2010).  One way probation and 

parole agents can reduce crime is to reduce offenders’ access to chances to commit crime.  If a 

crime occurs when a motivated offender converges in space and time with a suitable victim in 

the absence of a capable guardian (Clarke 2012; Cohen and Felson 1979), then probation and 

parole agencies should be able to prevent recidivism by eliminating offenders’ access to 

attractive targets and enhancing guardianship (Clarke 2008; Clarke and Eck 2005; Cozens 2008).  

On the surface, it may seem as though probation and parole officers already engage in 

comparable practices; after all, offenders are subject to heightened surveillance and their 

freedoms are restricted.  Thus, the idea of opportunity reduction as a crime fighting tool is 

loosely implicit in existing supervision practices (Miller 2012).  Yet this generic application of 

environmental criminology to probation and parole falls prey to three specific problems.  

 First, the notion of opportunity reduction is too vaguely applied, violating the “need 

principle” of effective correctional intervention.  Quality crime reduction interventions are 

tailored to highly specific crime problems; the precise environmental crime inducement must be 

accurately identified if it is to be eliminated (Clarke and Eck 2005; Laycock 2005).  However, 

probation and parole supervision case plans generally include nonspecific stipulations that are 

commonly thought to somehow indirectly reduce exposure to crime-conducive situations (such 
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as instituting a curfew or not associating with other offenders).  While these considerations may 

be pertinent toward the prevention of some offenders’ relapse, blanket supervision conditions 

that are not based on the actual crime opportunities of each individual offender are misguided 

and will not work (Latessa, Cullen, and Gendreau 2002; Latessa and Holsinger 1998).  To be 

effective, probation and parole agents must alter their clients’ routine activities so that real crime 

opportunities are avoided altogether (Cullen, Eck, and Lowenkamp 2002; Taxman, Yancey, and 

Bilanin 2006).   

 Second, offenders often receive the same dosage of intervention irrespective of their 

probability of reoffending, which breaches the “risk principle” of effective supervision 

(Lowenkamp, Latessa, and Holsinger 2006).  Crime prevention strategies demonstrate that the 

developed solution must be commensurate to the crime problem (Laycock 2005).  Moreover, the 

exact nature of the problem must be detailed through careful observation, measurement, and 

analysis.  Reducing the crime opportunities present in a specific area requires that the dynamics 

of that area be understood.  Unfortunately, probation and parole agencies often fail to assess the 

real risks of relapse for each offender, and do not tailor the intensity of the intervention to those 

risks (Latessa and Lowenkamp 2006; Lowenkamp and Latessa 2004, 2005).   

 Third, offenders are not taught to avoid high-crime environments and resist available 

crime opportunities, thereby infringing the “responsivity principle” of effective intervention.  

Because offenders cannot be prevented from accessing all environments where chances to 

commit crime are available, behavioral change must be substituted for behavioral control for 

probation and parole to be effective (Taxman and Byrne 2001; Taxman, Young, and Byrne 

2003).   Probation and parole officers frequently rely on a fortress style of supervision, in which 

they meet with their clients behind a desk in their office and engage in a passive brand of service 
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brokerage (Latessa 1999; Solomon et al. 2008).  Officers often do not seek to identify and 

address offender needs proactively, but rather respond reactively when problems arise (e.g., 

supervision meeting is missed, a positive drug test is reported).  Yet in order to get offenders to 

avoid and resist crime opportunities, they must be trained in techniques that facilitate prosocial 

decision-making (Pearson, Lipton, Cleland, and Yee 2002; Smith, Schweitzer, Labrecque, and 

Latessa 2012).   

 Given these considerations, it is evident that current offender supervision practices fail to 

adhere to what works in preventing crime.  Reducing the crime opportunities of probationers and 

parolees will require a reorientation of community corrections supervision, in which officers 

concern themselves less with behavior management and more with the actual crime-conducive 

environments to which their clients are exposed.  This strategy is manifested in two specific 

ways, discussed in the proceeding sections.  First, supervision case plans must include conditions 

that prevent offenders from encountering crime opportunities that are known to be tempting for 

each individual.  Second, probation and parole officers must work with offenders to enhance 

decision-making processes that will allow them to avoid and resist remaining crime 

opportunities.  These two methods will require that offender supervisors think about the 

environments in which their clients are embedded (Clear 1996; Clear and Corbett 1999).  The 

extensive body of literature that outlines the association between place and crime has specific 

applications for probation and parole (Miller 2012; Schaefer, Cullen, and Eck 2016), detailed in 

the discussion that follows.  

 
Corrections of Place 

 
 Beyond general crime prevention practices, theories of opportunity reduction can greatly 

inform probation and parole supervision (Cullen, Eck, and Lowenkamp 2002; Schaefer, Cullen, 
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and Eck 2016).  For instance, one relevant criminological truism is that offenses are not 

randomly distributed in space or time (Weisburd, Groff, and Yang 2012).  This therefore 

indicates that crime opportunities are concentrated at certain places, such that discernible 

features of these hotspots are (comparatively more) likely to lead to crime.  That is, because 

crimes are clustered spatiotemporally, so too must be attractive chances to commit crime.  This is 

an important insight for probation and parole officers to consider, because it means that their 

supervisees may be more or less tempted to recidivate depending on the environments in which 

they find themselves.  Some places may contain several factors that instigate or support the 

pathway that leads to an offense, while other situations may have few prompts for offending or 

may even present stimuli that disrupt the recidivism process.  For these reasons, community 

corrections agencies would be well-advised to integrate the role of place in supervision. 

