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ABSTRACT

Three correctional field services (probation) projects—-
in Kane County, Illinois, Suffolk County, New York, and
Florida-- were developed and funded by the Law Enforcemeﬁt‘
Assistance Administration in 1978. The objective of the
Improved Correctional Field Services Project (ICFS) was
to determine the effectiveness of using risk screening p?o—
cedures to assign probationers to different levels of pro-
bation supervision. Each agency was to employ a locally
derived and validated risk Screening instrument. The issue
examined in this report is the validity of these risk
screening devices.

Major methodological issues in the development and
testing of risk screening devices are discussed. The in-
struments used by the participatiﬁg agencies are examined
in relation to these issues. Results of attempted valida-
tions of each, based on the first éohort sample of ICFS
cases for the first six months of probation supervision are
Yeported, and an exploratory study toward improvement in
risk assessing is described.

Of these three sites, only one, Suffolk;éounty,rpsed,
an instrument with demonstrated substantial validity for
Suffolk probationers. When applied to the first ICFS sample,
results for each site indicate that validity must be serious-

ly questioned. The limitations of sample size, short follow-
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up, and possible confounding with treatment effects are

such that further study of the ICFS risk screening pro-

cedures is much needed.
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In the Improved Correctional Field Services project,
each site employed a locally derived risk screening in-
strument.l These devices are key features of the project

because they served as the main classification decision-—

making tools. A risk score was derived for each proba-

tioner, and this score defined a particular risk classifi-
cation. In accordance with a quasi-experimental research
design, staff at each site determined which persons were
piaced in each level of supervision.2 The aim was to
discern any differential impacts of varying levels of suéer~
vision for the different risk categories.

This report will consider the validity .and utility of
the instruments used by the agencies participating in the
project. First, the nature of such instruments as used in
probation settings is briefly reviewed.3 Second, an over-—
view of methodological issues and problems involved in con-
structing and validating risk assessment devices is pre-
sented. This discussion is intended to furnish a framework
for the final section of the report--the examination and
analysis of the three instruments, with an assessment of
their validity. Finally, some exploratory work toward poten-—

tial improvement of these risk sScreening measures is discussed.
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THE NATURE OF RISK SCREENING DEVICES

Risk assessment instruments are decision-making tools
that may have a variety of‘functions, including assistance
in diagnosis, classification, and prediction of future be-
havior. These activities are based upon three key concepts
that are "related but.hot identical."4 An examination of
these concepts and their application will help define the
nature of risk assessment devices as applied in probation
settings similar to the sites participating in the Improved

Correctional Field Services project.

Diagnosis

Diagnosis, a term used originally in medicine, referred
in that context to the problem of identifying a disease by
means of its symptoms. Applied in probation settings, di-
agnosis would require the identification of some "signs" or
"symptoms" ‘which may be related to states of the probation-
ers relevant to the aims of the probation program. The ob-
jective then would be to describe the probationer and to
identify his or her needs. An example of a diagnostic tool
is the Wisconsin Division of Correction's "Reassessment of
Client Needs" form.5 Using this device, the client is
assessed in 12 areas: academic/vocational skills, employ-
ment, financial management, marital/family relationships,
companions, emotional stability) alcohol use, other drug

use, mental ability, health, sexual behavior, and the pro-

)

-3 -
bation officer's impression ofﬁhe client's needs. Each variable
is considered to be a useful piece of information in identi-
fying and assessing the needs of the probationer. The risk
screening methods discussed in this report are not intendéd

to be diagnostic tools in this sense.

Classification

Risk assessment devices can also serve as classification
tools. Classification involves grouping like entities. The
resulting categories may have either an empirical or theo-
retical basis, depending upon how the groups are derived and
defined. Thus, a classification method may begin with a
conceptual base, leading to the grouping of individﬁéls into cate-
gories determined by psychiatric, sociological, or psychologi-
cal theory. Alternatively, individuals may be grouped on the
basis of certain empirically derived characteristics, the
selection of which may or may not be theoretical.

Classificafions can have many purposes, not all of which
involve prediction. In probation éettings, classification
methods may be used to assign probationers to levels of super-
vision or types of supervision believed to be appropriate to
their needs or for societal protection. The reasons for cate-
gorizing individuals into different supefvision categories
can include aims of efficient management of agency resources
(for example, improved caseload management) or treatment pur-

poses (for example, provision of specializedvtreatmént pro-

S it . rrecmera oo S
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grams for offénders with drug abuse histéries). Thus, in

view of the various uses of cléssificétion designs, classi-
fication instruments often reflect the aims of diagnosis or
of prediction of future behavior. Diagnostic tools such as
the Wisconsin case classification method may be used to make
classification decisions. Similarly, prediction instruments

such as the devices used by the participating ICFS sites may

be used for classification purposes.

Prediction

Prediction is the primary aim of risk screening devices.
Here the purpose is to forecast futuré:gehavior or future
status of an offender or potential offender. In probation,
the typical outcome of interest is success or failure on pro-
bation, usually defined in terms of arrest(s), conviction(s),
and/or technical violation(s). Probationers are grouped
(classified) on the basis of attributes known to differentiate
"successes" and "failures," and to help predict the likeli-
hood' of these outcomes for similar groups.

It should be emphasized that when the classification
purpose is screening for risk, as in the ICFS project design,
the resulting classifications do not necessarily have any
treatment relevance. That is, they do not necessarily provide
diagnostic or needs assessment information that would provide

guidance to treatment or supervision placement.6
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METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES
Five general steps are usually followed in developing,
A 7 %

testing, and using risk instruments. First, criterion

classifications (probation outcomes) are chosen. Second,

a set of predictors or attributes of the probaticners that

will be used to predict the criteriqn are identified. Pre-
dictors in probation studies usually have included demo-—
graphic items, characteristics of the criminal history of the
probationer, and other probationer attributes. Next, a
sample is selected that is believed to be representative of
the probationer population to which the results will be
generalized. The purpose of the sample:is to assess the
relation of possible predictor itemsﬁgo.the criterion (and
with one another) and to help select those items which appear
to be potentially useful in prediction. The fourth step

in the construction of an instrument is to determine how
well it works. Verification or cross-validation requires

the application of the instrument to new probation samples.
Finally, if shown to be valid, the instrument can be ab—
plied with those probationeré for which it was designed.

The history of prediction studies shows that these
essential steps are often ignored or only haphazardly ap-
plied. . As a result, risk assessment instruments tend to
be plagued by problems stemming from flaws of method that

can directly influence their utility. There are, in addi-

tion, a number of relevant concerns that instrument design-
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ers should addrcss. These include: (1) the "selection
ratio problem"; (2) the "base rate'problem"; (3)  the
fundamentally important issues of reliability and validity;
(4) sampling concerns; and (5) the relative efficiency

of various statistical methods used to cqmbine predictions.
These methodological issues will be discussed only cursorily
here becausé there is an extensive literature on these. sub-
jects.8 It is necessary to review themﬂat least briefly,
however, since our assessment of the»ICFS project instruments

refers to these issues as well as to the usual procedures for

developing and testing such devices.

Selection Ratio Problem

The selection ratio refers to the number of people.'

chosen to participate as a proportional sample of the total

number available to participate in any given event. The
usefulness of a risk assessment instrument for selection or
assignment is related to this ratio. In instances whg;e the
selection ratio is low (that is, when only relatively few
subjects are to be accepted into a program) an instrument
with only  low validity may be useful. If, however, a larage
proportion of the persons availéble are included in the

i ter wvalidity in
sample, then the instrument must have greate

9
order to be useful.

Base Rate

Another ratio influencing the potential usefulness of
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a risk assessment device is the base rate. Base rate refers
to the proportion of individuals in a target population who
can be predicted to fall into a given Eategory. It ié the
number of correct predictions that wo;ld be made if all mem-
bers of a population (say, of probationers) were classified
as expected to succeed. In probation stﬁdies, the base

rate of success would be that propoftion of probationers

who succeed relative to the total number of probationers

in the sample. Meehl and Rosen poinped:out that the failure
to consider base rates in developing instruments often makes
it impossible to evaluate the usefulness of a prediction or

. . 10
risk assessment instrument.

The develo?ers of risk screeninﬁdinstruments should not
be satisfied with their results if predictions can be made
just as accurately without the instrument, from knowledge of
the base rate alone. A prediction method may, howevér, be

useful when it yields more information than that given by

the base rate.11

With rare or infrequently occurring events, whicﬁ'lead
to lower base rates, the difficulties of prediction are in-
creased. This is due to the difficulty of finding predictors
that will differentiate between categories in the critefioﬁ,
because the variability in outcomes is small.

There may be other practical coﬁsequences of base rates.

One is that two types of decision errors must be expected: (1)
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some predicted suécesses will fail; and (2) some predicted
failures will succeed. These errors,'which involve social
and monetary costs, are affected by the base rate. Further,
devices are often used on populations other than those from
which the original sample was drawn. Any problems from unwarranted
generalizauionsito‘new samples may resuit in part from the
presence of different base rates of success.

Ohlin and Duncan, who were among the first investigators
to highlight the significance of the béée rate problem, de-
veloped an "index of predictive efficiency" which assesses
the relative utility of a prediction instrument.12 Their
index reports the percentage change inuprediction errois
from that provided by the base rate ;ione.

The index of predictive efficiency is related to another
more recent statistic for comparing the relative efficiency
of different prediction instruments -- the mean cost ratio
(MCR). The MCR is a statistic that ranges in value from 0 to
1; the relative magnitude provides an indicator of success-
ful prediction above that given just by the base rate. A pro-
cedure for significance testing has been developed on the basis
of the relation between the MCR and a statistic called Kendall's
tau.13 This procedure increased its usefulness in determin-
ing whether or not the observed relation cankbe attributed rea-

sonaly to chance. For these reasons, the MCR will be used in

thé assessment of the ICFS instruments.

Reliability and Validity
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Issues of reliability and validity are fundamental con-
cerns that are complicated by their relation to other method-
ological problems inherent in the conséruction of a risk
assessment instrument: the representativeness of the sample,

the classification of the criterion categories, the selection

of predictors, the number of predictors included in the instru-

ment, and the methods used in combining predictors. Reliabil-
ity refers.to attaining similar classifications over repeated
observations or measurements (that is,'fhe consistency ofa
measurements), while validity refers to the degree to which
the method achieves its predictive purposév

The reliability issue must be addressed not only for
the instrument as a whole but for eaéﬁxof its items; simi-
larly, the reliability of the criterion classifications is
an important concern. A useful instrument must discriminate
among subjects, result in similar categorizations over re-
peated applications, and have demonstrably stable relations
to the criterion categories.

The issue of reliability of the instrument hinges/
ultimately on the quality of the information used as pre-
dictors. It is axiomatic that no predictive device can be
better than the information from which it is derived. Often
the information on which predictors are based is not very
reliable. Unreliability can arise from errors in the
process of extracting data from probation case files or

other records, or from errors in the original entries in the
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case records.

The validity of an instrument is influenced by both
the representativeness of the sample uéed and the methods
of designing the instrument. Use ofbéhe instrument with
at least two samples is required. The first appiication is
to the so-called construction '‘sample, which is the set of
subjects used to develop the instruﬁeﬁtm The intent usual-
ly is that the instrument reflect the original sample as
éccurately as possible ﬁnder the aséqmpfion that the ob-
served relations will be found also in future samples.
This often resﬁlts in a problem referréd to as "sample over-—
fitting"; it frequently is found that a ?sh:inkage" occurs
in the mégnitude of relations (for ekéﬁ;le, correlations
or mean cost ratios) observed on samples other than the con-
struction sample.

