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Executive Summary 

LSI-VI is a 58 item quantitative survey of attributes of offenders 
and their situations relevant to level of supervision decisions. Each 
item is in a "0 - 1" format and the total LSI score is the simple sum of 
c.hecked items. The items are grouped as follows (with number of items in 
brackets) : 

Criminal History (10) 
Education/Employment (10) 
Financial (2) 
Family/Marital (4) 
Accommodation (3) 
Leisure/Recreation (2) 
Companions (5) 
Alcohol/Drug Problems (9) 
Emotional/Personal (5) 
Probation Conditions (4) 
Attitudes/Orientation (4) 

The LSI items relate in reasonable ways to their subtotals and the 
subtotals are mildly and positively related. The i,lter-rater reliability 
estimates were satisfactory. 

. .LSI scores predicted all of the following above ~hance levels: 
~fflcer Judgments of appropriate levels of supervision at intake; officer 
~udgments of appropriate levels of supervision while in progress; officer 
Jud~m~nts of the succe~s of supervision; actual amount of supervision 
actlv1ty as reflected 1n Casebook entries; early terminations versus 
regular terminations; early clcsures versus active supervision; any evidence 
of inprogram recidivism, including charges pending and reconvictions' mul-
ti ~l ~ reconv~ c~i ons; i n~arc~rat~ on; and, of~i ci ally-undetected self-~eported 
crlmln~l actlvlty. An lnst1tut10n LSI predlcted failure to adjust at a 
Comm~n1 ty Re~ource Centre and a presentence LSI predi cted court disposi ti ons. 
A br1ef verSl0n of the LSI was found to predict postprobation recidivism 
?ver a three-ye~r post~rogram follow-up and the predictive validity of the 
lnstrument was lncreaslng over time. 

The results are consistent with a number of other studies conduc­
ted by the Research Services division in Ontario. Given that background 
work and the current results with the LSI, the reliable and valid assess­
ment of risk and need is clearly possible. The approach taken emphasizes 
th~ LS! as a decisjon-aid with professional judgments overriding the LSI 
~uldel1~es. The LSI fo~at has a built-i~ flexibility which will encourage 
lts reflnement as experlence warrants. Wlth or. without 'refinements, the 
use of the LSI should be monitored. 

iii 



The Level of Supervision Inventory (LSI) is one part of the Assess­
ment and Evaluation System under development in Ontario Probation and Parole. 
The LSI is a convenient, standardized and quantitative record of information. 
The information recorded consists of those attributes of offenders and their 
situations considered important to level of super~ision decisions. Level of 
supervision decisions were assumed to reflect considerations of the formal 
conditions of probation, risk (the probability of recidivism), need for ser­
vices, and some additional factors which may be highly idiosyncratic and 
rare in their occurrence. The information may be obtained from interviews, 
official records and/or collaterals. Since there are differences among 
Ontario officers and offices in the use of offici.al records and col laterals, 
it seemed premature to tie the completion of the LSI to anyone strategy for 
obtaining information. 

In order to enhance the utility of the instrument, several values 
guided its development. These values relutaq to unifQrmity as a demonstra­
tion of consensus and fairness, professional concerns, an emphasis on com­
prehensive assessment, and the flexibility of the instrument. ' 

Uniformitl: The LSI provides a standard record of a reasonably 
comprehensive survey of attributes of offenders and their situations conducted 
prior to decision-making. The items are high consensus ones in the sense that 
professionals agree that the items, in total, are reasonable indicators of 
risk and/or need for service. Professionals agree that they and their peers 
do and ought to seek such information before making level of supervision 
decisions. Arguments can be expected over the details of selected LSI items, 
but such arguments are outweighed by the overall consensus that the total 
LSI score is the product of a reasonably compreh~nsive survey of offender 
characteristics. The uniformity issue relates to fairness in the exercise 
of discretion. 

Nonlimiting. Officers seek and act upon information additional to 
that sampled by the LSI. The use of the LSI does not restrict the officer 
from collecting, storing and acting upon other information. In fact, no 
inventory of reasonable length could sample all possible relevant factors 
and their likely inter-dependencies. 

Professional: liThe officer makes the decision". The LSI is intended 
to function as an aid to professional decision-making. The decisions rest 
with the officer. With the LSI. professional judgments are npt simply assigned 
a wei.ght and then added to the risk/need score. When an officer notes special 
circumstances, professional judgment overrides the LSI guidelines. Within 
an ethical-legal framework, many consider it crucial that people and not 
checklists make deciSions. In practice, asking officers to record the special 
circumstances which led them to ,question the LSI guidelines, provides a major 
means by w~ich high consensus knowledge may grow in correc;:tions: officer 
judgments recorded on earlier versions of the LSI were an important source 
of new items for later versions. As the research results demonstrate, officer 
notations of special circumstances are associated with significant decreases 

.. 
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(positive circumstances) or increases (negative circumstances) in the r~tes 
of recidivism which would be expected simply on the basis of the LSI gU1de-
lines. 

Professional is'sues: "There is a body of, knowledge in criminologx"· 
The LSI is the product of a fusion of professional expertise and systematlc 
empirical research and theory in criminology. The content of the LSI re­
flects the experience of probation officers and the results of a number of 
studies conducted in Ontario and elsewhere. The fact that many of t~e~e 
studies sampled similar content in different ways and yet reported slf!11lar 
fi ndi ngs provi des st'rong evidence that somethi ng concret~ has been d1 scovered 
about the sources of variability in recidivism. In techn1cal terms, not on~y 
is there evidence in support of the predictive validity of. meaSUres of attrl­
butes of offenders and their situations but also strong eVldence of convergent 
validity. As students of criminology. we ~an.o~ly ~ork t?w~r~ the day when 
measures of other potential sources of varl~bl~lty ~n re~l~H'lsf!1 -. for, 
example, attributes of the community or varlat10ns 1n.cr~m1nal ~u~t1ce pro­
ceSSing - reach such high levels of documented predlctlve va11d1ty. 

Compr~hensive. The discussion of uniformity and professional iss~es 
underscored the poi nt that the LSI attempts t? be a reas?i,ab 1y c0'!1p:ehenslVe 
record. The objective was not to produce an 1nv~n~ory wlth the.m1~lmum number 
of items required to best predict outcomes. Efflc1ency of predlctlon.was 
jud§ed less important than the reflection of consensus and the sele~t10n of 
useful items. A few highly predictive items may not ref1 7ct the fa1rest.and 
most ethical grounds for making decisions. M~ny of the slng!e.best predlctors 
of outcome are not particularly helpful when 1t comes to dec1s1o~S abou~ the. 
targets of intervention; for example, bein~ young! '!1a!e and havlng a b1o1og1cal 
father with a criminal history may all predlct recld1v1sm above chance levels 
but thex-are unlikely to be targets of intervention (i.e.~ these socia~ . 
historical indicators cannot be changed, rather the behav10ur and/or s1tuat1ons 
of the offender are the targets of intervention, those things which can be 
changed). Finally, the theor7tical component of the pr?jec~ str?ngl~ endor~es 
the position that no one attrlbute of a person and/or h1S s1tuat1on 1$ cruc~a1 
to understanding the probabilities of future criminal conduct. Rather, var1a­
tions in the chances of recidivism may reflect vari:tions in a large numbet· 
and wide variety of incentives and disincentive$ for particular courses of 
action. 