 Specifically, Madensen and Eck (2013) identify three types of places, each of which we 

see as having implications for an opportunity-reduction model of probation and parole.  

Proprietary places include owned locations at specific addresses, such as a house or a bar.  

Offender supervisors should be knowledgeable of the micro-settings that may prove to be 

problematic for their supervisees, and can develop specific case plan stipulations that eliminate 

access.  Proximal places include clusters of proprietary places, such as a street segment.  

Probation and parole agencies should be aware of offenders’ movements in and through these 

places, developing routines that help supervisees to avoid contact with criminogenic proximal 

places.  Finally, pooled places include even larger aggregations of proprietary and proximal 

places, such as neighborhoods.  Community corrections officers must be knowledgeable of the 

crime-conducive and -protective factors that are present in these areas, as offenders’ routines 

must be redesigned with these realities in mind.  
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 Probation and parole agents should be cognizant of the fact that places – whether an 

individual address, a small collection of these, or a larger neighborhood – are not themselves 

causes of crime.  Rather, each of these physical places is host to social spaces; the place is a 

setting, containing activities, associates, antecedents, and antagonists that may encourage or 

facilitate crime (or, conversely, lack these criminogenic features or contain effective disruptions).  

Madensen and Eck (2013) describe several ways in which crime content is organized around 

places; again, we envision that these have implications for the ways in which probation and 

parole authorities should think about the environmental risks for recidivism that each offender 

has.  Crime sites include places where offenses occur, and community corrections officers should 

consider the locations of their supervisees’ past crimes; these places reveal a great deal of 

information about the stimuli that prompt offending, and as such, what factors should be 

addressed during supervision to avoid opportunities for recidivism.  Convergent settings include 

places that bring together potential offenders, often with many non-offenders who are there for 

legitimate purposes (such as a transit hub).  Probation and parole agents should recognize that 

their supervisees may not go out seeking to offend, but may routinely come into contact with 

these types of settings where the ingredients necessary for crime come together.  Accordingly, 

offenders should be provided with supervision conditions that minimize access to these settings, 

or that provide explicit instructions for their prosocial use.  Finally, comfort spaces include those 

places that offenders use to carry out their crimes, providing a space for meeting, supplying, and 

staging offenses.  Again, community corrections officers can develop explicit directions that 

restrict their supervisees’ access to these places.  

 In considering these ties between probation and parole and place, it is evident that 

offender supervision must be reoriented in several ways.  In developing a community supervision 
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paradigm that accounts for place-based criminogenic conditions, probation and parole authorities 

must be made aware of two key challenges.  First, many agencies will have to modify how they 

conduct offender risk assessment.  To prevent offenders from accessing crime opportunities, 

supervisors must first figure out not only what the relapse risks are for each offender but also 

where they are located.  Second, community corrections officers must then develop strategies—

which are reflected in case plans and supervision conditions—that implement these actuarial 

considerations.  By addressing these challenges, probation and parole authorities will be able to 

steer their clients away from environments where crime opportunities abound and toward 

settings where prosocial influences are located.  In short, assessing offenders’ exposure and 

vulnerability to crime opportunities and then reducing those same opportunities with probation 

and parole supervision stipulations are integral to facilitating supervisees’ lasting desistance from 

crime.   These issues are examined in greater detail below in the subsections that follow. 

 
Rethinking Offender Risk Assessment 
 
 Designing probation and parole case plans that reduce offenders’ access to places where 

the risks of reoffending are high requires that agencies first assess their clients’ criminogenic 

risks and needs.  Officers should ask themselves: What factors have triggered crime events for 

this offender in the past?  Based on this offender’s propensity, what situations might make this 

individual vulnerable to repeat offenses?  Given this information, where are these crime 

opportunities located?  How can we restructure this offender’s routine activities so that these 

places are avoided?  Finding valid and workable answers to these questions demands a 

reorientation to the intake, assessment, and case-planning processes that community corrections 

agencies administer.  These updated considerations center around four themes: actuarialism, data 

collection and triangulation, crime opportunity identification, and geographic imagination.   
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 Acutarialism.  First, probation and parole authorities must participate in scientifically 

driven offender assessment, the merits of which have been thoroughly documented (Andrews 

and Bonta 2010; Bonta, Rugge, Scott, Bourgon, and Yessine 2008; Bonta, Wallace-Capretta, and 

Rooney 2000; Latessa and Holsinger 1998; Smith, Gendreau, and Swartz 2009).  Rather than 

relying on subjective clinical judgments in determining offenders’ risk of recidivism and the 

targets for change, supervisors must actuarially measure criminogenic needs.  Existing risk 

assessment instruments are used to identify the level and nature of supervisees’ propensity to 

offend.  Importantly, this same logic can be applied to community corrections supervision that 

emphasizes the importance of place.  Thus, if we want to prevent probationers and parolees from 

committing additional crimes—such as preventing an offender’s access to a crime-conducive 

place—then we must have a reliable estimate of what these specific risks are.  Accordingly, 

probation and parole agencies should recognize that existing risk-assessment instruments need to 

be complemented by the use of empirically derived assessment instrumentation that is actuarial, 

measures place-based opportunities for offending, and is systematically administered.  