Cross validation is the only sure means of providing

a check on the tendency to "overfit" samples. .This requires.

the application of a developed instrument on another sample
that is also representative of the target population. fThe
resulting observed relations (for example, correlations or
mean cost ratios) can indicate the likely predictive power
that can be expected from the‘use of the instrument. Thus,
validity coefficients, such as the mean cost ratio, found

on validation samples, as compared to those on the construc-
tion sample, prbvide estimates of shrinkage. Most import-

ant, they give an estimate of the validity expected from the

e
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instrument when it is used for prediction.

Sampling concerns

An underlying principle of the construction of risk

- assessment instruments is that both conétruction and vali-

dation samples must be representative of the target pop-
ulation. The latter is essential if geﬁeralizations are
to be made to the target population. Nonrepresentative
samples can be expécted'to reduce thé:validity of the
instrument when used with new samples; the selected pre-
dictors may not necessarily be appropriate fdr the tar-
get population. ot

Besides the requirement of a representative sample, it
is also necessary to have a sample that is sufficiently
large. Small samples increase the probability that chance

fluctuations will affect the results, thus increasing the

error in the construction of the instrument.

Method of Combining Predictors

The construction of a risk assessment instrument
requires the use of any of many available techniques to com-
bine selected preaictors so as to estimate expected out-
comes. Much literature exists on a variety of methods. used
to accomplish this task; it outlines the arguments and evi-
dence regarding the relative effectiveness of the various

techniques.14 Generally, the methods for combining pre-

i R S i e
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dictors fall into three types: those that use predictors
equally weigﬂted; those that different@ally weight the

various predictor items; or, some configural approach.

E.W. Burgess, in 1928, deVeloped the first parole

15
prediction instrument.

Each predictor found related to

the criterion was assigned one point regardless of its strength
of association (or association with other items). The sum
of the accumulated points determined thg risk assessment
score for each parolee or other subjééé. Each was weighted
equally, which means that each had an equal contribution

to the final score. Intercorrelations among the predictors

are ignored when this method is usedﬁﬂx '

Currently, multiple regression or the linear dis- |
criminate function are commonly used to combine and weight
predictors.l Theoreticaliy, these are more sound methods
for combining predictors, since account taken of any over-
lap that occurs among predictors (that is, intercorrela-
tions) as well as of the relations of the criterion class-
ification. The contributions of items to the coefficient
of determination (RZ) provide a convenient method for

selecting those predictors to be included in the risk screen-

ing instrument. The coefficient of determination measures
the contribution of the predictors in combination to the
"explanation" of variance in the criterion classifications.

Recent evidence has suggested that the power o? the un-

weighted linear additive‘model (that is, the Burgess method)
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is at least equal to that of multiple. regression, and other

methods commonly used.l Comparisons of methods have

thus far indicated that no particular method of combining
predictors has a strongAadvantage over any other ﬁethods.
One such comparison of commonly used methéds led to the

conclusion that all techniques used resulted in virtually

the same degree of predictive efficiency.18 In this

circumstance, it seems reasonable to use relatively simple,

easily understood methods. The most effective method may

be the one that is the easiest to implement in the field ang,

given the present "state of the art," this may be the Burgess

[

model, which provides the simplest mééns.for combining predictors.

Alternative models, although more séphispicated, may be
found to have less predictive utility because of shrinkage
problems during the validation sample.

This brief review of methodological iésues has out-
lined the major areas requiring attention when developing
risk screening devices. Tt thus provides a foundation/for
examining and anlyzing the risk screening instruments

employed by the ICFS project sites. The assessment of the

'utility of these risk screening devices requires atten-

tion, minimally and inter alia, to:

1) The representativeness of samples studied, in
respect to the target population:
2) The operational definitions of the predictors

and criterion;

s s
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THE RISK SCREENING DEVICES

improvement in prediction using the " Ve
3) The p . .The agency personnel participating in the Improved

= q

i nt . compared with predictability |
memm— ’ Correctional Field Services Project used their own

om the base fate alone; ) } ) ] . ]
fr risk screening instruments in classifying their pro-

alidation of the instrument; and | | ‘
4) The v bationers. Each instrument was devised locally by

deqgree of validity found in operational | ‘
5) The deg either the research analyst of the participating agency

use.

or an outside consultant. Each can be reviewed in terms

of the previously identified methodological issues, and

.@,5

e ' : . ,.V" g this review should answer the questioﬁ'whether the risk
screening instruments used are sufficiently valid for
their intended purpbse.

iC* L : The ICFS program also provided thg;épportunity to
seek to validate (or re-validate, inwthe case of Suffolk
County) the risk screening instruments. The first cohort

of probationers, a sample of 507 persons, included 102

o
Mﬂ’d_’w

3 : : from Kane County, 127 from Suffolk County, and 278 from
4 Florida. This cohort consists of persons who had been on
N G ) ‘ _ ( ' ; probation for at least six months at each agency. After a

review of the methods used to develop each instrument, the

i | | validity of each will be assessed. The criterion that
e . | » was employed for all the validation ICFS samples is re-
: | ‘ arrest, reconviction, or revocation during the first six
o months of on-probation supervision. (A longer period of

follow-up study, which would be desireable, is not yet

possible.)

Kane County, Illinois

- F The risk screening instrument used in Kane County-is

@
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based on a linear, additive model, de?ived from a multiple
regression analysis, but uéing arbitraiy weights. The in-
strument includes eleven predictof items. Each has been
assigned weights of one, two, or three, so the resulting
| No ‘assessment of

scale is similar to that of Burgess.

reliability was reported, and the instrument was not vali-

dated before it was used in this project.

Construction Sample

The criterion employed for the cdnstruction sample was
any recidivistic behavior of the probatigners. Recidivism
was defined as reconviction during tﬁé %ime frame of the.

Social demographic data items char-

. . 19
acterizing the probationers define the predictors.

study (15 months).

The construction sample consisted of 128 probationers
who appiied to the county's Community Correctional Ser-
vices (CCS) program between January, 1976 and April, 1978.
CCS operates in conjunction with the Sixteenth Judicial
Circuit of Kane County as a broker for community services
for probationers. Thé agency emphasis is on manpower ser-
Viées. Ciients who enter the CCS program are either first
time property offenders or eligible for Comprehensive Train-
ing and Employment Act (CETA) funding (the clients are gen-
Clients‘eligible for CETA funding were

erally unemployed).

used in the construction sample for the risk screening in-
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strument. These clients provided a handy construction sample

because CCS was the only division of fhe agency that routinely

collected background information on probationers.
The data items collected by CCS were the only pre-
dictor item candidates considered for inclusion in the con-

struction of the instrument. These were: sex, date of
birth (age), marital status, racial group membership, type
of Spanish-American (if applicable), student status, abiliﬁy
to speak English, migran£ or seasonai:worker, military
status, handicapped, offender status, highest grade com-
pleted, economicaily disadvantaged, estimated annual income,
receiving unemployment compensation;ﬁpumber'of weeks on
unemployment, labor force status, registered with ISES (the
Illinois Employment Service), number in family, number of
dependents, head of household, primary wage earner, most
recent hourly‘wage, family receiving public assistance and
type of assistance, CETA eligibility and current offender
status (that is, diversion program, first-time, etc.).:- Items
that referred to sex, age, or ethnic group membershib were
excluded. Correlations of the remaining items with the
criterion were calculated; then, predictor items selected
were dichotomized or categorized into three levels.

. Tﬂe selected outcome criterion, reconviction on pro-
bation, was determined from the date of application to ccCSs

until the date the sample was collected. This means that

BT,
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some probationers were at risk of failure longer than others.
Indeed, the time on probation ranged ffom a minimum of
six months (applied in April, 1978), to a maximum of 33
months (applied in January, 1976).

Of the 128 adult offender construction sample, 62
were in. the failure category and 66 in the success category.
. The construction sample actually used, however, consisted
of only 100 casés. Twenty—-eight cases were excluded because
they lacked a complete background file or outcome information.
As already noted; the items used were'thos§,collected regu-
larly by the CCS. Other items, such as previous criminal
history, wefe thus not examined for ppssible use in the
instrument.

The construction sample cannot be assumed to be

representative of the target population. The CCS program

is désigned to serve,a specific population, one which is
not necessarily-the same as those served by ICFS or the
general population handled by the probation department.

| CCS clients have employment problems and/or are first time

offenders. The intended ICFS target population was not

restricted to persons with these characteristics. The ex-

clusion of about a fifth of the original sample because of

g f

potential bias.

After the criterion and predictors were selected, a
stepwise regression program was carried out. The eighteen

i i ir con-—
demographic variables were examined in terms of the

i
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tribution to explaining the variance in the criterion. Any
variable that contributed .005 percent or more to the
coefficient of determination (R2) was .selected to be in-
cluded in the instrument; The resulting model thus con-
sists of the eleven predictors shown in Figure 1. The re-
gression coefficients were not used in the assignment of
weights; rather, as already indicated, arbitrary weights
of 1, 2, or 3, were assigned to each prgdictor item cate-
gory. .

A risk score, which may range from 11 to 26, can be
calculated for each probationer.. Three risk categories
were established on the basis of thesg,séores: scores of
11-16 were categorized as high risk,‘l7-20 medium risk,
and 21-26 low risgk.

An examination of the results of the regreséion analy-
sis, summarized in Table 1, provides additional information | E
about the instrument. The original 18 variables had an . i
rRZ = -38 in linear correlation with the criterion. Th}s ié

means that the variables in combination accounted Ffor 38

percent of the variation in the’ dependent variable (recon-

viction or no reconviction on probation). Use of the .005

Sz,

e R I ST o

cut-off point rule eliminated seven variables, and it
slightly reduced the "fit" with this sample. The decrease
in predictors  resulted in an R2 = .36. The deletion of the

seven variables thus appears completely warranted. .
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PRIMARY WAGE EARNER

1
2

n
yes

(o]

ESTIMATED ANNUAL INCOME

NUMBER
1
2
3

|

$0-600
$601~-9,999
$10,000 +

OF WEEKS AT LONGEST JOB

0-11 weeks
12~104 weeks
105 + weeks

OF WEEKS UNEMPLOYED

[ |

36 + weeks
3 = 35 weeks
0 - 2 weeks

ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED

1
2

nn

no

yes

REGISTERED WITH ISES

1
2

0K

no
yes

MARITAL STATUS

1
2
3

NUMBER
1
2

separated _
single, married, widowed
divorced

OF DEPENDENTS

n

0 -2
3 +

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

MOST REC
1
2

TOTAL

Figure I

Kane County Risk Screening Instrument
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As shown in Table 1, five variables accou.ted for
around seventy percent of the explained variation (36
percent). They included: primary wage earner (eight per-
cent), estimated annual income (six percent), number of
weeks on longest job (four percent), economically dis-
advantaged (four percent), and registered with ISES ‘
(three percent).