Flexibility. This report will review the quality of the empirical 
evidence regarding the validity of the latest version of the LSI, LSI-VI. 
However, strengths of the LSI approach inclUde flexibility and a ready 
amenability to further development and refinement. The "zero-une" ("No -
Yes") scoring format makes it vp.ry easy to add, delete or modify items when 
experience suggests that thE~ modifications would increase the validity or 
utility of the instrument. Such changes can be introduced systematically. 
The LSI deliberately includes a number of "blank" items in order to encour­
age the systematic exploration of issues of local or more wide-ranging 
concern. Any officer, office or region /\lilY. over specified time periods 0):" 

for a specified number of intake cases, begin to sample information relevant 
to improved predictability, the identification of gaps in services, or what-
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ever their ingenuity and creativity l.eads them to be interested in. In 
other words, the LSI welcomes its ultimate displacement by instruments of 
documented superiority. 

The following is a report on the psychometric and sociometric 
qualities of LSI-VI. Some details on the development of the LSI are re­
viewed with an emphasis on reliability and validity issues. Correctional 
services are like all other social service agencies in that any single 
indicator of validity or utility is imperfect. Thus, the emphasis will 
be upon the density of the empirical evidence supporting the validity of 
the LSI; that is, on the amount, variety and quality of empirical support. 
Item-by-item analyses (item-subtotal correlations and item-recidivism 
correlations) are appended. as is a note stating that., there was no evidence 
that the weighting of LSI subtotals would be of any significant advantage. 

Preliminary Development of the LSI 

The LSI items were selected on the basis of reviews of recidivism 
studies conducted in Ontariol and elsewhere2• Through numerous consulta­
tions with Ottawa officers, an original interview schedule of some 30 pages 
was reduced to a single-sheet inventory with 62 "zero - oneil items which would 
fit in the officers' case-books. Over the last year, the consultations have 
included training sessions with representatives of offices from each region 
of Ontario. Formal and informal inputs have come from the Research and the 
Training divisions and from a province-wide committee est~blished by the 
Director of Probation to monitor and evaluate progress with the LSI. Valuable 
reoorts were also received from the Institutions branch, most notably the 
Psychology Unit of the Ottawa-Carleton Detention Centre. 

The research sample. During the summer of 1980, the Ottawa officers 
began to use LSI-!V on a routine basis. The first 598 LSI's to be completed. 
coded and stored 1n the research files constitute the primary validation 
sample for this report. The total available LSI sample greatly exceeds 
that number but a review of probation files in February, 1982, revealed 
that the Vdst majority of remaining cases were still in progress. The 
sample is representative according to provincial norms on age (55% 20 years 
of age or younger), sex (83% male) and education (7% with more than high 
school education)3. 

Several additional samples will be referred to including a sample 
of prisoners4; a sample of presentence cases; a sample of Australian 
probationers and parolees5; and a special sample of probationers who were 
participants in an ongoing study of citizen volunteers in probation services6• 
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Internal Consistency 

It is not a psychometric necessity that ~he component parts of an 
inventory intercorrelate to a statistically significant degree. However, 
there is strong evidence from other studies that the many predictors of 
recidivism are at least mildly correlated. Thus,·it would be surprising 
and even disturbing if the various parts of the LSI did not share reliable 
variance. Inspection of Table 1 reveals that the intercorrelations among 
the LSI-VI subscales are generally positive, mild to moderate in strength 
and statistically Significant. The Probation Conditions subtotal shares 
least variance with the other scales, reflecting the fact that items on 
that subtotal are rarely checked. It is unusual for there to be clear evi­
dence during early interviews that the 'Conditions' are not being complied 
with. However v the retention of the 'Conditions' subtotal in the LSI 
continues to make sense since a comprehensive survey relevant to level of 
supervision would nonnally include a review of the fonnal conditions of 
probation. 

Table 2 is reproduced from the interim report on the LSI and 
shows the subtotal intercorrelations for the earlier LSI-V. A casual 
comparison of the tables will reveal that the additions and deletions con­
ducted for LSI-VI had either no effect or strengthened the internal consist­
ency estimates. 

Inter-Rater Reliability and Temporal Stability 

The richest evidence regarding the level of agreement among officers 
in their scoring of the LSI comes from training sessions. In training, one 
trainee enacts the role of "probationer" and another, the role of "officer" 
while an trainees complete an LSI. The overrihelming rt'sult: .. disagreements 
are virtually zero when assignment to minimum, medium or maximum supervision 
is the criterion. Another impression: disagreements are most likely with 
items from the Alcohol/Drug, Attitude, Emotional/Personal and Probation 
Conditions subsets. Discussion of those items will increase agreement rates 
but many ,do involve the recording of "structured" judgments. A third im­
pression is that training will increase the readiness of officers to acknow­
ledge a lack of necessary information by circling the numbers of those items 
where the information is too weak to allow a confident "zero - one" choice. 
An overall suggestion from training sessions is that some disagreements 
will be evident on some individual items even when officers are exposed to 
the same infonnation. However, the total LSI scores assigned by different 
o!ficers aft~r exposure to the same interview are sufficiently stable to 
Yleld very hlgh levels of agreement on level of supervision. 

The original plan was to examine reliability in the rather arti­
ficial way of exposing officers to a few audio-taped interviews. These 
plans were abandoned when it proved possible to examine both inter-rater 
reliability and temporal stability under the actual conditions of LSI use7. 
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Table 1 

LSI-VI Subtotal Intercorrelations and Subtotal-Total Correlations 
II 

(n = 598 Intake Probation Samphd 

ABC 0 E F G H I J K TOTa TOT 

Criminal History 

.Educati ol'l/Emp] oyment 

financial 

Family/Marital 

Accorrmodation 

Leisure/Recreatidn 

Companions 

Alcohol/Drugs 

Elllotional/Personal 

Probation Ccnditions 

Attitudes/Orientation 

A B 

Mean 'j .35 3.68 

33 

C 0 

.45 1.11 

25 

41 

.E 

.44 

20 

37 

27 

15 16 27 38 

35 43 39 24 

28 18 15 19 

29 27 37 19 

16 27 17 

43 16 

20 

F G H 

.62 1.08 1.49 

22 11 16 

22 23 24 

21 14 11 

21 09 22 

12 12 11 

13 25 28 

17 27 38 

20 20 18 

04 24 

21 . 