 Data Collection and Triangulation.  That said, a second matter probation and parole 

officers should consider is new methods of collecting data in order to calculate these 

criminogenic risk factors.  Corrections agencies should seek to triangulate traditional risk- 

assessment data, such as case file reviews and offender interviewing (which are undoubtedly 

helpful but also present limitations), with innovative methods and novel information (see 

Schaefer, Cullen, and Eck 2016).  For example, officers might consider shadowing their clients 

to observe their daily routines, taking note of any objectively risky situations that the offender 

encounters and what outlets for prosocial activities are available.  Offender supervisors may also 

find it helpful to discuss the offender’s past behaviors and future prospects with the individual’s 
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family members and friends, employers and work colleagues, or community mentors (so-called 

“crime controllers”) to help generate ideas about how to prevent recidivism.  Actuarial 

assessment of criminogenic risks and needs is vital, and officers must be informed about the 

actual challenges their clients will face.  Using different modes of data collection to gather 

variable kinds of information will help to ensure that the supervision case plan is tailored to the 

unique crime opportunities of each individual offender.   

 Crime Opportunity Identification.  Building on this point, a third insight of environmental 

corrections is that offender supervisors must identify opportunities for relapse rather than 

measuring propensity alone (Cullen, Eck, and Lowenkamp 2002; Schaefer, Cullen, and Eck 

2016).  When thinking about the development of events that lead to a crime, there are several 

distinguishable catalyzing factors.  These “crime precipitators” (Schaefer 2013) can be addressed 

through conditions of supervision in order to reduce the opportunities for offending that 

probationers and parolees encounter (Taxman 2011).  Although the external “causes” of crime 

are innumerable, it is instructive to think about three categories: associates, provocations, and 

time.   

 Having antisocial associates is one of the strongest predictors of offending (Andrews and 

Bonta 2010; Gendreau 1996).  Whether through the learning and reinforcement of antisocial 

attitudes, the supply of the tools needed to commit crime, or actual co-offending, the peer 

systems of probationers and parolees can be highly instrumental in promoting recidivism.  Using 

social network analyses, community corrections officers can evaluate the potential for crime 

opportunities when their clients interact with certain associates.  Rather than simply stating that 

supervisees must stay away from all “known offenders” (a stipulation devoid of definitional 

specificity and difficult to monitor or enforce), offender supervisors should rather seek to 



 13 

identify those with whom the client is likely to get into trouble.  A list of prohibited contacts may 

include past co-offenders, but might also incorporate associates that correspond with non-

criminal activities that oftentimes lead to crime (such as heavy drinking with a friend or a hostile 

romantic relationship).  The goal for probation and parole officers is to classify which of an 

offender’s peers create or encourage the pursuit of opportunities for crime.  

 Additionally, community corrections agencies will want to identify the conditions that 

provoke clients to behave criminally.  There are too many “crime-causing” variables to try and 

control each one; rather, probation and parole officers should design case plans that address the 

precise situational inducements that lead the offender to the offense (Cornish and Clarke 2003; 

Wortley 2001).  Common prompts for crime include motivation/expected rewards, key emotions, 

types of social settings, intoxicants, or processual cues.  Many of these prompts can be tied to 

specific activities.  As opposed to prohibiting offenders from all activities believed to be 

indirectly related to recidivism (e.g., abstaining from all alcohol consumption), officers will be 

better served when they isolate the riskiest catalysts for crime for each individual offender.   

 Highly correlated with socializing and situations that contain prompts is time—both the 

day of the week (perhaps even the segment of the month or the season of the year) and the hour 

of the day.  Criminal activities are often patterned and tend to concentrate in certain times, such 

as offending hotspots in liquor establishments at nighttime or spikes in theft in a city center 

during workdays (Ratcliffe 2010).  There is clearly nothing criminogenic about times or days 

themselves (that is, 4:00 p.m. on a Monday or midnight on a Saturday cannot cause crime), yet 

who the offender is with and what they are doing at those times can lead to crime.  Thus, the 

opportunities for recidivism can be observed in these temporal hotspots.  This is important for 
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probation and parole case planning, as these high-risk times can be addressed through 

supervision restrictions or the substitution of prosocial activities.   

 With these considerations in mind—the role of antisocial peers, prompts for crime events, 

and time in leading to reoffending—we can see that an organizing category for these crime 

opportunities can be identified: place.  This insight is central to the development of a corrections 

of place.  Certain places will contain co-offenders or wayward friends and provocations for 

criminal behavior; further, the merging of these people and events with places is often dependent 

on time.  Thus, community corrections agents that want to prevent their clients from 

encountering risky people or crime-conducive activities must also consider the influence of 

place.  Chances to commit crime are everywhere, but they are more or less present, obvious, and 

attractive in certain places, which probation and parole authorities must identify.  