Of the VariaBles included in the risk assessment
instrument, the zero order correlations with the outcome
variable range from low to modest. Primary wage earner
and number of weeks at longest job have the highest cor-
relations with reconviction; .29 and .28 respectively.
The items "possession of a driver's license" and "most
recent hourly wage” clearly could be deleted without
rauch loss, if any, in predictive efficiency. The in-
tercorrelations among variables show that the predictors
are not independent from one another. Table 2 displays
these correlations for the 11 variables.

The efficiency of the instrument that might have
been expected on the basis of the construction sample
(given a similar population and about equal numbers of
successes and failures) may be assessed by computing the

mean cost rating and testing its statistical signifi-
cance. The resulting values of the MCR for this in-
strument, using both the ungrouped scores and the op-

erational score groupings, are reported in Table 3.20
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TABLE 1

KANE COUNTY CONSTRUCTICN SAMPIE
MULTIPLE REGRESSIN WITH RECONVICTION ON PRCBATION AS THE DEPENDENT VARTABIE

Unstandardized | Standardized Coeffici f Nariance Added |
Zero Order . L lclelgt o ar :
- - . I Determination i
PREDICTOR VARTABLE Correlation (r) Wgsiagﬁigsu()%) T %gsueg)_ eé"l » R» Change R‘
1. Primary Wage .286 .343 .336 .082 .082
Farner i
2. Estimated Annual .216 .293 .271 .142 .060
Incane i
3. ngﬁS on Iongest .279 .152 .163 .186 .045 };
4. Weeks .204 .235 .300 .210 .023
Unenploved
5. Econcmically .060 .341 ~.340 .247 .037
Disadvantaged oy
6. ISES .180 .176 176 .277 .030 N %
Registered ! ,
7. Marital .135 .215 .224 .299 .022
Status ;
8. Number of .196 .352 .179 .317 .018 i
Dependents : - §
9. Head of .141 -.341 ~-.340 .344 .027 ~
Household
10. Most Recent .208 .183 .123 .359 .014
. Hourly Wage ,
11. Driver's .042 ~-.103 ~-.100 .364 .006
License . i
|
w P




. TABLE 2
KANE COUNTY CONSTRUCTION SAMPLE:
INTERCORRELATION OF PREDICTORS

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Primary 1.0 |
Wage Earner . :
Estimated

. - 'lo -0

Annual Income 1
Weeks on .16/ .09 {1.0
Longest Job
Weeks .06/ .22 [-.05 1.0
Unemploved
Economically .16/-.37 |-.09 | -.35| 1.0
Disadvantaged :
ISES

.30}~-. .05 .3 -.00! 1.
Registered ° 08 ° ° °
Marital - 04 ~-.14
Status 02| --04 ) 06 i 020
Number of .14/ .05 | .13 | .02| .09| .11[-.23
Dependents
Head of g5
Heaa or .82|-0.7 .09 .03 .11 .24 ,02
Household
Most Recent 29 .13 13| .02(-.17{ .22| .01
Hourly Wage
Driver's .07(-.04 | .12 | .15 .08 | .22/ .01
License
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TABLE 3

KANE COUNTY CONSTRUCTION SAMPLE:
PREDICTIVE EFFICIENCY OF THE INSTRUMENT

Risk Raw Outcome

Category Score Success Failure Total

14 1 3 4

'-HIGE 15 0 0 0

16 0 9 9

17 3 12 15

MEDIUM 18 8 9 17

19 14 8 22

20 9 8 17

21 10 2 12

LOW 22 7 0 7

‘Total 52 51 163

Raw Scores_ (Uncollapsed Table)

MCR = .56

Z =4,88

Collapsed Table

MCR = .43

Z =1.27

p £.05

p>.05

B R

i
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The MCR for grouped scores (that is, when scores ére
grouped as done subsequently in the operational use
of the instrument) is .43, which is not significant
at the .05 level of confidence. The values of the MCR

for the uncollapsed table (before risk scores have been

grouped into cateyories), is .56, which is significant

‘at the .05 level of confidence.

The MCR value for the ungrouped scores thus re-
flects a fairly substantial ability to discriminate sub-

jects between the success and failure categories in the

sample originally studied. Since, however, .some in-
formation is lost when the probationers are classified
into only these grbups, the expected predictive

efficiency is reduced markedly. And, it must be noted

B
" that the operational use of the instrument without

a validation study can only be criticized.as being un-

wise.

The only validation sample available for the Kane
County instrument is the ICFS first cohort used in the
evaluation. The sample is drawn from a different popu-
lation, but, after-all, it was the ICFS eligible popula-
tion with whom the instrument was expected to be used.

The criterion deéfinition is different; but it is the

definition used for the ICFS evaluation study. It may

B AT gy e sy
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+ the base rate is markedlg different.

i roject
The validation sample consisted of 101 ICFS proj

ho had been on probation for at least

(One case was deleted because the risk

p hd )

the ICFS project. They included:

Those gentenced to residential rreatment

for
(including treatment for drug abuse Or

lease .
" mental health problems) or to a work re

program as a condition of probation;

p
h

prior to being placed on probation;
‘ ' x months of

i
~Those sentenced to less than s

probation.

14

ationer population handled

resentative of the general prob

by Kane County-

idi i rument on
The assessment of validity of the inst

_ . a
provides the basis for the project an

ment process that

h Nn. 7

g 7
. b ' d
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of "high risk" probationers "works," then this risk
is to a degree nullified. This is tantamount to

saying that the expectation (from the risk instrument)

is invalidated (as hoped). For further discussion and

analysis of this issue, the reader must be referred to
a -companion report;2l but this issue should be born
in mind as a possibie limitation of the analyses pre-
sented herein. (It should be noted that this cir-

cumstance obtains similarly in theAcase of ICFS vali-

dation samples for the other project sites as well).

A first step toward assessing the validity of the

v

instrument was to repeat the step-wise regression with -

all eleven predicter items used. The coefficient of
determination, as shown in Table 4, was .09. - This
means that these items, for this sample, account for
only nine percent of the variation in the dependent

variable. Thus it can be observed that a large shrink-

age occurred (from RZ = .36 to R? = .09). It 1is rea-

sonable to account for this shrinkage by overfitting of
the model to the construction sample, the use of samples

from clearly different populations, and the use of a

different criterion. The intercorrelations of items are

shown in Table 5.

Most important, the validation sample demonstrates

that the instrument is relatively inefficient in pre-
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} TABLE 4
3 KANE COUNTY ICFS VALIDATION: %
; MULTIPLE REGRESSION WITH ICFS OUTCOME AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE
f' Of fender Zero ‘Order Standardized Standard Coefficient Variance
P Attributes Correlation . _. Regression Exrror of deter- 5 Added
{ Coefficient mination (R®) (R2 Change)
2‘ Head of
‘ Household .15 .450 .126 .021 .021
| Driver's .14 .098 .101 .043 .022
, License
E, Marital
%f Status .12 . 359 .097 .052 .030 |
S
% Registered with -.08 262 112 067 015 !
g Employment Service ' ' : ' :
ﬁ Number of :
% Dependents . .12 .161 .139 .075 .008
§ Weeks S
l
§ Wage Earner .06 .088 .130 .083 .003
[ -
{ Economically 87 004
’ Weeks on Job .10 .029 .074 .089 .002
Hourly Wage ,152 .029 .090 .001
Earned
Annual Income .05 . 000 .090 .090 .000
*"Failure" is defined as rearrest, reconviction, or revocation during the first
.j six months, .
5
’ ' ' ~ Es ¢’

~y
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TABLE 5
KANE COUNTY ICFS VALIDATION SAMPLE:
INTERCORRELATION OF PREDICTORS
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Primary
Wage Earner 1.00
2. Estimated
Annual Income «15] 1.00
3. Number of Weeks
at Longest Job| 10| .25 ]1.00
4, Number of Weeks
Unemployed -.03 .27 .02 [ 1.00
5. Economically
Disadvantaged | °20| -.37 [-.11 | -.45 | 1.00 |
N
6. Registered 0
with ISES .10{ -.08 .03 -.15 .18 }1.00 ]
7. Marital :
Status —-02 .00 009 ".Ol "'.10 -27 1.00
8. Number of
Dependents .15 .13 W31 -.08 -.02 | -.01 -.10 1.00
9, Head of .68 :
Household -09 .13 ".06 -21 019 .02 ,:1.5 l.oo
10. Most Recent -.02
Hourly Wage .27 .07 .05 -.12 .07 -.07 -.03 |~-.02 1.00
11. Driver's .07 .18 | .14 .06 .03 | -.17 .09 .20 {-.03 .00 | 1.00
License .
‘. - "y ) L. -
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dicting, within the first six months of probation, rearrest,
reconviction, or revocation. As Table 6 shows, the value
of the MCR for the ungrouped scores is .26, which is not
significant at the .05 level of confidence; for the present
method of grouping, the value of MCR is .16, which is also
not significant. It was noted previously £hat the construc-
tion sample and validation sample had different.base. rates
for success. The construction sample had an intended
pase rate of .50, whereas the base rate of success for the
validation sample was .74. This difference, along with
the different ctiterion, sample, and short follow-up
period of study, may help explain the instrument's pooxr
predictive efficiency in the validation sample.

On this evidence, Kane County's risk prediction
instrument does not meet the criterion of validity. The

instrument does not precvide an adequate basis for the risk

classification used in the project.

Florida

The instrument used by the Salvation A:my Department of
Corrections in Florida was also constructed by using mul-
tiple regression techniques. The instrument consists of
eight predictors: age, eduéational achievement, marital
status, number of dependents, number of months employed,
monthly income, prior probation or incarceration, and use of

drugs or alcohol involved in the offense. (Figure II provides
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TABLE 6

KANE COUNTY ICFS VALIDATION SAM
PLE:
PREDICTIVE EFFICIENCY OF THE INSTRUMENT

Risk Raw '
‘ Outgome
Category Score Failure Success Total
14 '
_ HIGH . | ’ A
- 15 3 . 1 4
16 4 ' 7 11
17 6 13 19
MEDIUM 18 5 11 16
19 1 14 15
20 3 14 17
21 2 6 8
“LOW
22 1 4 5
. 23 1 1 2
24 0 1 1
25 0 1 1
28
Total 29 75 102

Raw Scores (Uncollapsed Table)
MCR = .26 '
Z =1.93 p > .05

Collapsed Table
MCR = .16
2 =1.02 p > .05
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AGE

1 = 20 or younger
2 =21 - 27
3 = 28 +

EDUCATION
1 =3 -9 grades
2 = 10 - 11 grades
3 = 12 + grades

MARITAL STATUS

single
married, divorced,
separated, widow (er)

rn

NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS

1
2

none
one Oor more

n

MONTHS . EMPLOYED

1 = none
2 =1 - 12 months
3 = 13 + months

MONTHLY INCOME

1= 30 - 199
2 = $200 - 599 -
3 = $600 +

PRIOR PROBATION OR INCARCERATION

yes
no

N
o

DRUGS,/ALCOHOL INVOLVED IN COMMISSION

1 = yes
2 = no
TOTAL

Figure II

.Florida Risk Screening Instrument

M{ﬁ
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a4 copy of the instrument.) The criterion employed was
rearrest or revocation with length of exposure to risk
unknown' (and hence, not taken into account in the
analysis). This instrument was also not validated be-
fore it was implemented in the ICFS project. The vali-
dation.sample consists of a sample of 278 pProbationers who
participated in ICFS for a minimum of six months. Nine
cases were deleted from the validation study because of

missing information.