I J 

.60 .24 

43 59 

57 79 

42 49 

45 55 

38 46 

44 52 

51 60 

38 59 

32 43 

29 37 

36 44 

K TOT 

.24 11.29-

(SO) (1.52)(2.82) (.65)(1.03) (.78) (.76)(1.02)(1.95) (.95) (.61) (.66) (7.47)-

aTotal dces not include corresponsing subtota1. 
• I 
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Table 2 

LSI-V Subtotal Intercorrelations: A Probation Sample (n:390) 

A B C 0 E F G H I J K L Tot Tota 

A. Criminal History 31 21 -02 25 12 13 33 39 18 09 22 A 55 40 .. 
B. Education/Employment 43 18 36 31 41 36 22 24 17- 21 B 71 53 

c. Financial 19 22 24 16 20 22 20 11 11 C 50 43 

o. Marital 12 12 21 16 08 19 01 17 0 34 20 

£. Family 35 24 33 15 14 12 17 E 52 40 

F. Accommodation 15 22 15 06 04 07 F 'J 40 33 

G. Recreation 37 22 17 26 30 G 54 46 

H. Comp~nions 20 19 28 39 H 61 51 

1- Alcohol/Drugs 15 24 15 I 56 36 

J. Emotional/Personal 12 25 J 43 32 

K. Probation Conditions 21 K 38 27 

L. Attitudes· L 43 36 

Total 

PROB. 

(390) 

Mean 1.12 3.55 .49 1.73 1.06 .37 .63 1.15, 1.43 .58 , .• 30 .20 12.72,--

(SO) 1.39 2.82 .67 1.13 1.10 .64 .760 1.11 1.77 .94 .87 .61 7.65 ~ 

----•. _---------- --------------------------,-------------
a Total does not include corresponding subtotal. 
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Table 3 provides a summary of reliability estimates when one or both of 
rater and time va\4ies. The tabled correlations are Pearson rs computed 
with the LSI-V total scores. Not surRrising1y, the reliabilTty estimates 
are generally high but decrease with fricreasing time intervals and when dH­
ferent raters are sampled. In the total of 97 decisions sampled by estimates 
"2" through "7"., seven involved disagreements in the level of superv-ision 
assigned according to the LSI-V guidelines. In a1~ but one case, the absolute 
difference between the LSI scores was five or less. 

Estimate "8" in Table 3 provides an instructive example of the 
combined effect of possible variation associated with raters, time and the 
situation of assessment. The correlation between LSI scores obtained at 
the presentence stage and again several months later in prison was a re­
spectable ... 80. However,,in six of the nineteen cases, there was a disagree·~ 
ment in the level of supervision which woald have been assigned at probation 
intake using the LSI-V guidelines. (Note: This sample did not receive 
probation.) As will be ,seen, there is strong evidence for the validity of 
both probation 'LSIsc and the prison LSIs and there is no evidence to suggest 
that one score was more "true" than the other. However, what is "true" may 
change over time and LSI scores may be susceptible to the specifics of the 
situation of asses.sment. 

An indirect but important source of evidence regarding the relia­
bility of LSI scores is the stability of mean scores and the stability of 
average differences among scores when such averages are computed for random­
ly composed sets of officers. As reported in the interim review of the LSI, 
two randomly composed sets of officers were formed within each of the 
Otta\'/a offices: there were no significant differences in the mean LSI 
scores or in the variance of LSI scores associated with officers within 
either of the Ottawa offices. 

The available evidence regarding the reliability of LSI scores is 
positive overall but not definitive. Reliability is subject to deterioration 
should enthusiasm for the approach wane or should officers begin to feel 
too 'comfortable with the approach. It appears from the experiences of the 
Ottawa West and6ellevi1le offices that the team model has advantages with 
respect to keeping the reliability issue in the forefront. Officers work­
ing in more traditional offices may find that monitoring their own per­
fonnance on certain key dimensions may help keep the reliability issue 
alive: 

a} "; f my record; ng of "speci a 1 ci rcumstances" occurs 1 ess 
than 10% of the time, am I depending too much upon the 
LSI?"; 

b) "if I ain not circling any items as "unknown", does this 
me~n that I am making too many assumptions or does it 
reflect careful and complete assessment?"; and, 
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Estimate 
# Rater 

1 \ Different 

2 Different 

3 Same 
~ 

4 Same 

5 Same r 

~ 6 Different 

7 Different 

8 Different 

Ii 
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Table 3 

Stability of LSI Scores Qver Time and Raters 

Average '. 
Time Di fference r (n) CORlllents 

None IIHigh" (~32) Same interview rated by PPO 
trainees (see text). 

None .94 (5) Same interview raie(f"by PPO 
and Psychology Intern. 

(Less than 1 month) .99 (16) PSR LSI-Probation LS'I (Office 1) 

(Less than 1 month) .96 (22) PSR LSI-Probation LSI (Office 2) 

(Less than 1 month) .95 {25} PSR LSI-Probation LSI (Office 2) 
'I 

{Less than 1 month} .88 (15) PSR LSI-Probation LSI (Office 1 
and 2) 

(One or two months) .87 (14) Initial Probation LSI and Psy'-
~.~-o:,< chologist's LSI completed 

upon referral. 

. (Two months or more) .80 (19) PSR LSI-Institution LSI com-
pleted upon application for 
CRee 

- 9 -

c) lIam I bothering to complete th~ "0 - 3" rating scales 
where requested on the LSI?". 

The LSI and Agreements with Other Sources of Similar Information 

The LSI is obviously not the only approach to obtaining and 
quantifying information an criminal history and the other areas of con,cern 
represented by LSI subtotals. An expectation is that the LSI subtotals 
should correlata with other measures of similar underlying areas of con­
cern. Anotl\er project in the Ottawa offices includes a l~rge battery Qf 
measures based on interviews, ratings and self-report attltude and person­
ality scale$,6. The information derived from research interviews with ~he 
first 91 probationers was Y'escored according to the LSI manual and thew 
LSI scores ex~mined in relation to some alternative measures. 

"LSI Criminal History in comparison with the othe'" LSI subtotals 
was the single best predictor of self-reported prior crim'inal activity 
(r a .28, R~.OOl) and the single best predictor of the value probationers 
assigned to the rewards unique to crime (.27). 

LSI Education/Employment was the best predictor of Awareness of 
Limited Opportunity (.24). Inadequacy-Immaturity (.24), of the number of 
conventional roles enacted (-.34) and, of course, last grade completed 
(-.41). 

LSI Family was the strongest LSI correlate of Family Dissension 
{.16)!and of repeated disregard for,conventional rules and procedures 
(-.25, Socialization; .22, Psychopathy). 