 Geographic Imagination. As such, the fourth and final theme in rethinking offender 

assessment is the development of a geographic imagination.  Crime analysts have long relied on 

spatial presentations of data, from isolating hotspots of arrests, or locating concentrations of 

repeat civil calls for service, to evaluating the diffusion and displacement of crime following an 

intervention.  Importantly, using general knowledge about the causes of crime, analysts can also 

map where opportunities for crime are likely to be concentrated.  This capacity becomes even 

more useful for probation and parole officers who are able to incorporate specific information 

gained from the assessment processes completed with their clients (Schaefer 2013).  Gathering 

information about the crime precipitators discussed above will reveal a great deal about places 

that may lead a supervisee to offend.  Officers can likewise rely on past offending locales 

(proprietary places that operate as crime sites and comfort spaces) and neighborhood crime 

hotspots (proximal and pooled places that serve as convergent settings) to pinpoint risky places.  



 15 

With all of these data combined, probation and parole agencies can use mapping technologies 

that isolate the risks and resources in the offender’s neighborhood, identifying potential safe 

zones or restricted areas as they relate to crime opportunities (Reentry Policy Council 2005; 

Solomon 2006; Solomon et al. 2008; Taxman 2006).  The information gained from these 

assessments can then be applied to the development of an offender’s case plan.  Adjusting the 

goal of supervision to one of opportunity reduction (as opposed to control or deterrence) requires 

that community corrections agencies consider the role of place.  Incorporating place-based 

supervision conditions will also mandate a new framework for probation and parole, discussed in 

the guiding principles that follow.  

 
Rethinking Offender Supervision 
 
 It is evident that prevailing probation and parole practices are largely ineffective.  

Whether due to an overemphasis on control, a failure to reduce criminogenic risks, or an 

atheoretical reliance on generic service brokerage, community supervision is not working well; 

offenders are not regularly deterred and public safety is not enhanced.  What might be done 

differently then?  As presented in this chapter, one possibility is to reorient offender supervision 

toward the reduction of criminal opportunity.  For this transformation to occur, probation and 

parole officers must identify what makes a crime occur.  More specifically, what are the precise 

reoffending risks unique to an individual offender?   

 The previous section highlighted the relevance of place in organizing information about 

an offender’s opportunities to recidivate.  Crimes are concentrated in space, so the opportunities 

that make those crimes possible are grouped, as well.  Generally speaking, offenders do not 

randomly encounter or take advantage of chances to commit crime; rather, the precipitators to a 

crime event are clustered in certain crime-conductive places.  As such, in looking at who the 
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offender gets into trouble with and what kinds of activities precede offending (and then what 

times these associations and behaviors are taking place), probation and parole officers can 

determine where these risks are located.  Community corrections agencies must start to map their 

clients’ crime opportunities, whether literally (such as through spatial offense analyses) or 

conceptually (by drawing associations between specific risks and the environments where they 

are housed).  With this information in hand, probation and parole officers can develop 

supervision case plans that emphasize place-based opportunity reduction.   

 Recalling the elements of a crime—a motivated offender, a suitable target, and the 

absence of capable guardianship—will help to inform effective opportunity-reduction 

supervision strategies.  Probation and parole practices must be organized in a way that helps 

offenders to (1) prevent becoming motivated to commit crime, (2) avoid attractive targets, and 

(3) be surrounded by guardians who discourage crime.  This framing is not merely ideological, 

but rather implicates techniques by which offender supervisors can reduce the crime 

opportunities of their clients.  In this section, two outlets are presented that integrate these goals 

into opportunity-reduction case plans.  First, offenders’ daily routines can be structured through 

supervision stipulations so that crime opportunity hotspots are not only circumvented, but also 

replaced with hotbeds of prosocial influences.  Second, people who help to prevent offenders 

from encountering and taking advantage of crime opportunities (such as relatives, mentors, and 

place managers) can be recruited to support the stipulations of the case plan and encourage 

prosocial change (Taxman, Young, and Byrne 2004).  Taken together, these strategies can 

diminish the real chances to reoffend that probationers and parolees are likely to be exposed to 

and tempted by.   
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Redesigning Routine Activities.  If crime occurs when a person with criminal propensity 

meets an opportunity to offend (Clarke 2012; Cohen and Felson 1979), then probation and parole 

supervision effectiveness can be enhanced by reducing motivation and controlling chances to 

commit crime (Cullen, Eck, and Lowenkamp 2002; Taxman, Yancey, and Bilanin 2006).  When 

assessing offenders in order to design community corrections case plans, clear patterns often 

emerge.  Supervision officers may note that their clients get into trouble when certain conditions 

are present—that is, when elements of a crime event converge.  Likewise, offender evaluations 

may indicate when supervisees are not getting into trouble—other conditions may be present in 

those situations, or the “crime-causing” variables may simply be absent.  Seen in this light, 

community-supervised offenders should not be seen as perpetually motivated criminals who go 

out looking for trouble (although these offenders do exist, the proportion is likely small 

compared to situationally motivated offenders).  Instead, in the course of their daily activities, 

offenders may come into contact with the opportunity to commit crime (or have their motivation 

heightened) as a matter of routine (Felson and Clarke 1998).  That is, although criminal 

propensity may be somewhat stable, the motivation to act can be suppressed or catalyzed 

depending on an offender’s surroundings (Horney, Osgood, and Marshall 1995).  For this reason, 

it is vital for probation and parole officers to develop supervision stipulations that redesign 

offenders’ routine activities, steering them away from places that contain crime opportunities and 

toward places that contain desistance opportunities.   