Construction Sample
The construction sample for the Florida instrument
was 328 probationers who were terminated from probation
during 1977 and early 1978 (through May). The sample
was selected from a possible target population of 2,254
prébaticners from the three largest counties participating
in the Salvation Army's misdemeanant program: Duvan
County (Jacksonvilie), Dade County (Miami), and Pinellas
County (Clearwater). This sample met the criteria for
entry into the ICFS project in that none of the probation-
ers were:
—- residents in a treatment center for drugs,
alcohol abuse, or other reasons;
- sentenced to work release or other resj-
dential program; .

—- sentenced to incarceration for more than 24

hours prior to being placed on probation;

. e B e e sy et s
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~ sentenced to probation fo; less than six
months

~ on simultaneous state or Federal probation.
The construction sample, thus, could be fairly repre-
sentative of the target population; it should be noted,
however, that the sample was chosen from urban areas
of the state only; the rural areas were not included.

Of the probationers included in the sample, 102
were classified as failures and 226 as successes. The
procedure for selecting tr=» sample was as follows. All
probationers who were either rearrested or reconvicted
(n = 118) (the failures) and a 12 percent random sample
of successful cases (255) were included. The sample
size was decreased by 45 cases (16 failures and 29
successes) because they lacked sufficient data in their
ease files about months on present job or monthly in-
come. (The cases excluded for lack of data on employ-
ment and income hed a slightly lower (64 percent) suc-
cess rate compared with the rest (69 percent). There
may be some bias in this sample resulting from the ex-
clusion of the unemployed, seasonal workers, orvothers
with unstable employment.)

Several problems are inherent in this sampling pro-
cedure. First, the inclusion of a disproportionate number
of failures increases the base rate over that expected in

the population to which the instrument is to be applied.

-35-~

The success/failure ratic for the original 2,254 pro-
bationers was about 18 successes for each failure, while
the sample procedure resulted in about two successes for
each failure. This difference in success/feilure ratio

could affect the selection of variables and the later

- application of the instrument. The ability to locate

variables which discriminate between those cases likely
to succeed or fail is increased when the base rate is
made larger; but the problem of using the instrument to
help identify relatively rare failures in the real
world with a small base rate remains.

As in the case of Kane County, only a few data
items were collected, reducing the likelihood of lo-
cating other variables that might distinguish among
likely candidates in the success and failure categories.

For fourteen predicﬁor item candidates, the corre-
lations with revocation or rearrest while on probation
were determined. The fourteen included: race, sex, age,
marital status, number of dependents, education, em-
ployed full—time, receiving welfare, months on present
job, monthly income, previous probation or incarceration,

present offense, drugs or alcohol involved in the com-

mission of the crime, and multiple offenses. From these, .

race and sex were eliminated as invidious. The multiple
offenses item was also excluded without reported rea-

-

sons.

The largest zero order correlation coefficients with
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outcome were as follows: prior probation or incarcer- ‘ ! TABLE 7 ﬁ
: FLORIDA CONSTRUCTION SAMPLE: 3
ation (-.27), age (~.25), and months on present job and ’ MULTIPLE ' - !
¢ ’ ’ C J O REGRESSION WITH "FAILURE" AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE *
education (-.21). (The negative associations with the i,
outcome result from the way the criterion was coded; , j
- Unstandard] Standard- A
« . . . Zero Order|. N
they are in the expected directions). ' : } Correla- 1zai§e— ized Re- R? R? 1
1€ ' € tions |9ression | gression Change -
The multiple regression analysis showed that ' Weights | Weights : it
Prior i
the eight-variable instrument produced a multiple cor- Incarceration| =-.27 -.23 -2 07 07 . ' ¥
, ) .. . _ or Probation : ) : : i
e relation coefficient of .40 with the outcome measure. ¢ ' . 1
. . . g ; 01 i
The instrument thus accounts for 16 percent of the Age =.25 ~.96 ~-.15 12 .05 3
variance in the outcome for this sample. As shown in R 3
i . Months on -2 '8901 ; i
:C Table 7, the stepwise regression program used selected 0 Job : ’ - .16 -14 -02 . |
: only five of the eight predictors, the fifth adding . 01 ' f
k Education -.21 -.84 -.13 .16 .02 f
? very little to the variance already explained. The : 5
f; other three variablées did not contf¥ibute to the vari- Drugs/Alcohol 01 - %
“ - ' ' Use =10 —71 ~.07 .16 .005 i
. ance added in the coefficient of determination. !
é Table 7 suggests that the first four variables, in f
EC weighted linear combination, should provide as much f
EO| 1
gi predictive efficiency as the eight item scale. The * "pailure" was defined by rearrest or reconviction. %
b intercorrelations of these items are shown in Table 8. ;
¢ For the most part, the variables are relatively inde- §
b ; i
pendent, with the intercorrelations not exceeding .20. ’
3 Age has several modest correlations with marital status
.C> (.52), number of dependents (.38), months employed on
o present job (.25), and monthly income (.17) . Substantial
! correlations appear only between the number of dependents }
} _ 58
| I and marital status (.73). ;
‘%’ -
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TABLE 8
FLORIDA CONSTRUCTION SAMPLE:
INTERCORRELATION OF PREDICTORS
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. . Age 1.00
2. Education .19 1.00 .
:
3. Months on Job .25 .10 1.00 ?
4, Prior
Incarceration or .11 .14 .05 1.00
Probation '
>+ Drug/Alcohol .09 05 | -.11 | .13 1.00
se .
6. Marital ' g
. 1lta _ i '
Status .52 .06 .12 .09 .15 1.00 ;
7. Monthly ‘ _ _
Tneams .17 .05 .19 +01 .02 <11 1.00
8. Number
of .38 -,12 .09 .08 .20 .73 .02 1.00
Dependents
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The regression weights were not used; rather, items

—-40~-

TABLE 9

FLORIDA CONSTRUCTION SAMPLE:

PREDICTIVE EFFICIENCY OF THE: INSTRUMENT

were scored as shown in Figure II, providing, as in Kane St Come
County, a modified Burgess-type instrument. The rela- Category Score’ Success Failure Total
tive efficiency of the insﬁrument in the sample studied
may be assessed from the data shown in Téble 9. The HTGH 8 0 1 1
mean cost rating for the grouped scores is .34, which is 2 0 2 2
significant at the .00l level. A comparison with 10 3 8 11
the upgrouped scores suggests that the currently used l; ..... 3 8 11
groupings do result in some loss of information (MCR =
.42). That the MCR is statistically significant gives MEDIUM 12 21 13 34
some credence to the instrument; but this must be 13 21 17 38
viewed cautiously in view of the lack of validatioﬁ, a problem 14 18 13 31
that is important particularly in the light of the 15 29 9 38
problems with potential sample bias and the base rate. 16 35 14 49
Confidence in the use of this instrument could come only
from evidence from validation studies on samples Low 17 26 8 34
representative of the population to be included in the 18 50 8 58
ICFS project. 19 11 1 12
. 20 9 0 9
Validation Sample Total 226 102 328

The ICFS project evaluation provided an opportunity,

as in the other two sites, for a limited assessment of

Raw Scores (Uncollapsed Table)

: MCR = .42
the validity of the instrument used in Florida. It %2 =6.08 p £.05
Collapsed Table
MCR.= .34 :
7z =5.78 p<.05

should be noted again that a somewhat different cri-

terion was used.

1Q

The validation sample consisted of 269 probationers

who had been on probation for a minimum of six months.
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The sample was drawn from the 13 district offices of
the Salvation Army Department of Corféctions participating
in the ICFS project. All probationers who met the project
inclusion criteria were included.

A stepwise multiple regression analysis was completed

and the results are summarized in Table 10. The coefficient

of determination, .07, suggests that these items in combin-
ation have little predictive utility for this new sample.
The shrinkage from .16 to .07 could Bé due largely to the
method used to select the construction sample. The dif-
ferent criterion used could alsc contribute to the shrink-
age in the amount of variance explained:

As Table 10 illustrates, the zero order correlation
coefficients show very low associations between.the pre-
dictors and the criterion. Both education and drugs-al-
cohol involved in the offense have the largest correlation
with the criterion; but it is only .1l4.

The intercorrelations of predictors in the valida-
tion sample are shown in Table 11. The same overlapping
relations appear in the validation sample as in the con-
struction'sample: age and marital staus, .61l; number of
dependents and marital status, .56; age and number of de-~
pendents, .39; and months employed and monthly income,A
.50.

The value of the MCR's as reported in Table 12 for
the uncollapsed and collapsed tables are .20 and .15, re-
spectively. The MCR for the uncollapsed table is signifi-

cant at the .05 level; the MCR for the collapsed version
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TABILE 10
FLORIDA ICFS VALIDATION:
MULTIPLE REGRESSION WITH ICFS OUTCOME AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE *
: ' Zero Order Standardized Coefficient of .
giﬁirlfii Correlation Regression sgi?g?rd Determination Varlgnce Added
) € | With Outcome Coefficient (R2) (R -Change)
" Education .140 - .588 .030 .022 .022
. - Ige .121 .698 .035 .041 | Low
| Prior Probation .124 .289 .48 | .os4 .013 |
{ . i~
v
Months _ :
' | Arployed .030 .217 .031 .062 .008
- o | . - Drugs/Alcohol E ‘ .
' ' ; on Day of .136 .176 .047 . ,066 - 004 ‘
g Offense ‘
i Dependents .006 .098 .051 .070 " .000
S, Morthly ‘
: Marital . o
) Status [ 04 i . 002 . 059 . 070 ° . 000
i S * "Failure" is defined as rearrest, reconviction, or'revocation during the first six mdnths.
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TABLE 11
FLORIDA ICFS VALIDATION SAMPLE:
INTERCORRELATION OF PREDICTORS

O

&

Age

1.00

Education

.03

1.00

Marital Status

.61

-.04

1.00

Number of
Dependents

.39

-.05

.56

Months Employed

.23

.17

.17

.03

1.00

Monthly Income

. 27

.10

.29

“16

«50

1 1.00

Prior Probation
or Incarceration

-.13

.11

-.10

-.07

.05

.05

1.00

Drugs/Alcohol In-
volved in Commis-—
sion

.08

.06

.09

.88

-.07

.07

.26

1.00
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TABLE 12

FLORIDA ICFS VALIDATION SAMPLE:

PREDICTIVE EFFICIENCY OF THE INSTRUMENT

RISK RAW ouTCoME TOTAL

8 1 1- 2

9 3 1 4

HIGH |

10 1 4 5

11 2 13 135

29 3

MEDIUM 13 3 ?
14 6 30 36
15 6 31 37
16 2 32 34
17 2 24 26
15 17
Low 18 2 . R
19 2 17 19
20 1 4 >
TOTAL 38 231 269

Raw Scores

MCR = .20

Z = 1.96
Collapsed Table
MCR = .15

Z = 1.55

p<£.05

p .05

V(Uhcollapsed Table)
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‘of the instrument is not significant. The MCR's are con-
siderably lower for the validation saﬁple than for the
construction sample. It is justifiable to conclude that
for the ICFSVproject clientele, this instrument has a

very low validity and can not be expected to be very

useful when used as in the ICFS prdoject -- that is, with ‘the

information loss inherent in classification of all pro-
bationers into three groups.