LSI Alcohol/Drugs was the best predictcr of self-reported number 
of drug offences in the last stx months (.40). 

Ties to Offenders was best predicted by LSI Accommodation (.16) 
and, surprisingly, was unrelated to .LSI Companions. LSI Companions. also 
samples ties to "straight ll others and it was the best predictor of the 
value assigned the rewards associated with a "straight" life (-.26). 

LSI Personal/Emotional correlated with a number of indicators of 
alcohol/drug problems and was the best predictor of Sensation-Seeking (.17) 
and Self-Control (-.16). 

The LSI Attitude scores di d not correlates i gnifi.cilnt1y with more 
.traditional approaches to measuring criminal sentiments. Rather, the LSI 
Attitude scores'were a reflection of the probationer's personal confidence 
(Self-Esteem, .20; Neuroticism, -.24). 
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With some exceptions, it is clear that the ~SI subtotals --- while 
mildly intercorrelated - 'are tapping essentially different attributes of 
probationers and their situations. In brief but technical terms, the sub­
totals have some documented differential validities as well as concurrent 
validity. 

The LSI and "Appropriate" and "Actual" Levels of Supervision 

The Queensland Probation and Parole Servi.ces of Australia is 
reviewing the LSI for possible adoption. LSIs were completed on 355 cases 
currently under supervision. Employing the LSI-V guidelines, there was 70 
percent agreement between ,LSI scores and the actual level of supervision 
offered. 

In Ottawa, the agreement rate is 90 percent at the time of original 
decision. c The officers are noting special circumstances which might result 
in a deviation from the LSI guidelines in only ten percent of the cases: 
five percent because of positive circumstances and five percent because of 
negative circumstances. This figure of 10 percent should not be thought of 
as a serious error. I would begin to worry if, in practice, there was 
evidence that professionals were not exercising the discretion which is 
inherently theirs. 

The files of Ottawa West cases were reviewed to cevelop an indica-
to. of the actual amount of supervision activity associated with individual 
ca~es. A simple, straight-forward but imperfect indicator was the number of 
entries in the Record of Case Supervision. The correlation betwee,n LSI-VI 
scores and entries was .40, EJ .. 'OOl, [n-341; the mean number of entries. was 
13.36 (SO-10.37U. The correlation between LSI-V scores and entries was .• 38. 
The correlations were positive and statistically significant among cases still 
in progress (.23, n=60), among those presenting evidence of new charges 
(.22, n-77), an9 those reaching a regular termination (.41, n=50). The 
corre1atio;1 was'~ot statistically reliable in the early termination sample 
(.07, n=60)~ most likely reflecting the miniscule variation in number of 
entries left to be accounted for, once poliC;y factors were considered. The 
mean nu.mber of entries for the early termination samg1e was 8,28 (SO:l4.34): 
three of these 'contacts are prescribed by pol icy in ntario und at least . 
one entry is required. to note the early termirlat~on . 

Other indicators of the level of supervision actually received, 
relative to the formal period of supervision prescribed by the court, are 
early termination (a formal early termination granted by the court) and 
adl1linistrati:\I~ closu~es and/o~ aSSignment t~ a fonn of privileged reporting 
(for example, reportlng by mall). Table 4 reveals that the proportion of 
early terminations relative to regular termina.tions decreased with LSI-VI 
scores. Similarly those cases unofficially closed l-elative to those still 
active could be distinguished on the basis of LSI-VI scores. Note that in 
the coding Qfinprogram outcomes, any evidence of recidivism, including 
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Table 4 

, LSI-VI and the Prediction of Favourable' Early "Closures" 

; 

TERMINATIONS I IN PROGRESS TOTAL 
, Early i 

(Tot) i Early Regular . (Tot) ! "e1osed" "Active" or Tot 
I "C10sed" I I 

% ( f) % ( f) Cn) % (f) % ( f) (n) % ( f) ( n) 
I 
I 

24+ 0.0 (0) 100.0 (14) 14 /10.0 (1) 90.0 (9) 10 7.1 (1) I 14 
I 

12-23 29.4 (15 ) 70.6 (36) 51 21.3 (19) 78.7 (70) 89 24.3 (34) 140 

8-11 45.0 (18) 55.0 (22) 40 34.7 (17) 65.3 (32) 49 39.3 (35) 89 

0-7 56.4 (53) 43.6 (41) 94 58.1 (61) 41.9 (44) 105 57.3(114) 199 

'. 45.5 (86) 54.5(103) 189 38.7 (98) , 61.3( 155) 253 41.6(184) 442 

LSI Mean 6.83 10.43 7.44 12.29 

[MS Error {df:.553j} a [42.473] 

"t" (2.() 3.78(.01) 5.77(.01) 

aSee footnotes to Table 7 for the overall ANOVA. 
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charges pending, took priority over "early" closures. In other words, the 
early closures are assumed to reflect the officer's judgment that no further 
servi.ce was required and/or that performance and situations were deemed 
sati sfactory. 

This study did not monitor officer judgments of progress during the , 
course of supervision. However, officer ratings of the success of supervishin 
were coded when such judgments were tecorded or. the Record of Case Super­
vision at te,rnlination. Table S presents the ratings of "success" and "failure" 
by LSI-VI scores and reveals that officer judgments of success at termina-
tion decreased as the LSI-VI scores increased. 

// 
The evidence is strong regarding the corr,espondence between LSI 

scores and the level of supervision officers ,judged appropriate and the 
amount actually received. This is a confimation of earlier research in 
Ontario which documented the link between the sort of information with which 
officers normally work and their decisions regarding level of supervision8. 
Discretion is being exercised in probation services, but it is far from a 
random process. The exe'rci se of di screti on can now be shown to refl ect 
reasonably comprehensive reviews of each case along with the ethical-legal 
necessity of human judgment. 

Ongoing work with the Supervision Progress Inventory, another com­
ponent of the Assessment and Evaluation Project, will reveal the extent to 
which changes in level of supervision during the course of superv;si'on also 
reflect changes in the situations of probationers.· 

The Presentence LSI and the Prediction of Disposition 

Whi 1e not forming part of the formal Creport to the court, the Ottaw{: 
officers have been completing an LSI on Presentence Report (PSR) cases. The' 
dispositions of 131 cases were drawn from office files and the mean LSI-V 
scores compared for four groups: those who received prison sentences, those 
who received periods of probation for two or more years and less than two· 
years, and those who were acquitted, fined or given a suspended sentence 
without superviSion. Table 6 reveals a clear positive relationship between 
LS1-V scores and severity of disposition, F (3/127) • 2.98, £~.03. Among 
the subscales, Criminal History (£<:.003), Education/Employment (£".02)" and 
Financial (£".04) were the strongest predictors of disposition. 