In the first instance, places that represent risks for relapse must be avoided.  As discussed 

above, opportunity-reduction case plans must reflect the actual recidivism risks of each offender, 

based on information about past crime opportunities of which the offender took advantage.  

However, it may also be helpful for supervising officers to be knowledgeable about generally 
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high-risk areas in the community that their clients may be susceptible to (Solomon et al. 2008; 

Taxman 2006).  While there is nothing inherently criminogenic about a particular location, the 

situation that that place presents may be more likely to lead to crime than alternatives (Clarke 

2008; Cornish and Clarke 2003).  Places may be crime-conducive for a number of reasons 

(Madensen and Eck 2013).  Thus, likely co-offenders, rivals, or victims may be present there 

(Farrell 1995; Felson 2003); the tools or facilitators needed to commit crime may be located 

there (Clarke and Eck 2005); the motivation to offend may be created by situations there (e.g., 

substance use or emotional volatility; Cornish and Clarke 2003); or the social environment there 

may condone offending (Anderson 1999; Cornish and Clarke 2008; Topalli 2005).  Yet keeping 

offenders away from these risky places must extend beyond general supervision stipulations 

(e.g., “Probationer Smith is forbidden from socializing with known offenders.”) that are 

unhelpfully vague and impossible to monitor.  Rather, case plans must prohibit access to clearly 

identified places that contain specific inducements for crime that are known to be attractive 

opportunities for a given individual offender being supervised.  In practice, this means that 

probation and parole officers must develop a new set of routine activities—a daily schedule of 

events including restrictions and obligations (see Schaefer 2013 for examples)—that navigates 

offenders away from crime opportunities not by mandate or force alone, but also by structure and 

prosocial reinforcement (Farrall 2002; National Research Council 2008).   

In the second instance, then, places that represent chances to “go straight” must be 

integrated into offenders’ daily routines.  Behavior modification principles assert that activity 

patterns are not eliminated so much as they are replaced (Spiegler and Guevremont 2009); in 

community corrections, it is insufficient to prohibit a lifestyle alone, so agencies must provide 

alternatives (Maruna and Roy 2007).  Indeed, avoiding crime opportunities altogether is a noble 
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ideal and part of the solution, but compliance and desistance may be facilitated more effectively 

if prosocial substitutes are provided (Farrall 2002; Jannetta, Elderbroom, Solomon, Cahill, 

Parthasarathy, and Burrell 2009).  By embedding offenders in prosocial routines, not only are 

they steering clear of temptations for relapse, but they are also developing anti-crime attitudes 

(Giordano, Cernkovich, and Rudolph 2002; LeBel, Burnett, Maruna, and Bushway 2008).  

Routine activities that substitute high-risk places with low-risk places not only diminish crime 

opportunities, but also expose offenders to prosocial role models, positive reinforcement for 

prosocial behavior, and chances to develop a prosocial identity (Kazemian 2007; Laub and 

Sampson 2001, 2003; Paternoster and Bushway 2009).  The relationship between propensity and 

opportunity is reciprocal: prosocial activities can lead to prosocial thinking and vice versa, 

whereas antisocial attitudes can lead to antisocial behavior and vice versa (Bottoms, Shapland, 

Costello, Holmes, and Muir 2004; Schaefer 2013).  Consequently, rather than trying to control 

access to crime-conducive places alone, probation and parole officers must work to enmesh their 

clients in daily routines that are anti-crime.   

Recruiting Crime Controllers.  Crime opportunities abound, and community corrections 

officers cannot constantly monitor high-risk places.  Even when a thoughtfully produced 

opportunity-reduction case plan is in place, offender supervisors cannot guarantee that their 

clients will abide by the stipulations contained therein.  Consequently, it is helpful for probation 

and parole authorities to incorporate the assistance of partners—people who can (1) discourage 

offenders from attending crime-conducive places, (2) monitor offenders for compliance with 

supervision conditions and report violations, and (3) reduce the crime opportunities that exist in 

certain places.  These people, collectively referred to as “crime controllers” (Eck 1994; Felson 

1986, 1995), can not only prohibit access to situations where recidivism risks are high, but are 
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also instrumental in promoting desistance.  All three types of crime controllers can contribute to 

opportunity-reduction supervision, illustrated below.  