In summary, the instrument used in Florida has

little predictive utility and did not provide an adequate

risk classification. The instrument was devised with-
out considering the base rate problem:,:The method used
to select the sample limited the degree to which the
sample could be considered representétive of the target
population (ICFS project probationers). And, the in-
strument was used with no assessment of its wvalidity.
The scale has a low degree of validity, but that is

reduced even further when used to simply group probation-

ers into three groups.

Suffolk County

Unlike the other two risk screening devices, the
Suffolk County instrument focuses on two aspects of the
probationer's characteristics: "the offender's involve-

ment on a cluster of major variables" and "the severity
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level on particular \}ariables".22 The Suffolk County

instrument, entitled Differential Classification Form
for the Supervision of Probationers (Figure 1III), re-
flects the agency's concern with areas of major dys-
functions that could result in further criminal ac¢tivi-
ty. This instrument is thus intended to be used as a
combination risk and needs assessment screening de~

vice.

The instrument is designed to assess the pro-

bationer's ;status in certain key areas, and the degree

of "severity" of this status. These key components

define the two scales of the instrument. The first

~scale refers to an individual's status in four major

areas: the nature of the current offense, pricr

evidence of psychological instability, any prior record
within the past seven years, and evidence of social in-

stability. Each "status" condition is worth one point;

thus, a maximum of four points can be assigned on the

status scale.

On the second scale, the severity of the status

problem is assessed. Under each status condition

there are several items that determine the nature and

"severity of the status or dysfunction. For instance,

within the psychological instability status the items

are: hospitalization or commitment to a rehabilitative

et mage S5t o e+ s
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SUFFOLK COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PROBATION

DIFFERENTIAL CLASSIF.ICATION FORM FOR THE SUPERVISION OF PROBATIONERS

CASE NO:

DATE:
PROBATION OFFICER: ‘ S.P.O: | OFFICE:
A. Current Offense - : )
m%—ngnv?:;::is) {2 pts) ve:J No L SCORE
2. Assaultive conviction(s) (2 pts) lDl
3. Driving While Intoxicated { 1.pt). ~ [_:J '
B.  Psychological Instability: | Yes (1 No (3 3 L
1. Hospitalization or committment to a . o o 4
rehabilitative program (2 pts) ) l:
2.  Diagnosed psychotic, sevérely emotionally
. disturbed, severely retarded {2 pts) . D .
3. Alcohol or drug dependent (2 pts) [_:]
C.  Prior Record (last 7.years) & Yes (] No [J.
1. Felony conviction(s) (2 pts) o
2.  Misdemeanant conviction{s) (2 pts)
3. Youthful Offender (YO} convictions {2 pts)
4. Juvenile Delinqueney (JD) Adjudiétion {1 pt)
D. Social Instability: Yes [ No [ !

1. Educational vocational, employment deficits {1 pt}
4

2. Weak, non-existent positive family or
community attachments (1 pt)

3. Recidivism or Recidivistic tendencies (2 -pts)

E.  Age: Thisvariable js only used for marginal cases.

Between 16 - 24 years old (1 pt)

e k5 e 8.t e s

e S i, e Vo

~
.
]

J 000 0000

Variables

Status

Level
of Severity

"A. Current Offense
B

Psychological lAnstability

.. Prior Record

C
D. Sociall nstability

Subtotal

E. Age

XXXXX

Total

LENGTH OF SENTENCE:

 YIME SERVED:

CLASSIFICATION: - Intensive (]

Suffolk County Risk Screenina Instrument

Active [J

Fiaure III

e e e i L

_ Special 3




i)

1

-48-

program, diagnosed psychotic, severely emotionally
disturbed, and alcohol or drug dependépt. Each "sever-
ity" variable has a value ranging from 1 to 2 points.
If a person is between 16-~24 years old, another point
can be added on the severity scale.

Both scales are used to determine the person's
risk level. The scales are added séparately and then
joined according tc the following formula: risk =
status + (.01l) severity. All cases'ﬁith 0 points
are assigned 10w risk, 1.01 to 3.06 medium, and 3.07
or above high risk. It is predicted that seven percent
of the low risk, 29 percent of the medium risk, ana

74 percent of the high risk clients Will fail.23

Construction Sample

in 1974 the Suffolk County Department of Pro-
bation, invéstigating the feasibility of a classifica-
tion system, undertook an analysis of approximately 2.2
percent of their 33,250 probation cases (N = 720 adult

probationers). Case records were examined and the

following - data items were extracted from the files:

prior criminal history, degree of community attachments,

marital‘status, and alcohol use and abuse. (Some
additional items that could be found in the presentence
investigation were also included.) The development of a

classification device proceeded with the identification

D

Q

1O

O
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‘of areas of perceived major behavioral dysfunctions for

the probation population.

A "backdoor" configural approach was used to

analyze the data and frame the classification instrument.

The criterion used was reconviction during probation or
after probation termination. The time frame of the
follow-up is unknown. The length of time at risk varied
for individuals in the gample (and waé.hot taken into
account). About 25-30 percent of the sample was classi-
fied as failures. The resulting instrumént was derived
by examining how factors appeared to cluster. From

this anlysis, two levels of superviéign were instituted;

Intensive and Normal.

The first draft of the instrument was tested in a

pilot study conducted during the following year. This
study was based on 627 persons. The pilot study pro-

vided an opportunity to validate the instrument, to

'

clarify the design, to obtain feedback from the pro-
bation officers, and to determine the degree of agree-
ment between probation officers' recommendations for

supervision level and those made on the basis of the

instrument.

This pilot study was conducted in two phases.
The initial zlassification phase required the
probation officers who were supervising: each
case to classify these cases according to the
objective criteria of the differential clas-
sification system. The second phase of this
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study compared the subjective classification
system of each probation officer against the
objective criteria ..... After all cases had
been subjectively and objectively classified,
the probation officers were asked to compare
the results and explain the contradictions.25

With a 95 percent agreement between the probation of-=

ficers' subjective classifications and the formal,

objective recommendation for classifying individuals
by the instrument, only a few minor refinements were
necessary. The revised instrument was then im-

plemented. Periodically, the operational definitions

of the items were changed to accommodate new char-

acteristics of the probationers. For instance, the

definition of time frames for hospitalization and
prior record were changed to reflect closer prox-
imity to the date placed on probation for the

current offense.

The development of this instrument differs

markedly from that in the other two ICFS sites. The
“first phase involved the construction of the in-

strument on the basis of study of a random sampie of

the available adult population. This ensured a

sample that was representative of the population at

large; but it did not necessarily assure a sample

representative of the ICFS target population.
Initially, there appears to have been some con-

founding of the risk and needs assessment objectives.
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In the early stage of development, reconv1ctlon while
Oon probation or Post-probation was used as the
criterion; during the Pilot study the criterion became
the degree of agreement between cla551f1catlons by

the officers and by the instrument as to the appropri-
ate level of Supervision. Further' validation study
relatlve to the risk assessment aim was accomplished,

however, as next descrlbed,

Validation Sample

The Suffolk County Probation Department completed.
a validation study of their instrument in order to
determine whether to use it in the ICFg project. (Use
of an existing New York State Intensive Supervision
Project risk instrument was an available alternative.)
The Suffolk County instrument was adopted because the
association (that is, the obtained value of Chi
Square) was slightly higher with the Suffolk instru- .

26
The criterion of

ment than Wlth the ISP device.
failure used in this comparison validation was re-
arrest whlle on probatlon or durlng three years follow—
ing termination of pProbation. The valldatlon sample
consisted of 355 cases, including, it shoulgd be noted,
probationers sentenced to a residential Program,
having a spiit sentence, and who were convicted on a
felony sex offense. (These Probationers had to be

excluded from the ICFS pProject according to the ICFS
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Using these data, a series of rggression analyses
was performed by the suffolk Countylstaff. The pur-
pose was to determine the predictive efficiency of
the instrument, to examine the intercorrelations of
predictors, and to examine the instrumegt from a dif-

ferent framework than that of its original design. The

stepwise regression analysis of the suffolk validation

study provides additional information for the refine-

ment of the instrument.

The items in the Suffolk County instrument,
based on a sample of 351 cases (four cases were de-
leted because of missing values) , é;plain about 38
percent of the variance in probation outcomes (Table
13). As typically found in analyses of this sort,
most of the contributiqn to the outcome variance is
accountedvfor by the first few items selected. Inl
this case, most of the contribution is made by the

first five or six items (at most) . A similar result

is shown in Table 14 in which the analysis was limi-

ted to the "severity" scores.
The correiation coefficients between the items

and the ouytcome criterion are shown also in Tables 13

and 14. The largest zero order correlations are:

recidivism or officers' perception of recidivistic

tendencies (.48), age (.41), prior criminal record

tem Bt i
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SUFFOL TABLE 13

] K COUNTY VALIDATION SAMPLE:

MULTIPLE REGRESSION WITH RECONVICTIOW AS THE DEPENDENT
VARIABLE AND ALL VARIABLES AS :PREDICTORS

......

Zexo Unstan—- [Standard-
Order qOr dardized ized 2 R?
relation|Regres—- |Regres- R Change
sion Wgt. [sion Wgt.
Recidivistic
Tendencies .48 .18 .36 .23 .23
Age ' .41 .19 .18 - .30 .07
Prior Record ' ' '
e .35 .28 | .31 | .33 | .03
Weak Ties .30 .15 14 .34 02
Alcohol/Drug |
Dependence .20 .13 .23 ' .36 .01
Misdemeanor A ‘ = -
Convictions .16 --.92Ol -.19 .37 .01
Fducational
Deficits 27 211 .13 .37 .004
Psychological
Instability 01
Status .17 -.86 -.08 .38 .003
Social Instabili~ 01
ty Status ' .32 -.99 -~.10
Youthful Offender } = —
Status .28 -429 | 06 .38 .002
Driving While : :
Tntoxicated ~04 | —96%t | -.07 .38 .002
Hospitalization 15 ~.2901 ~.03 38
Current Offender - - } =200
Status .
.04 -.30°0 | o3 .38 .000
Psychotic |
' .03 -.24 -.02 .
Assaultive 02 = 280
Conviction -.02 -.99 -.01 .38 .000
Prio; Felony :
Conviction .18 1201 | L, .38 .000
Juvenile '
Delinquent .23 20 | o1 .38 ©.000
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SUFFOLK COUNTY VALIDATION SAMPLE
MULTIPLE REGRESSION WITH "SEVERITY" VARIABLES AS THE INDEPENDENT

-54-

TABLE 14

VARIABLES AND RECONVICTION AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE

.éﬁ.

Unstandard-

SRR o ey

O

dero | e | Standam- | 2
Order Regression . R
Correlation Weight Regr§551qn Change
Weight

Recidivistic ’

Tendencies .48 .15 .31 .12 .23

e .41 .22 .20 .30 .07

Alcohol/Drug ' 01 C

Dependence .20 .97 .17 .32 .02

Weak Ties .30 .13 .12 .34 .02

Juvenile "

Adjudication .23 .14 f92; .35 .007
| Bducational 01

Deficits .27 .61 .06 .35 .004

Hgspitaliza: ' o1

tion : .15 -.41 -.06 .35 003

Youthful ' 01 .