Additional evidence regarding the p~edictability of dispositions 
comes from Australia where they found a positive relationship between LSI 
scores and length of the probation order. S 

There is no suggestion from the above that the LSI scare~ ought to 
be the major factor associated with court dispos'itions. Obviously, the 
bench must take a number of considerations into account in sentencing other 
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Totals 
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Table 5 

QfficerRati ngs of the 'Success or Faillu:eofSupervi sion 

at Termination by LSI-VI Scores 

Success Failure 

% (f) % (f) 

50.0 (2) 50.0 (2) 

i, 
\~ 

(19) 34.5 (10) 65.5 

85.0 ( 17) 15 •. 0 (3) 

93.3 (56) 6.7 (4) 

83.2 . (94) 16.8 (19) 

.35 (.00008) 
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Table .6 

A Presentence LSI and the Prediction of Disposition 

PROBATION. 

Prison 2 Years 2 Years 

26 39 59 

17.46 15.95 1.3.71 

9.31 8.18 6.78 

Fine, 5.5. 
Acquittals 

7 

8.86 

8.71 Eta:. .26 

" 

15 

than risk/need. If the LSI was to be introduced in a formal way at the PSR 
stage, attempts to score offence and aggravating versus mitigating circum­
stances might be made. An LSI for formai use at the court level might 
also be considered most appropriate if based only 'on items reflecting mat­
ters of official record. These are issues foy:. review before a formal role 
of the LSI. at the presentenC~jt~ge can be estab'~shedo 

The informal use of the LSI at the presentence stage has already 
been highlysuggesUve. There is.the distinct sens.e among some .Ottawa 
officers that their ,presentence reports are becoming mor~ prescriptive with 
reference to 'useful conditions of probation. In addition, for very low 
risk/need cases, officers are more ready to state that probation supervision 
waul d serve little purpose: with reference ::: crime control However, a 
systematic comparison of PSRs before and after the introduction of 1:he COIII­

ponents of the Assessment and Evaluation System has not been conducted. 

The Prediction of Official Recidivism 

Five hundred sixty-one of the 598 cases included in the I-eport 
caul d be assi gned to one of .the ei ght 1 ev~l s of outcome status represented 
in Table 7. Note that the recidivism categories include t'e'chnica1 violations 
because, for a level of supervisioninventor.Y» officially-recognized viola­
tions of the conditions of probation constitute highly meani~gful ev~nts. 
The overall .corre1ation of .47 found between LSI scores and inprogram out­
come status is, to this author1s knowledge, a level of predictability un­
precedented in the correctional literature. The ~ean LSI score of those 
with favourable reinvolvements with the court (early termination) falls 
almost two standard deviations below the mean LSI score of those with un­
favourable reinvolvements with the ~ourt (a reconviction leading to incarcer­
ation). The latter category included only those cases with a disposition of 
at least 15 days of uninterrupted incarceration. Recidivists receiving 
probation with II no reporting ll were assigned to the II no additional supervisionll 
category. 

Recall that Table 4 showed that LSI scores distinguished between 
lIearlyll .and IIregularll closures. Table 8 shows that the LSI reliably dis­
tinguishes between recidivists and nonrecidivists, overall and within the 
subsample with official ~utcomes and that subsamp1e still' in progress. 
Ni nety percent of the i nprogram reci di vi sts ha.d intake LS r -V I scores whi ch 
fell 'outside of the minimum supervision range~ Seventy-six.percent of the 
inprogram recidivists fell in the maximum supervision range. 

A useful predjction instrument would be one which identifies not 
only tl10se who are most Ukely to become regularly reinvolved with the' court 
'but also those who become reinvolved in/TIor~ frequent and serious c::riminal 
activity. There is an emerging suggestion that those recidivists with . 
multiple reconvictions. represent a particularly significant subsamp1e: they 
may well be ~n i dent; fiab le group whi ch ha.s an effect on cOrmluni ty-wi de 
crime rates. Table 9 reveals that 100 perc~nt of 'the recidivists (n:27) 
with more than one reconviction had LSI-VI scores outside the minimal super-

d , 
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Table 7 

Outcome Status at the End of the First Inprogram 

Follow-up By LSI-VI Scores 

EARLY REGULAR RECIDIVISM (Disposition) 
Without 
Added Added Charges Incarcer-

Term. "Closure ll Term. "Active" $uperv. Probe "Pending" ation Totals 

24 t- 0.0 (OJ 2.9 {1} 11.4 (4) 25.7 (9) 2.9 (1) 11..4 (4) 25.7 (9) 20.0 (7) 35 

12-23 7.1(15) 9.1(19) 1.7.1 (36) 33.3 (70) 3.3 (7) 8.1(17) 10.5(22) 11.4(24) 210 
~:..:J . 

8-11 17.1(13) 16.2(17) 20.9 (22) 30.5 (32) 1.0 (1) 4.8 (5) 7.6 (8) 1.9 (2) 105 

0-7 25.1(53) 28.9(61) 19.4 (41) 20.8 (44) 2.4 (5) 1.4 (3) 1.9 (4) 0.0 (0) 211 

Totals 15.3(86) 17.5(98) 18.4(103) 27.6(155) 2.5(14) 5.2(29) 7.7(43) 5.9(33) 561 

-I! 

LSI t-1ean' 6.83 7.44 10.43 12.29 12.43 14.83 16.72 19.64 .H.17 
,; !t~ 

SO 5.31 5.18 6.83 7.09 7.70 7.09 ' 7.21 7.14 'l:~-7 .4:/ 
. . 

% of Cases in: 

Max( 12+") 17.4 20.4 38.8 51.0 57.1 72.4 72.1 93.9 44 

Med (8-11) 20. 9 17 .3 21.4 20.6 7.1 17.2 18.6 6.1 19 

Hi n(O-7) 61.6 62 .• 2 39.8 28.4 35.7 10.3 ~.3 0.0 37 

Notes: a) A test of the overall statistical significance of the differences in 
mean LSI-VI scores by Outcome Status: .E (7/553): 24.69, .2.~ .00001. 

b) The correlation between LSI-VI scores (not recoded) and the eight 
leve~s of·Outcome.St~tus: r.=.47, .2.-'..00001. (The order of IIProbation li 

and Charges Pendlng were reversed in the Outcome measure actively 
employed in the computation of r..) 
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Table 8 

The Prediction of Inprogram Recidivism 

Any Evidence Reconvictionsa Charges Pendingb 

% (fIn) % (f/n) % (f/n) 

24 ~ 60.0 (21/35) 75.0 (12/16) 47.4 (9/1~) 

12-23 3;3.3 (70/210) 43.5 (48/99) 20.0 (22/111 ) 

8-11 15.2 (16/105) 16.7 (8/48) 14.0 (8/57) 