 First, offender handlers include people who can influence the behaviors of probationers 

and parolees.  Formally, community corrections and police officers exert control over these 

offenders.  Informally, supervisees’ family, friends, colleagues, and community mentors can be 

recruited to participate in the supervision process.  Research demonstrates that desistance is more 

likely for offenders with strong interpersonal relationships and community ties (National 

Research Council 2008; Warr 1998).  This process is instrumental for probation and parole 

through three outlets.  Foremost, an offender’s social network can encourage offenders to “go 

straight,” modeling anti-crime attitudes and enmeshing offenders into prosocial activities 

(Solomon et al. 2008; Taxman, Young, and Byrne 2004).  Next, handlers are excellent agents of 

informal social control, and can actively discourage offenders from violating conditions of their 

supervision or attending risky places (Taxman, 2006).  Finally, those individuals in close contact 

with supervisees can monitor the offender for compliance with the case plan, notifying the 

community corrections officer of any problems (Reentry Policy Council 2005).  Probation and 

parole authorities cannot watch all offenders at all times, so additional agents can be relied upon 

for surveillance.  Not only will offenders be deterred from going to crime-conducive places if 

they know that many people are aware of their supervision conditions, but offenders may also be 

more inclined to heed the advice of an intimate other as opposed to the command from a 

corrections agent.  

 Second, target guardians include those individuals that can protect victims and help make 

targets less attractive.  Many guardianship interventions can be incorporated into probation and 

parole supervision, such as through victim and neighborhood notifications about offenders 
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returning to the area, or neighborhood watch, community safety, and target hardening initiatives 

(Reinventing Probation Council 2000).  Additionally, community corrections partnerships with 

police are useful in implementing techniques of situational crime prevention (Clarke 1992; 

Ekblom 2011; Jannetta and Lachman 2011).  The police are experts at crime prevention, and 

when provided with information about places that are risks for recidivism among probationers 

and parolees, officers can control access to those places and harden the targets that are tempting 

for offenders (Weisburd, Groff, and Yang 2014).  Upon identification of problematic targets and 

places, police partnerships with probation and parole can deter offenders from encountering and 

pursuing crime opportunities (Parent and Snyder 1999); the police can help to inform community 

corrections authorities about crime-conducive places, and the police can monitor those places for 

restricted probationers and parolees.   

 Third, place managers include owners (and their representatives) of spaces, such as a 

supervisor at a business, a homeowner, or a bartender.  Probation and parole authorities have 

information about the features of these spaces that lead to crime there.  By working with place 

managers of high-risk spaces, crime opportunities can often be reduced (Cherney 2008).  

Community corrections officers know about the situations that lead to offending among their 

clients, but they may need help in eliminating those opportunities at their source.  Particularly in 

partnership with police agencies and regulatory organizations, recidivism can be reduced by 

making changes to crime-conducive conditions in crime opportunity hotspots; whether through 

voluntary participation (place managers may heartily engage in crime prevention if given the 

knowledge and tools) or coerced through legal levers (such as through third party policing), 

probation and parole agencies can ensure fewer crimes among their clients by eliminating the 

opportunities for relapse.   



 22 

 Using the recommendations described above repositions probation and parole officers as 

“super controllers” (Sampson, Eck, and Dunham 2010).  Super controllers are individuals and 

institutions that can develop incentives for the people who influence the actions of offenders, 

through both formal and informal social control; this can occur through encouragements or 

through deterrents, and can motivate prosocial behavior or limit criminal behavior.  Aside from 

their roles as front-line offender handlers, offender supervisors also act as super controllers, 

soliciting and regulating the actions of other handlers, guardians, and managers in the reduction 

of opportunities for offending.  Probation, parole, and police agencies are all formal authorities, 

and can compel compliance (such as through civic regulations) from contributors to crime 

problems when necessary (Mazerolle and Ransley 2005).  Importantly, however, supervising 

officers can also solicit the involvement of people that can contribute to offenders’ desistance by 

helping to establish cognitions and routines that avoid crime opportunities.  In this way, chances 

for reoffending are controlled, but alternatives for prosociality are provided, as well.  

 
Thinking about Place  

 
Using insights from environmental criminology, this chapter has advanced tenets of an 

opportunity-reduction framework for probation and parole.  We argue that the efficacy of 

corrections interventions might be enhanced by tailoring probation and parole conditions to the 

real crime opportunities of individual offenders.  After an actuarial and triangulated offender 

assessment, supervision stipulations can be implemented that steer offenders away from places 

that are high-risk, and toward environments that are filled with prosocial influences.  While this 

orientation to community corrections has the potential to significantly disrupt the process by 

which offenders encounter chances to commit crime, the other part of the crime event equation—

propensity—incites two important issues.   
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 First, no matter the strength of assessment or case plan design, some crime opportunities 

will remain unknown and unaccounted for.  Perhaps the data collected are inaccurate or 

incomplete, new crime-conducive places emerge, or offenders are tempted by different things 

throughout their supervision term.  No matter the case, corrections officials must acknowledge 

that their clients will occasionally find themselves in situations that may lead to crime.  Second, 

no matter the degree of control exercised through supervision stipulations, some offenders will 

actively seek out environments that contain triggers for relapse.  This is not to say that these 

offenders are intending to commit crime, but more so that they have difficulty identifying risky 

situations and selecting appropriate responses.  For these two reasons, reducing offenders’ 

exposure to crime opportunities must also address the component of propensity.   

 It is important to note, however, that many offenders are not perpetually motivated to 

commit crime; many probationers and parolees do not go out looking for chances to recidivate.  