Offender .28 -.29 .04 .35 .001

Convictions

Prior Felony 01 ‘

Convictions .18 .27 .3 .36 .001

Driving While : 0L

Trvtontl e ated -.04 ~.57 -.04 .36 .001

Psychotic .03 -.a7%% -.04 .36 .001

Misdemeanor 0oL

Convictions .16 .19 .04 .36 .001

Current 02

Felony .10 .83 01 .36 .001

Convictions

¢

O
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status (.35), social instability status (.32}, weak
community or family ties (30 ), youéhful offender
conviction (.28), and education or vocational de-
ficits (.27); The remaining vafiables have .a low or
negligible cdrrelation with the outcome_ variable.

.+t The examination of the intexcorrelations of
predictor items tends to sﬁpport the a priori "clus-
ters" of the scales' originators. As seen in Table
15; current offense status is correl;ted substantially
with felony conviction, assaultive conviction, and
driving while intoxicated. Similar moderate to
substantial correlations are foundfﬁQr'"severity"
scores and the other three "status" items. The status
variables do not appear to be corre}ated substantially
with any other predictors, which also supports the
theory of the scale developers. Few of the "severity"
predictors appear to be intercorrelated except for age

and youthful offender conviction (.42), age and re-

cidivism (.33), educational deficits and weak community

ties (.34), alcohcl/drug dependent and hospitalization
(.46), and psychotic and hospitalization (.39). -

The Suffolk County instrumént exhibits in this
sample a substantial predictive capacity. As shown in
Table 16, the values of the MCR for the uncollapsed

and collapsed version of the screening device are .56

© e eI
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TABLE 15
SUFFOLK COUNTY VALIDATION SAMPLE:
INTERCORRELATION OF PREDICTORS
| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
1 1. CURRENT OFFENSE STATUS 1.0¢ o
2. Felony Conviction .5111.00
3. Assaultive Conviction 45| .13{1.00
4. DWI .55 |=.10 |-.00 |1.00
5. PSYCHOLOGICAL INSTABILITY .23} .02 .04 .32(1.00
6. Hospitalization 071 .06 .16 .06| .63 (1.0
7. Psychotic .03| .04/|-.0810.04| .37 (.39 [1.0
8. Alcchol/Drug Dependent .23 | .03|~.01| .36 .87 (.46 {.16 1.0
9. PRIOR RECORD .15( .04 .03| .15( .26 .16 {.13 .24 1.0
10. Felony Conviction .07 .17|-.04 ~.04 | .24 |.22 [,19 .22 .27 1.0
11. Misdemeanant Conviction .16-.02| .10| .26} .34 (.17 |.16 .33 .76 |.28 1.0
12. Y.0, Conviction .04} .15| .01 |-.14| .03[.10}.09 .05 .40 {.08 .05/ 1.0
13. Juvenile Adjudication 02| .09|-.11 |-.07| .02 |.11 |.04}..03 .30 |.05| .01| .17 1.4 .
14. SOCIAL INSTABILITY -.06| .02 |-.07 |-.05| .13 [.18 |.07] .08 .13 [.12| .10| .16 |.10] 1.0,
15. Educational Deficitsv .01} .09 |-.07 |-.04 | .16 .15 (.04 .13 .17 |.12| .11} .14 (.07 .74 1.0
16. Weak Ties -,06( .09 |~-.0L|~.13| .19{.29 |.15/ .10y .18 |.15 .08} .22 {.13] .45 .34/ 1.0
17. Recidivism -.00( .05| .08 -.00| .07 (.15 .07 -09 .26 |.18 .16%.30 (.19 .55/ .25 .25 1.0
.03] .17} .16 |-.13 | .07 .13 |=01] .05 .33 |.14 .10{.42 .22 .26| .23 .25 .33 1.0

18. AGE (16 - 24 YEARS OLD)

2
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PREDICTIVE EFFICIENCY OF THE INSTRUMENT
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TABLE 16
COUNTY VALIDATION SAMPLE:

i Raw Outcome )
g;ingry " 8core Success Failure Total
Low 0 54 3 57
1.01 25 4 22
1.02 38 6 . 1
1.03 16 5 21
- 1.04 2 3 >
1.05 1 2 2
2.02 2 0 .
2.03 29 g 32
Medium 2.04 20 2 22
2.05 10 12
2.06 5 lQ P
2.07 3 ' 7 ]
2.08 4 3 :
2.09 1 3 p
3.04 4 0 13
3.05 10 3 T
3.06 6 4 |
3.07 3 8 l%
3.08 4 4 :
3.09 2 2 -
3.10 1 .3 3
3.11 1l 2 b
3.12 1 3 1
3.13 0 1 1 .
3.15 0 l >
4.07 0 i 2
High . 4.08 2 ! 3
4.09 1 z
4.10 0 2 2
4.12 0 2 2
4.13 0 1 !
4.15 0 1 1
4.16 0 2 2
4.17 1 1 2
4.18 1 1 _
Total 247 104 351
, ; ~ y
Raw Scores .(Uncollapsed Tables) MCR .56 Z=8.35 p<.05

Collapsed Tables

MCR

n-u,

.41 Zz=6.13 p <.05

A L 0 A 5 5

O

T A Al s 0 et s

~58~

and .41, respectively, both statistically significant,

and higher than values usually obtainéd with similar risk

instruments.

Revalidation

The ICFS sample of 127 probationers was used to re-

validate the Suffolk County instrument. This validation
sample is useful in determining how wel; the instrument
functioned in the 1CFS Project evaluation, bearing in
mind the different natures of the samples studied and of

the outcome criterion, and noting also that it is the

ICFS eligible population with whom the. instrument is used

Operationally for differential case assignment.

The validation sample consisted of 127~probationers;

three cases were excluded because of missing values on

some items of the risk screening instrument. The pProject,

as already noted, excluded cases with sentences to a
Placement in a residential facility for treatment, with

several convictions for driving while intoxicated, and

with a period of incarceration prior to the probation

sentence.  The base rate of failures was .18, which is

lower than that used in the Suffolk validation sample.

But of course the follow-up period was limited to only

six months on probation, while the earlier validation

sample had a maximum of three Years (both on or off

Probation).

The stepwise regression analysis shows that the
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coefficient of determination is .27. This means that
27 percent of.the variance in the oqtbome measure is
explained by the items included. As shown in Table 17,
the first seven Qariables account for 90 percent of the
explained variance. The remaining eleven variables did
not contribute much additionally. Table 17 shows the
summary of the stepwise regression analysis excluding the
status variables. The coefficienF of determination for
the severity variable model is .26; ﬁhét is about the
same as.theﬁmodel including both the status and severity

variables. This suggests that the status variables do

¢

not add much. I

The correlations between the predictors and the 6utcome
variable tend to be small.: Tables 17 and 18 show these
correlations to range in value from + .01l to .22. These
are low associations with the outcome measure. Notice-
able decreases occurred in the association between the
predictors and outcome in this revalidation sample com-
pared to the original validation sample.

The overlapping relations‘of severity and status
variables (the originators"é:priori "clusters") is
evident in the ICFS sample as well as in the original

validation sample. Table 19 shows the correlation

.coefficients of variables in the risk screening device.

The highest correlations occur within status "dimen-

Remaining correlations tend not to be so high as

T Tt

i
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SUFFOLK COUNTY ICFS VALIDATION:

WITH ALL VARIABLES AS PREDICTORS

ICFS.OUTCOME AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE AND MULTIPLE REGRESSION

Zero Order]

Bl e Standard- Coeffici~ |Variance
oy ~ [|'Correla~ lized Re- ent of .De-| Added
OFFENDER ~ {tion w/ |[gression [Standard ftérminas B2
ATTRTBUTES ! Outcome |Coeffic- Error |tion (R7) Chg.

. ' Cuey ) ' -Change |

Pe, ient . T
P '
b
Alcohol/ o
Drug . +—=.219 .493 .208 .058 .058
Dependence 1. '
Driving While |
Tntoxicated .152 1.57 .198 .136 .078
Recidivistic ,
Tendencies 134 .486 .100 .173 .095
Prior Record
Status 127 .011 .352 .210 .027_
Felony ~ - .
Conviction .192 .459 .057 .231 021
Age .042 .263 LA27 .246 .014
Psychotic ~.030 .213 .184 .250 .004
Psychological
Instability -.163 .128 .377 .254 .004
Status
Current Of-
fense Status .103 .108 .129 .258 .004
Misdemeanor
Convictions -.055 .125 .188 .262 .QO4
pospitaliza= | 073 045 1 .162 .265 .003
on
Assaultive
- )

Conviction .013 .046 .056 .267 .002
Juvenile -
Delinquent -.105 .075 .438 .268 .001
Prior- Felony
Conviction .040 .061 .526 .269 .001
Youthful
OFfander -.088 .057 .193 272 .003
Educational :
Deficits -.192 .000 .123 .272 .003.
Weak Ties -.133 .000 .081 272 .003
Social In~
stability -.213 .000 .146 272 .003
Status
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TABLE 18

SUFFOLK COUNTY ICFS VALIDATION:
MULTIPLE REGRESSION WITH ICFS OUTCOME AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE * AND
ALL "SEVERITY" VARIABLES AS PREDICTORS

Zera Or—- I Standard- 7 'Coeffici-, Varliance
CFFENDER der Corre-lized Re— Standard {ent of De4 Added.
ATTRIBUTES . lation w/ |gression Exrror termina~ RZ
: Outcome (Coefficient tion (RZ) Change
Alcohol/ . '
Drug -.219 1.10 .072 .058 .058
Dependence :
Driving
While .152 1.75 .146 136 .078
Intoxicated '
Recidivistic ~.134 .826 077 | .173 .095
Tendencies
Felony
Conviction .192 .342 . 044 .207 .024
Misdemeanor ~.055 .421 .063 .221 .014
Conviction )
Age .042 .232 .414.-7 | .239 .018
Juvenile _ :
. Delinguent .105 .139 .256 .246 .007
Youthful _ -
Offender .088 .128 .08L .250 .004
Prior Felony .040 .072 .385 .254 .004
Conviction ‘
Psychotic .030 .092 .074 .258 .004
Hospitalization -.073 .048 .159 .260 .002
Educational y a2
Deficits -.192 .006 .070 .261 .001
Weak Ties -.133 .002 .077 .261 .000
Assaultive - .
Convictions .013 .001 .040 .261 .000