0-7 5.7 (12/211) 7.8 (8/102) . 3.7 (4/109) . 

t 
l Totals 21.2 (119/56.1 ) 28.7 (76/265) 14.5 (43/296) 

r .38 .46 .31 

% of Recidivists 
with LSI Scores 89.9 89.5 91.7 of 80r greater 

a 
Among cases with lIofficial li outcomes. 

bAmong cases still "in progress". 

r 
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Table 9 

LSI-VI and the Prediction of Number of Reconvictions and 

Severity of Disposition Among Offfcial Recidivists 

More than one 
Reconviction, 

% (f) 

66.7 (8) 

37.5 (l8) 

12.5 (l) 

0.0 (0) 

35.5 (27) 

.40 (.0008) 

100.0 

I , 

, Disposition 

Additional 
Probation 

% ( f) 

33.3 (4) 

35.4 (17) 

62.5 (5) 

37.5 q) 

38.2 (2~) 

89.7 

Incarceration 

% (f) 

58.3 (7) 

50.0 (24) 

2E.0 (2) 

0.0 (0) 

43.4 (33) 

.39 (.0002) 

100.0 

n 

12 

48 

a 

8 

~', 

7F . ('" 
, ~ . 
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vision range. Ninety-six percent of that interesting group fell in the 
maximum. supervision range according to the LSI-VI guidelines. 

With a few exceptions, disposJtions involving additional super­
V1Slon (probation or incarceration) may be aS~Hmed to reflect frequent and/ 
or serious criminal activity. Table 9 reveals that over 90 percent o~ the 
recidiv~sts who were given additional supervisioll had LSI scores falllng 
outside the minimum range. In the case of the incarcerate cases, the 
corresponding figure was 100%, with 94% falling in the maximum supervision 
range according to LSI-VI guidelines. 

A recurring and serious problem in the prediction of criminal 
behaviour is that of the number of "false positives", that is, the number 
of potential recidivists identified who in fact present no evidence of _ 
recidivism. Referring back to Table 8, it was the case that nearly 90% OT 
the recidivists ~'/ere in the medium or maximum categories (that is, 107 of 
the 119 recidivists). The apparent problem is that 350 of the 561 cases 
had LSls which placed them outside of the minimum supervision range. In 
brief, in order to correctly identify 107 of the 119 inprogram recidivists, 
243 nonrecidivists were identified as medium or high risk cases. In one 
sense, the number of "correct" predictions was grossly Qutweighed by the 
number of "incorrect" predictions. 

In probation, it is reasonable to argue that many of the apparent 
errors in prediction are not of great lmportance. Those nonrecidivists who 
fell outside of the minimum range were either und~r active supervision, 
"unofficially c1osed ll

, or had attained a "court-sanctioned ll early or regular 
termination. None of these categories of outcome are obviously inconsistent 
with a mandate of probation supervision: that is, the ethical, humane and 
economical management of the criminal penalty with due consideration to 
crime control. From' this point of view, the only serious error involved in 
the identification of low versus moderate and high risk cases was the 
failure to correctly identify the 12 recidivists whose LSI scores fell in 
the minimum range. Table 9 has shown that these 12 were. responsible for no 
more than one reconviction each and that none of these ne\~ crimes were judged 
serious enough to warrant incarceration when community programs provided a 
reasonable alternative. 

An extension of this line of reasoning suggests that the single 
most informative estimate of the predictiva validity of an assessment 
instrument in probation is its ability to distinguish between highly favour­
able (early termination) and highly unfavourable (incarceration). reinvo1ve­
ments with the court. Table 10 presents the distribution of early termina­
~ion and incarcerated cases over the LSI-VI categories. The correlation 
was .70. While none of the minimum cases were incarcerated, 33 of the 86 
early termination cases (38 percent) did fall in the moderate and high-risk 
categories. Even these apparent errors in prediction appear less serious 
when the possibility is granted that the relatively higher levels of. super­
vision offered these cases was in part responsitle for the progress which 
resulted in evidence sufficient to support a recommendation of early 
termination. (Logically, although I think less reasonably, it is possible, 
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Table 10 

LSI-VI and Highly Favourable .versus Highly Unfavourable 

Reinvolvement with the Court 

Early 
Termination 

% (f) 

0.0 (O) 

38.5 (15) 

90.0 (18) 

100.0 {53}' 

72.3 (86) 

38.4 

.70 (.00001) 

% 

100.0 

61.5, 

10.0 

0.0 

27.7 

Reconviction{s) 
Leading to 

Incarceration 

(f) 

(7) 

(24) 

(2) 

(D) 

(33) 

100.0 

n 

7 

39 
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to argue that relatively intensive supervlsl0n contributed to the criminal 
activity of the moderdte and high-r.isk cases. This point will be dis­
cussed later.) 

The Prediction of Self-Reported Criminal 'Acti'vity' 

No matter how the data were sliced, there was moderate to strong 
and highly consistent evidence that LSI-VI scores forcast the official 
(court-sanctioned) and unofficial (in progress) outcomes of supervision. 
Since the LSI was in part constructed to reflect high consensus knowledge, 
there is the question concerning the extent to which the predictive vali­
dity estimates were inflated by the "bias" inherent in such high consensus 
"knowledgl~lI. What is required is evidence that the criminal activity of 
probatioOl!:!rs, measured independently of reports by criminal justice person­
nel, is rl~lated to LSI scores. There is no perfect way of obtaining such 
information but self-reports of officially undet~cted criminal activity are 
known to possess some moderate degree of relianility and validity.10 Table 
11 presents the predictive relationship between LSI scores and self-reported 
criminal activity, derived from that previously described sample of 91 pro­
bationers participating in another project in the Ottawa offices. The 
self-report criminal activity scale sampled 32 different offences and their 
frequency of occurrence (zero through three or more times) in the first six 
months of probation. For both the total measure and a subscale reflecting 
property offences, the amount of criminal activity iQcreased with LSI 
scores. The LSI did not successfully forecast self-reported offences 
against persons (primarily violent) although it is noted that very few 
confessed to committing such offences. Table 11 also reconfirms the rela­
tion£hip between LSI and official recidivism. 

The LSI and Officer Judgments of Special Circumstances 

On ethical-legal and professional grounds, it was considered impor­
tant that "officer judgments should override the LSI guidelines. As pre­
viously noted, officers are recording "special circumstances" on the LSI 
in 10 percent of the cases, generally five percent "positive circumstances" 
and fi ve percent "ne~ati ve ci rculllstances". ~Ihen offi cers noted positive 
circumstances (n:: 16), the inprogram recidivism rate was 19 percetlt relat.ive 
to an overall rate of 41 percent (n ~322) (when evidence of recidivism was 
compared with a regular or early termination). When officers noted "nega­
tive circumstances" (n=15), the inprogram recidivism rate jumped to 60 
percent. The Tau I3s for Recidivism (0 - 1) by Sp.ecial Circulllstances (No 
Yes) were statistically significant at the .07 level for positive circum­
stances and at the .03 level for negative circumstances. 