Offenders may become inclined to commit crime only when presented with the opportunity to do 

so.  Far from accidental or serendipitous, offenders oftentimes lack the decision-making skills 

necessary to avoid high-risk environments.  Consequently, here we draw an essential distinction, 

recognizing a difference between persistent propensity and situational propensity.  In the former 

category, the motivation to offend is deep-seated and not easily adjusted by probation and parole 

authorities.  In the latter category, criminal motivation is seen as circumstantially dependent and 

capable of being circumvented.  To contribute toward relapse reduction, then, offender 

supervisors must provide offenders with the skillsets to avoid and resist available crime 

opportunities.   

 One method through which to accomplish this task is cognitive skills training.  

Correctional interventions that rely on cognitive-behavioral techniques are the most effective in 
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reducing the propensity to offend (Gendreau, Smith, and French 2006; Landenberger and Lipsey 

2005; Lipsey, Landenberger, and Wilson 2007; Pearson, Lipton, Cleland, and Yee 2002).  These 

interventions help offenders to link thoughts with actions through mental restructuring, skill 

building, and reinforcement (Andrew & Bonta 2010; O’Donohue and Fisher 2012).  Within the 

context of a “corrections of place,” cognitive-behavioral methods can help to make offenders less 

likely to pursue crime opportunities and to remodel offenders’ perceptions about crime and place 

(Schaefer, Cullen, and Eck 2016).  Because crime opportunities will invariably remain, probation 

and parole officers would be wise to teach their clients how to deal with those situations.  This is 

achieved through two outlets.  First, community corrections agents must teach opportunity 

avoidance, in which offenders are provided with the decision-making skills necessary to foresee 

and bypass crime-conducive situations.  Second, supervisees must be trained in opportunity 

resistance, whereby offenders enhance their capacity to withstand chances to commit crime that 

they are presented with.  Fewer motivated offenders will translate into less crime.  Reducing 

motivation, and therefore emboldening desistance, begins with altering the way offenders 

appraise situations and select behaviors – we want offenders to think about settings differently so 

that they behave differently.  

 
Avoiding Crime Opportunities 
 

One of the best ways for probationers and parolees to avoid crime-conducive places is to 

establish corrections case plans that outline low-risk routine activities.  Opportunities to commit 

crime can be avoided with informed supervision stipulations, but the reality is that offenders will 

still have to make daily choices about how and where to spend their time.  These remaining 

freedoms offer risks of relapse, but also allow community corrections clients to rehearse the 

skills needed to remain crime-free upon expiration of the supervision term.  The process of 
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evaluating situations for crime opportunities, and then identifying and acting upon the low-risk 

option, are specialized skills that must be learned, rehearsed, and reinforced.  Effective 

cognitive-behavioral techniques exist that allow probation and parole agencies to provide their 

supervisees with these skills (such as skills training in consequential thinking).  By helping 

offenders to (1) forecast the features of a place (such as who will be there and what kinds of 

activities will occur), (2) envision the likely outcomes of going there, and (3) make the prosocial 

choice, crime opportunities can be avoided.  

 
Resisting Crime Opportunities 
 
 Chances to commit crime abound, and while opportunity avoidance skills and a prosocial 

routine activity case plans can decrease access to these high-risk places, offenders will 

undoubtedly be confronted with tempting situations.  In order to best prevent recidivism, then, 

probation and parole agents must teach offenders the skills needed to resist remaining crime 

opportunities.  To do so, officers must alter the decision-making processes that their clients 

experience when faced with relapse risks.  The overarching goal is to restructure the thought 

process of offenders so that the traditional linkages between environmental triggers and criminal 

behavior are broken, and replaced instead with resistance.  Probation and parole staff can teach 

their supervisees (such as through cognitive skills trainings like coping skills and problem-

solving) how to assess their environment and resist opportunities to offend.  

 
Involving Offenders 

 
 The central thesis of this chapter is that in order to prevent community-supervised 

offenders from recidivating, routine activities must be redesigned so that places containing risky 

crime opportunities are avoided and replaced with places that contain supports for desistance.  
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To achieve this ideal, a case plan must be developed that strategically accounts for an offender’s 

actual exposure and vulnerability to opportunities for relapse.  Thus, supervision conditions must 

be customized to the risk level, criminogenic needs, and responsivity considerations of each 

probationer or parolee (Andrews and Bonta 2010; Taxman 2012).  To steer offenders away from 

crime-conducive places and toward locales that contain prosocial influences, probation and 

parole agents must know where these places are, and what triggers these environments contain.  

How can this information be gained?   

 In addition to accessing an offender’s records, conducting formal assessments, and 

learning about high-crime areas in an offender’s community generally, one effective strategy is 

to involve offenders in the development of the community supervision case plan (Solomon et al. 

2008).  Offenders provide invaluable detail about the opportunities that they themselves are 

tempted by, and they may also be more likely to abide by supervision conditions that they help 

create (McMurran 2009).  Probation and parole officers can communicate the rationale that 

guides the prescription of supervision goals and restrictions to their clients; this cooperative 

process often motivates offenders to actively participate toward desistance as opposed to 

complying due to threats of sanctions (Walters, Clark, Gingerich, and Meltzer 2007).   