* "Failure" is defined as rearrest, reconviction,

or revocation during the first six months.
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 TABLE 19
: SUFFOLK COUNTY ICFS VALIDATION SAMPLE:
: INTERCORRELATION OF PREDICTORS
2 3 4 5 6 7,8 9 .10 .11 .12 . 1% .14 -15 .16, 17 , 18
; 1. CURRENT CFFENSE STATUS 1.0
2. Felony Conviction -] .52(1.00
: 3. Assaultive Conviction 671,36 {1.00
% 4. DWI | | .35}~.10 ~.15 {100 .
“ | 5. PsycHOTOGICAL INSTABILITY | ,16|-.03] .03 |..35 [1.00
i 6. . Hospitalization | 1702 .05 .28].67 Jr.00
f 7. Psychotic | .15).18]..27{-.03| .48 | .26 [1.00].
%i? 8. alcoholfbrug.Dependent: 09 |-.13 -.12 4] 79| .60 |10 oo |
" | 9. eRIoR RECORD - | .14 |.26 o1 | .45 .35 .34 | .03 |-.36 [1.00
10. Prior Felony Convictich |-.08 |-.05 .06 |-.031-.04 .03 |-.03 |-.03 |-.05 [1.00
11. . Misdemeanant Convictioh | .15 }.20 .10 |.48|.43|.37| .00 | .41 | .70 |04 [L.00
12. . Y.0. Conviction - L.05 k.11 p.2. F.07| .00 | .06 .06 | .04 | .36 | .40 .09 [1.00
S 13. Juvenile Adjudication ® | .14 -.06 | .20 [-.04 |-.06 |.04 [-.03 .05 | .26.}-.01 }-.05 .03 [L.00
A g 14. SOCIAL INSTABILITY .08} .24 F05| .11 | .05 F.02| .18 .07 .06 .09 .08 .04 f1.00
E} 15. Bducational Deficits .10 |18 | .00 }-.13 | .05 | .01 F.15 | .16 |.20 | .01 | .09 .13 .01 | .78 100
?% 16. Weak Ties A .14 +.20 {..07 | .02 { .15 } .22 }.13 | .27 {..07 | .16 .12 | .06 }-.06 | .36 | .32 fL.00
/|, 17, mecidivisn .08 {..09 | .10 | .08 | .00 }-.03 | .09 }-.02 }-.03 |-.05 |-.05 }-.03 | .08 | .40 | .02| .09 JL.00
| gi 18. AGE (16-24 YEARS OLD) . .10 [-.05 | .14 }.03 |.19 | .29 | .34 .03 | .18| |.23}.02 -.01| .07 |-.10 |-.05 | .16 [L.00
§ e e . & & a 0 O O ' - B 0
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within these status groups.

The predictive efficiency shown in the original
validation sample (with respect to Suffolk probationers
generally) was not repeated in the revalidation (concern-
ing ICFS project probationers). The different criterion
(and, particularly, the markedly different follow-up
periods) should be remembered. The MCR's are .20 for
the ungrouped risk scores and .10 for the risk classi-
fications, as shown in Table 20. Nei%her MCR is statis-

tically significant.

ICFS Risk Screening Instruments

e

Each of the three risk screening instruments employed
by the ICFS sites had some methodological shortcomings.
Two of the instruments, in Kane County and Florida, suffered
from a lack of any validation: a problem enhanced by a
lack of attention to the base rate problem. None 6f the
instruments was validated on a sample that could be
assumed to be representative of the poéulation to which

the instruments would be applied. These problems are

sufficient to undermine the integrity of implementation

of the general design of the ICFS project -- differential

supervision by risk (as determined by an appropriate in-

'strument).' The risk classifications did not have demon-

strable validity for the target population at any site at

the start of the project. An additional objective of the

@ . [
-

0

|

)

SUFFOLK COUNTY ICFS VALIDATION SAMPLE:
PREDICTIVE EFFICIENCY OF THE INSTRUMENT

—-64-

TABLE 20

Risk
Category

Raw
Score

0

Outicome
1

Total

Low

19

22

MEDIUM

1.01
1.02
1.03
1.64
2.03
2.04
2.05
2.06
2.07
2.08
3.05
3.06

MNHFOHFRFON®SRFENMDNE

-t
'S

ONFHFNWhJIOXI

=
wun

N WHEWIRAOOWOLWUWY

HIGH

3.07
3.08
3.1

4.04
4.07
4.10

HOOO MM

= N

NHEFRHFWN

Total

23

101

124

Raw Score (Uncollapsed Table)

MCR = .20

Z = ,01
Collapsed Table
MCR = ,10

zZ = .48

p> .05

P> .05

[
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risk screening instrument will focus on using as pre-

analyses reported here, besides contributing to the diction candidates a variety of offender attributes

evaluation of the overall project, has been to pro- that were not necessarily included in the instruments

vide validation information by using the project samples. already discussed.
In order to identify items, a multiple regression

Further Explorations of Risk analysis was completed, with the 506 ICFS subjects

In order to possibly contribute to improving risk (from the three sites combined) serving as the con-

screening at the sites, but also to achieve other ob- struction sample. For each probationer, background

jectives of the ICFS evaluation as well, the data from and follow-up data were coded from the existing

the first six months of experience in the project were case files.

further analyzed to create an additional measure of risk. The criterion used (as in the "revalidation"

(As described in a companion report, the new risk studies already descrlbed) was recidivism during

measure described in this section was used as a statis- the first six months under probation supervision.

tical control for possible biasing factors in the classi- Recidivism includes rearrest, reconviction, or re-

fications into supervision categories). vocation during this period. Eighteen percent of

The existing instruments are restricted in their use the ICFS probationrs fell into this failure category.
pR3:

of predictors. For the most part, these predictors are . Possible predictors were selected in two steps.

social demographic characteristics of the probationers. First, all variables were examined to see whether

In item selection, prior criminal history variables that they were associated with the outcome measure. Chi-

have demonstrated in othef studies their usefulness in square or Pearson's correlation coefficient was
27

determining risk level, were neglected. The ICFS project used, depending on the level of measurement of the

evaluation staff coded 87 potential predictors. The following attribute or variable, to determine the statistical

items are examples: number of prior adult arrests, age significance of the association. The .05 level of
!

at first arrest, length of residence, number of changes confidence was used as the decision rule to accept a

in address during last year, substance abuse, and type variable as being significant. Selected interval level

of prior criminal history. The construction of a new

S e - . e
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variables then were grouped (for simplicity, though at a TABLE 21
o : : . : COMBI .
possible cost of loss of some information): and, Chi g MULTIPLE REGRESSION WITH ICFSNgngéﬁgLig.THE DEPENDENT.VARIABLE *
. . . . (s :
square tests were applied with the resulting categories 1€ '
to test for significant associations with outcome. Next, :
' ' | ZERO ORDER |STANDARD- COEFFICIENT|
the items that passed this test were included in a step- l OFFENDER CORREIATION | IZED STANDARD OF VARIANCE
o ATTRIBUTE WITH OUTCOME | REGRESSION ERROR | DETERMIN- } . ADDED
wise multiple regression analysis. Thirteen variables ‘ @ | , COEFFICIENT ATION (R® CHANGE)
which in combination produced the highest coefficient of Age at First _
| _ ' Conviction 193 19 - .82 .037 .037
determination (that is, the squared multiple correlation . . '
| o ' Prior Adult 178 16 ;
coefficient) were retained, although as usual only the ' Arrests ’ ' * ‘5§ " .061 .024
Educational
first few items selected account for most of the out- Status .167 .89 .38 .076 . .015
. . . . : l : .| Age at Time
come variance "explained." The multiple correlation . J ,
P ® o of Probation | 146 .95 .37 .086 . .010
coefficient, using all items, was only .35, so the co- , Drug Abuse )
N 1 : Problem -166 -19 - .82, .094 .008
efficient of determination was a guite modest .12. A : : : ‘
. : Nature of 094 38 .
summary of the analysis is shown in Table 21. ©None of _ Current Charge| ° . .59 .101 - +007
. . 2 Number of '
the items had a strong correlation with the outcome, ~ Residences .102 26 63 105 )
) i ) ) in One Year’ : : -004
but all zero order correlations, while low, were statis- - -~
Prior Arrest
for a Proper— .180 .58 .47 .109 .004

tically significant at the five percent level of confi-
ty Offense

Prior Convic-
tion on a -.097 .30 .66 ‘.
Prop. Offense -112 .003

dence.

The correlation coefficients in Table 22 show that

Prior Arrest

the highest intercorrelation is between prior arrest _ '
. for_CEJme ‘ .107 .15 _94 .114 . ‘002
for a property offense and conviction for the same (-.78). Against Person
_ ' Age at First -.167 ‘
Other variables that were substantially correlated are: Arrest .22 .76 .117 A.003
age at first arrest and age at probaticn sentence (-.61), IEiGrSGNEmce
: Including ~.141 .12 1.05 .119 .002
age at first conviction and age at the current probation Probation .
Substance
sentence (.51), and substance abuse and drug abuse (.62). Abuse .130 1.20 , 09 120 .
. Problem . 120 | .001

e s . .
* 'Eallurg" is defined as rearrest, reconviction, or
revocation during the first six months.
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TABLE 22
ICFS RISK SCREENING INSTRUMENT:
INTERCORRELATION OF PREDICTORS
- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. Educational 1.0
Attaimment )
2. MAge at Proba-
tion Sentence -10 1.0
3. Nunber of Resi-
dences .05 .01 1.0
4, Number of Prior
Adult Arrests .13 -.19 .17 1.0
5. Number of Prior .
Sentences with .09 -.091.08 .47 (1.0 ]
Probation SN A
o
6. t First 1
Zﬁie:t r -.16 | -.61 .04 -.13 .19 1.0
7. Age at First
ConVictiOn -17 .51 '06 .12 .23 -076 1.0
8, Substance
Sabsta .05 | -.09 .03 24 |17 |-11 | s |10
9, Drug . )
Abuse .07 'l-[. "".02 02 015 _022 026 062 1'0‘
10. Current .00 .04 .05 .00 .05 -.03 .03 .04 .01 1.0
Charge : :
11. Prior Arrest )
for Offerlse 009 _-ll .OZ 028 .28 "'.15 .13 '12 .05 .08 l.o
Against Person -
12. Prior Arrest
: for Offense .15 .04 .09 .40 | .36 ~.39 .38 .11 .16 .04 22 11.0
Against Prop. '
13, Prior Convic- :
tion for Off, -.15 .03 .02 -.33 .35 .3 -.35 -.07 |-.11 .01 ﬂ -.21 §-.78 | 1.0
2Against Prop. :

3
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The high correlations between variables using the age of
the probationer at particular pbints may be expected in
part from the circumstance that for nearly half the

ICFS sample this was their first adult conviction. Other
intercorrelations are rather modest.

As can be seen, the standard errors of the regres-

.sion coefficients tend to be large relative to the co-

efficients, so it is questionable whether these weights
may be used with confidence. Nevertheless, in view of
our interest in using the resulting scores as a statisti-
cal control in the program evaluation analyses, on this
same sample, the weights were retained. For the same
reason, all 13 of these items were used.

The method of scoring for each probationer thus in-
volved an equation consisting of thirteen weighted items.
The weights used were the unstandardized regression co-
efficients. The items were those :listed in Table 21.

Four of the variabies were grouped into three
categories (age at first arrest, age at first convic-
tion, age at probation sentence, and educational attain-
ment) , while the remaining were included as dichotomous
attributes. Eéch probationer thus received a risk score
which was a weighted linear composite of the scores on
fhese items. The scores provide an "expected" value of

the "global" outcome criterion.

=
o

£

&

=71~

The distributions of these scores (célled PREDRISK
scores) are shown in Table 23 for the two outcome cate-
gories. It should be noted that this table shows fhe
association of these scores with the global ouﬁcome for
the samples from which they are derived, that is, the
combined data from the three sites. The point biserial
correlation coefficient of .35 is identical to the
multiplg‘correlation coefficient found; and, since
they are equivélent statistics, this shows that there
was no loss of predictive information in grouping the
scores. - Since we wish to examine the global outcomes
for the three sites combined but also.for each site
separately, it is of interest to note the relation of
these scores to outcome for each agency; these data are.
shown in Table 24.