The Prediction of Postprogram Recidivism 

Apostprogram follow-up of probationers with a full LSI-VI has not 



,ll-_______ _ 

% of Non­
circled 
LSI Items 
Checked 

--------~~------~~.-----,----------------------------~------------------------~ 

- 22 -

Table 11' 

The "Selection and Training Project ll LSI and the Prediction of 

Officially Detected and Undetected/Self~Reported Recidivism 

Any Official 
Evidence of 
Recidivism 

% (fiN) 

Mean Number of 
Self-Reported 
Criminal Acts 
(Last 6 Months) 

(n) 

"Mean Number of 
Self-Reported 
Property Offences 

(n) CaVIC 
LSI 

8-9 

6-7 

4-5 

2-3 

0-1 

,-~-.c·l 

--y't:;-''-.) 
-.-' 

- 23 -

.Table 12 

A Brief LSI in Relation to Recidivism: Inprogram, Postprogram and 

Any Reconvictions Following a Three-Year Postprogram 

Follow-up Period (The CaVIC Sample) 

Inprogram Postprogram End of Follow-up 

n 

18 

69 

63 

27 

8 

% of 
Total 

9.7 

37.3 

34.0 

14.6 

4.3 

Prop. (f) 

.56 (10) 

.29 (20) !i ~ 

.14 (9) 

.14 (4) 

.00 (0) 

(r. .27) 

L' 

Prop •. (f) Prop. ( f) 

.50 (9) .78 (14 ) 
. "', 

.36 (25) .52 (36) 

.23 (15) .30 (19) 

.00 (0) .14 (4) 

.00 (0) .00 (0) 

(r. .37) (r. .41) 

I 
i 

'f~ . 

q 
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beer. completed, as too few cases have been off probation for an adequate 
period of time. A three-year postprogram follow-up was conducted for the 
CaVIC (Canadian Volunteers in Corrections) sample of probationers and a 
brief version of the LSI has demonstrated predictive validity. Table 12 
reveals the consistent positive relationship between LSI scores and 
recid~vism, with the estimates of predictiv~ yalid.ity increasing with 
duratlon of follow-up. Rogers' presented s1ml1ar results with a much 
larger province-wide sample of probationers. 3 

In the total CallIC battery of various psychometric and sociometric 
predictors, the brief LSI was the single strongest predictor of recidivism. 
However, as mi ght be expected, the additi on of .. ~1tti tude and personal i ty 
scales to the prediction formula did increase trre predictability of recidi­
vism to levels above that yielded by scores on the brief LSI. During the 
inprogram phase, the LSI-recidivism correlation was .27 while the multiple 
correlation (including psychometric assessments) was .39; postprogram, .37 
versus .46; total follow-up period, .41 versus .49. 

Some Val idity Information on the LSI with Institutional 5.:mples 

Dr. Jim Bonta, psychologist at the Ottawa-Carleton Detention Centre, 
has been employing LSI-IV in his ongoing study of the predictors of success­
!~l adjustment to Commu~i~y Resources. Or. Bonta kindly supplied Us with 
~he results from a prellm1nary analysis of the first group of cases on 
whom LSI data were available. In a battery which included 24 psychometric 
scales, the.LSI score was the singl; best predictor of failure to adjust 
to a Commumty Resource Centre CRC (.40, p"'- .001). The' difference between 
t~e mean LSI sc~res of. the successful and unsuccessful cases was impres­
Slve, represent1ng a d1fference of a full standard deviation: successful 
(12.76) versus failure (20.35), [(1/69)=11.90, E.~.00l. 

The LSI and Differential Supervision 

, ~he inpr~gr~m data provide ~ather convincing evidence in total th~t 
the LSI 1S funct1on1ng as an effect1ve risk/need inventory. The LSI scores 
demonstrated predictive validity well above chance levels when we looked 
at officer judgments of appropriate levels of supervision; various indica­
tor~ of actual level o~ supervision; favourable early closures; offjcer 
rat1ngs of success; eVldence of any recidivism; and, evidence of frequent 
and serious criminal activity (officially and unofficially defined). 

Officers or "offices deciding to work priul'a,rily with cases who are 
~t~\risk and i·n ne*:!d of services,wi~l find the LSI of assistance in ident;j­
:Y1ng the ~ppro~r1~te ca~es. Hhat lS not yet available from any jurisdiction 
1~ ~ota1~y convlnc1ng eV1dence that such a strategy of differential super­
V1S1on Wll1 be rewarded by increased effectiveness with reference to crime 
control. However, what is utterly without support in the systematic empiri-
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cal literature is the pronouncement heard from time-to-time regarding the 
IIYAVIS syndrome ll or the IIcasework paradox ll

: in brief, it is only the 
lIyoung, attractive, verbal, intelligent, successful II (or low risk/need 
cases) who profit from psychosocial services. Such pronouncements are 
made when it is discovered that low~risk cases in any program have better 
outcomes than the high-risk cases in the same program. 

\. . 

A logical possibil ity is that the low-risk ca.ses may have done as 
well '~ithout any services while it was the high~r-risk cases who were pro­
fitjng from services. The systematic empirical literature even includes 
exampi~;es of how the invol vement of low-risk cases in servi c~ programs may 
increa;se their chances of recidivism. l1 An exhaustive survey of the litera­
ture o~~ differential supervision'strategies has not been conducted but at 
the prese)nt time the weight of the evidence appears to favour the following 
conclusion: when intensive services are found to be superior to less 
i ntens i ve servi ces, the evidence wi 11 be stronger among samples of hi gher­
risk cases than among lower-risk cases. Wisconsin12 reported such results 
in probation and parole; simi1a~ results were found in the CaVle study13 
and in an exploration of an employment program for prisoners:1 4 The quality 
of supervision is also an issue and the CaVIC results suggested that rela­
tively high levels of authority, problem-solving and advocate-broker activity 
were all more strongly related to reduced recidivism among the higher-risk 
probationers than among the lower-risk probationers. 

Risk/need scores such as the LSI open up the opportunity for the 
systematic exploration of differential supervision strategies. 

Sunmary 

.. 
The LSI provides a convenient, standardized and quantitative record 

that a reasonably comprehensive survey of attributes of offenders and their 
situati'bns has been conducted prior to decisiQJ1s being made regarding level 
of supervision. As an assessment instrument, its component parts are mildly 
and appropriately re1~ted, and several indices of reliability estimated in 
the actual situation of 'use were satisfactory. The content reflects con­
sensus')among professional probation officers, draws upon lin extensive body 
of previous research, and. the content links with a broad social-learning 
perspective on' criminal conduct. The subtotals of the LSI were found to be 
related to an alternative set of measures which purport to measure similar 
areas uf concern. 