 It is vital to offenders’ lasting success—and thus toward the protection of public safety— 

that corrections interventions prompt behavioral change and not just behavioral control 

(Labrecque, Smith, Schweitzer, and Thompson 2013; Taxman, Young, and Byrne 2003).  

Accordingly, similar to efforts to treat propensity, efforts to reduce crime opportunities must be 

part of a general human services approach to offender rehabilitation (Andrews and Bonta 2010).   

Opportunity reduction is not intended to place offenders within an iron cage of control from 

which they cannot escape.  Rather, opportunity reduction is to be pursued through an ethic of 
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care in which diverting offenders from criminogenic places is seen as an integral part of 

correctional rehabilitation, not correctional control.  The goal is help offenders govern their lives 

more effectively and to avoid places that can lure them back into crime.  

 Toward the goal of change, soliciting the input of offenders is one method of customizing 

supervision case plans to the real crime opportunities that they will encounter.  Moreover, the 

stipulations that offenders themselves help develop have incentives to “go straight” built-in.  A 

similar mechanism to help offenders reintegrate is wraparound care, in which the family, friends, 

and community of the probationer or parolee take part in the supervision.  Some offenders may 

be more greatly deterred by informal social control (such as pressure from a family member) 

than by formal punishment.  Yet beyond deterrence and control, people with whom the offender 

interacts with frequently are in a prime position to encourage and support desistance and to 

provide opportunities for a prosocial lifestyle (National Research Council 2008; Taxman, 

Shepardson, and Byrne 2004; see also Laub and Sampson 2003).   

 
Conclusion 

 
 In the United States, 1 in 48 adults is under community correctional supervision (Glaze 

and Bonczar 2011) at the cost of $12.9 billion annually (Kyckelhahn 2012).  Freedoms are 

restricted and resources are expended because we believe that we are preventing crime, 

enhancing public safety, and bettering the lives of supervisees.  Unfortunately, research 

demonstrates that standard models of probation and parole supervision are in many ways 

ineffective, leading criminologists to ask what might be done differently (Cullen, Eck, and 

Lowenkamp 2002).  Drawing on an extensive body of research, evidence-based best practices 

are mounting that demonstrate how to reduce offending: address offender propensity (such as 

through the risk-need-responsivity model of effective correctional intervention; Andrews and 
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Bonta 2010) and minimize crime opportunities (such as through problem-oriented crime 

prevention initiatives; Clarke 2010; Laycock 2005).   

 Sadly, the principles of effective correctional treatment and opportunity reduction are not 

regularly embodied in the standard delivery of offender supervision in the community.  Rather, 

probation and parole officers too often adapt by falling into bureaucratic routines that emphasize 

case management and service brokerage above actual intervention (Schaefer, Cullen, and Eck 

2016).  The assignment of high case loads, of course, contributes to such reactive supervision 

methods.  But another contributing factor is the atheoretical nature of community corrections.  

By contrast, over the past two decades, policing has experienced a dramatic transformation 

guided by a new conceptual framework whose variants have adopted such labels as “broken-

windows policing,” “hot-spots policing,” and “problem-oriented policing” (Weisburd and Braga 

2006).  Even in the face of limited resources, police departments have focused attention on high-

risk places based on a clear theory of proactive, innovative enforcement strategies.  In the same 

way, offender supervision might be reinvented if it were guided by a new conceptual framework, 

rooted in the empirical research—opportunity-reduction supervision.  As this chapter has 

detailed, the effectiveness of probation and parole depends on administrators understanding and 

implementing in their agencies a supervision model aimed at reducing opportunities for 

reoffending.  This approach would involve (1) the creation of supervision case plans that 

establish new routine activities to guide offenders away from crime opportunities and toward 

prosocial influences, and (2) training offenders to think differently about crime opportunities so 

that they can make responsible choices.   

 The role of place is central to this model of opportunity-reduction supervision.  Crime 

opportunities, and the temptations and facilitators for such, are concentrated in certain areas 
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(Weisburd et al. 2012).  Just as there are crime hotspots, so too are there clusters of chances to 

commit crime.  Using specialized assessment technologies and case planning processes (see 

Schaefer, Cullen, and Eck 2016), supervision officers can steer offenders away from 

environments that contain relapse triggers and toward situations that are low-risk and contribute 

to desistance.  By limiting access to places that are associated with temptations to commit crime 

(such as certain antisocial associates and activities), the process that leads offenders to take 

advantage of crime opportunities is disrupted.  The logic that fewer crime opportunities means 

less recidivism does not necessarily require that criminogenic places be altered.  Rather, 

probation and parole supervision can be redesigned to structure offenders’ lives in ways that 

routinely limit access to crime-conducive places (and the correlates housed therein), introduce 

new agents of crime control, and fill offenders’ time with prosocial reinforcements (Cullen, Eck, 

and Lowenkamp 2002).  Taken together, the tenets of opportunity-reduction supervision 

presented in this chapter rely on the knowledge of what works in preventing crime: By focusing 

on how community corrections clients interact with places and the crime opportunities located 

there, chances for recidivism are limited.   
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