For Tables 23 and 24, the PREDRISK scores were
grouped to provide seven classifications of probationers.
This was done merely for convenience in displaying and
examining the association of the scores with the Qlobal
outcome measure. These groups were defined arbitrarily
by standardydeviatibn units, such that the scores in
group A are at or above two standard deviations above
the mean score and B = 1l¢vto 2¢G*, C = .5 to 1q¢, x =
~.5¢ to¢.5 , D= -.5¢to -1l¢, E = -1 to -2a and

F¢ -2.9 (g is the symbol for the standard deviation).

P e g
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TABLE 23

RELATION OF PREDRISK SCORES TO GLOBAL OUTCOMES,
THREE SITES COMBINED, STUDY SAMPLE

Percent Number .| Percent
Gxoup Scores of Favorable| Unfavorable | Favorable
= Total A
A 1.087 or above; (<1) 1 0 100
B 108.6 - 96 14 66 4 94
C 95.9 - 88.6 21 94 10 90
X 88.5 - 75.5 37 166 20 89
D 75.4 -~ 68.8 12 43 18 70
E 68.7 - 55.6 13 39 28 58
F 55.5 - 0 3 8 9 47
Total 100 417 89 .82
Biserial correlation coefficient = ,51
Point biserial correlation
coefficient = _,35
Mean cost rating = .46
Z score = 6.98
p < .001

4]
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TABLE 24

RELATION OF PREDRISK SCORES TO GLOBAL OUTCOMES FOR

SUFFOLK COUNTY, KANE COUNTY, AND FLORIDA

st i AR T

. Percent Number Percent,
Site Group of Favorable Unfavorable| Favorable
Total
A 0 0 0
B 9 10 1 20
C 16 19 1 95
Suffolk X 42 49 14 92
D 17 18 3 86
E 15 6 12 33
F 3 2 2 50
A 0 0 0
B 2 2 0 100
C 12 11 1 92
Kane X 35 29 7 81
D 19 12 7 63
E 26 18 9 67
F 6 3 3 50
A 0 1 0 100
B 21 54 3 95
' C 26 64 8 89
Florida X 35 88 9 91
D 8 13 8 62
E 8 15 7 68
F 3 3 4 43
. Biserial Point Biserial| Mean Cost| 2 P -
Site Correlation | Correlation Rating Score | (MCR)
Suffolk .63 .43 .58 2.37 <.05
Kane .35 .26 .31 4.49 <.05
Florida .49 .32 .40 | 4,12 € .05
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In Table 22, the percent of probationers in each score
group who had favorable global outcomes is shown in

the column at the extreme right, and it can be seen that
the proportions of probationers who "succeeded" de-
creased with decreasing scores. The correlations of

the PREDRISK scores with thé global outcome classifica-.
tion are shown below thé table, along with the mean cost

ratings. In this case, t+he value of MCR = .46, with a

companion Z score of 6.98 which is significant at the

.001 level of confidence. gimilar data are given for

each site separately in Table 24. Each of these re-

»ported MCR's has an assoclated Z score that is sig-

nificant at the .05 level of confidence. Together,
these tables show that +he PREDRISK scores in this

sample are related moderately to substantially to the

global outcome classifications, for each site separately

and for the sites combined.

In Table 25, the PREDRISK scores have been grouped
to provide three classifications of probationers (as

used in the projects). These groups are again defined

rather arbitrarily by standard deviation units. The

gscores in group A are one-half a standard deviation or

more above the mean score, B = —.50'to' .50, and C <

.56~ . Because of some loss of information, the MCRs

+he Z scores are all significant

'

Fa)

-

RELAT
ION OF PREDRISK GROUPS TO ICFS OUTCOME FOR ALL SITES COMBINED
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TABLE 25

SUFFOLK COUNTY, KANE COUNTY, AND FLORIDA

Percent |
Site Grou of oroent
‘ P Total Favorable Unfavorable Favorable
A}l
Sites A 35 lel 14 92
B 37 166 20 89
C 20 90 ‘ 55 62
Total 417 89 82
¥ane
County A 14
13 1
93
B 35 29 7 81
C 51 33 19 63
Total 75 27 .73
Suffolk |
County A 24
29 2
94
B 42 49 4 92
C 34 26 17 60
Total 104 23 82
Florida A 47 119 11 92
B 35 88 9 91
C 18 31 19 62
Total 238 39 86
. Mean Cost Z -
Site Rating _ Score P
All Sites .43 6.64 4.
Kane County .29 2.27 =
Suffqlk County .50 3.82 <os
Florida .37 3.91 :'gg
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.05 level of confidence.
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Cénclusions

The risk screening instruments used in three sites
for the Improved Correctional Field Services project
all had serious methodological flaws. Nevertheless,
there is evidence for some validity of these instruments;
but that evidence varies among the sites.

Neither Kane nor Suffolk Counties developed their
instruments on the basis of a study of samples that
could be assumed to be representative of the ICFS target
population. In Florida, this assumption might have been
tenable; but possibly the construction sample was biased
by overrepresentation of probationers from urban areaé.

None of the sites reported reliability studies of
the items included in the instruments, of scores based
on them, or of the resulting prohationer classifications.
(In Suffolk County there was attention to the reliability
of classification using the instrument as compared with
probation officer judgments;)

Neither Kane County nor Florida conducted any study
of the validity of the instrument before putting it to
operational use in the project. Suffolk County com-
pleted a validation study, but that study was not limited
to the ICFS target population. Thus, on initiating the'
ICFS project Kane County and Florida had only weak évi—

dence as to the validity of the risk classifications that

L

8

-7 8=

provided the basis for the study; Suffolk County had
evidence of substantial validity of the device for
their probationers in general.

The ICFS project data can provide only a weak test of
the validity of the instruments used, particularly in
view of:

-A possible confouaing risk and

treatment;

—-Small numbers of probationers available for

study; and

-A short follow-up period.

The results of this study, which should be considered in
the context of these limitations, suggest that:

~The instruments used by 1l three sites to

classify probationers into three risk groups

for differential supervision are of questionable

utility for that purpose.

This does not mean that the instrumeﬁts are necessarily
wholly lacking in validity.
ignoring significance tests, are given by the mean cost

ratios obtained, as follows:

The best estimates of validity,

Site Number Mean Cost Ratio
Instrument Classification
Kane 102 .26 .16
Florida 269 .20 .15
Suffolk 124 .20 .10

o e A e et
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1 ..
, This report is one of a series addressin various
One may reasonably speculate that the values of these P ' g

a Q aspects of the evaluation of the Improved Correctional
coefficients might improve with a longer follow-up study

Field Services Project. Others deal with the development of

i te as more
. d the expected change in the base ra _ . | ' -
period an P the project, with 1ssues of implementation of the program

"failures" occur.

Q plans, with the effects of the classification/differential
Coefficients with higher values were found for a

L offense seriousness.

bined and for each site separately. Claims that this

2 ses o s '
. : More specific information on the research plan em
device has greater validity however, would be quite P - pra ployed

i~ is given in companion reports. See Finckenauer, J.0O. and
unwarranted; it has not yet been tested on any wvali .

. . o Gottfredson, D.M., The Improved Correctional Field Services
daﬁlo:uiizzre;alidation ctudy of the instruments Project: A Case Study, April, 1981 and Gottfredson, D.M.,
in use in the ICFS project - with larger samples and o Zinif‘mfmerr ;;O.;ndtT:T{ma;’ l::ye.fRisk, zuje:visi?n, anc'i
with longer follow up are needed for a more definitive ecidivism: e Firs 1X Months o ecorde Xperience in
. The PREDRISK instrument may, on further the Improved Correctional Field Services Project, July, 1980
i:jj:itj:: study, be found to provide some bases for o (unpublished report drafts in this series of réports).
improvement of the predictive efficiency of the various 3Studies of risk assessment devices in probation
instruments being used. settings, relative to those in parole, are fairly rare.
) See Albanese, J., "Predicting Probation Outcomes: An Assesg-—
ment of Critical Issues," in Gottfredson, D.M., Finckenauer,
J.0. and Rauh, C,, Probation on Trial, Newark, New Jersey:
e Rutgers University School of Criminal Justice, 1977, pp. 129-
- 178. For reviews of the problems of criminological prediction
more generally, see Mannheim, H. and Wilkins, L.T., Pre-
) diction Methods in Relation to Borstal Training, Loﬁdon: Her
- Majesty's Stationery Office, 1955; Gottfredson, D.M.,
Q
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"Assessment and Prediction Methods in Crime and Delinquency,”

in Task Force Report: Juvenile Delinguency and Youth Crime,

Presidents' Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration

of Justice, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,

1967; Simon, F.H., Prediction Methods in Criminology, London:

Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1971. For a comparison of
methods commonly used, see Gottfredson, S.D. and Gottfredson,

D.M., Classification for Risk: A Comparison of Methods,

U.S. Government Printing Office, in press.

4Gottfredson, M.R. and Gottfredson, D.M., Decisionmaking

in Criminal Justice: Toward the Rational Exercise of Discre-

tion, Cambridge: Ballinger, 1980, p.4. The discussion of

these concepts is drawn from this book, pp. 5-9.

5. . . e s . . .
Wisconsin Division of Correction, The Wisconsin Case

Classification/Staff Deplovment Project: A Two Year Follow-

Up Report, Project Report 14, Madison: Wisconsin Division

of Correction, July, 1979.

6For an extended discussion, see Gottfredson, M.R. and
Gottfredson, D.M., note 4, supra, at pp. 5-9.

7This section is adopted from Gottfredson, D.M., note
3, supra.

8‘I'he works citedvat note 3, supra, contain extensive

references to discussions of these issues.

9See Cronback, L.J. and Gleser, G.C., Psychological

Tests and Personnel Decisions, Urbana:

Press, 1957

University of Illinois

)

(3

1

3

3

-82-
10yichel Ro :
ichel, P.E. and Rosen, A., "Antecedent Probability
and the Efficiency of Psychometric Signs, Patterns, or

Cutting Scores, Psychological Bulletin, 52, 1955, pp. 194~

216.

ll‘ . .
Vhether or not a prediction method is "useful" depends

also on the purposes of the classification application.

The concept of utility in relation to selection and placement

decisions is discussed extensively in Cronback, L.J. and Gleser
A r

G.C., note 9, supra.

2 I '
Duncan, 0.D., Ohlin, L., Reiss, A.J., and Stanton,
H.P., "Formal Devices for Making Selection Decisions,

American Journal of Sociology, 58, 1953, pp. 573-584.

13 .
Lancucki, L., and Tarling, R., "The Relationship
between Mean Cost Rating and Kendall's Rank Correlation
Coefficient," in Gottfredson, D.M., Wilkins, L.T., and

Hoffman, P.B., Guidelines for Parole and Sentencing: A

Policy Control Method, Lexington: D.C. Heath, 1978, pp. 199-

206.

14
Note 3, supra; see especially Gottfredson, S.D. and

Gottfredson, D.M., in press.

15 .
Burgess, E.W., in Bruce, A.A., Burgess, E.W., and
Harno, A.J., "The Working of the Indeterminate Sentence Law
in the Parole System in Illinois," Springfield: 1Illinois
Parole Board, 1928.

16 .
When the outcome Ccriterion is a qualitative variate
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