The inprogram predictive validity data sugge'sted the LSI was doing 
almost everything that one might expect an effective risk/need scale to do. 
The LSI guidelines matched the level of 'supervision decisions considered 
appropriate by Prpfessionals both at the time of the original decision (90 
percent agreement) and during the course of supervision (70%). The LSI also 
predi cted offi cers' rati ngsof the Success of supervi si on recei w~d (,r. = .351
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LSI scores predicted the actual amount of supervision activity as measured 
by number of entries in the Record of Case Supervision (~=.40) and by . 
early versus regular termination (R~.Ol) and early closures versus active 
status (R~ .01). 

The LSI guidelines correctly identified 99 percent of 'the inprogram 
recidivists and did so for those with official reconvictions and those with 
new charges pending. The LSI also predicted officially-undetected self­
reported criminal behaviour. Within the official reconviction sample, 90 
percent of those receiving dispositions involving additional supervision 
were correctly identified. Within that reconviction sampl~, 100 percent 
of those with more than one reconviction and 100 percent of those incarcer­
ated were correctly identified by the LSI. The correlations between LSI 
scores and various measures of inprogram recidivism varied from .31 to .70. 
The latter estimate is probably the most informa!ivp. estimate in that it 
reflects the ability of the LSI to distinguish between those with highly 
favourable and those with highly unfavourable reinvolvements with the 
court (early tel~mination versus incarceration upon a reconviction). When 
probation is viewed as an alternative to incarceration, outcomes such as 
regular termination, "inprogram" or even reconvictions for relatively triv'ial 
offences are seen to be relatively neutral outcomes and thus, perhaps, non­
serious errors of prediction. 

The LSI samples high consensus information but no single instru­
ment could sample all possible information relevant to level of supervision 
decisions. For this and other reasons, professional judgments override the 
LSI guidelines. In practice, officer notations of special circumstances did 
have predictive validity. Similarly, the addition of traditional psycho­
metric measures increased the pred'ictability of recidivism over and above 
that yielded by the LSI. The LSI was never intended to be the only source 
of information and alternate or additional sources are indicated whenever 
professional judgment so suggests. 

Several areas for investigation were noted" in particular, a post­
probation follow-up has yet to be conducted with .a :s:ample on whom the full',' 
LSI has been completed. The greatest need is for studies which document the 
conditions under which differential supervision strategies are effe-c~ive. 
There are reasonably solid grounds for predicting that it is those moderate­
to-high-risk cases and the cOlTlllunities in which they live which will prbf~it 
from special attention being paid to the higher-risk cases. Bonta's work 
with a CRC sample suggests that the LSI may have a valuable role to play in 
institutions. Similarly, further work is indicated at the court level re­
garding the role of the LSI at the presentence stage. LSI SCOies and 
severity of court dispositions are related and there is now the possibility 
of conducting sophisticated non-experimental 'comparisons l)f the relative 
effectiveness of dispositions. 

Within the Ottawa area, the predictive validity of LSI scores was 
re1ative.ly stable across the two offices, and for probationers who differed 
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in their ages sex and criminal history. However, the validity of LS~ . 
scores may be'found to vary as a function of attributes of the commu~lt~es 
. hich offices are located and/or as a function of other ~haract~rlstlcs 
~~ ~he robationers served. The LSI approach is suf!ic~entl~ flexlbl~ to 
encoura~e\~ the exp 1 orati on of the imp 1 i cati ons of va r1 atl ons ~ n corrmUnl ty 
attributes, probationer attributes and, for that ~atter, offlcer and 
manager attributes. 

The LSI was designed so that it may oe easily mo~ified.as experience 
warrants. Should the LSI go into wide-sprea~ ~se, mechanlsms wlll be re:_ 
quir'ed to monitor its continuing level of utl11ty and to ensure that modl 
fications are planned rather than haphazard. 
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APPENDIX 

Some I tem-by- I tern Ana 1 yses wi thO COlTlllents 

LSI-IV included age and sex items, two of the better known and 
most consistent predictors of recidivism. However, there was a strong 
sense that the relevant information carried by age and sex items was al­
ready being tapped by other items. Thus, the inclusion of age and sex 
were serving only to decrease social validity by making the LSI appear 
both ageist and sexist. In the first year of the project, samples of LSI­
IVs were rescored excluding the age and sex items resulting in no changes 
in the levels of supervision assigned. Neither LSI~V or LSI-VI include 
age and sex items. 

LSI-IV and V included five items having to do with marital status. 
The marital status items were the focus of many discussions among Ottawa 
officers, were questioned by trainees, troubled our Australian colleagues 
and functioned poorly in the interim examination of internal consistency. 
For the record: LSI-V items 020 (Unmarried, legal) and 021 (Unattached, 
social) did distinguish between early tenninations and recidivists,(Tau 
Bs: .24 and .18 respectively), while LSI-V items 022, 023 and 024 were not 
reliably predictive of outcome. Marital status is not scored on LSI-VI 
although a new item reflecting satisfaction with one's marital situation 
has been added to create a new subtotal of Family/Marital. The change has 
had no significant impact on the predictive validity of the LSI but does' 
improve its internal conSistency and user acceptability. 

"~'~;' 

Two other LSI-V items which, do not appear on LSI-VI are the old ' .. > 

148 and K54d. These items were rarely checked and, hence, could not be .' 
shown to be predictive of recidivism. (I48: Alcohol/Drug Problems includ~d. 
"Otherll; K54: Improvement in Behaviour/Situations indicated on Probation 
Conditions IId".) 

LSI-V Item 25 (Early Family Instabi 1 i"I::.y) does not appear on LSI-VI. 
Generally, Ottawa officers and the trainees found the item more complicated 
than it was useful. The item was predictive of recidivism. Tau (.23). 

A major difference between LSI-V and LSI-VIis the greater attention 
paid criminal history in the latest version. LSI-VI includes three new 
items reflecting criminal history: two or more prior convictions (adult); 
three or more pri~r convictions (adult); three or more present offences. 
The addition of the items increased the predictive validity extimates (Eta) 
for subtotal Criminal History to .44 from .40. However, the rationale ... /as 
not so much improved predictive val i dity but the sensEh among Ottawa effi cers 
and Ontario trainees, that criminal history deser.ved a greater weight. 
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avera 11, the abi 1 ity of the LSI -V to \~i sti ngui sh between early 
termination cases and cases presenting ~ file evidence of recidivism w~s 
.66 (Eta) and .70 for LSI-VI. Table Al presents the predictive validity 
estimates for each item on LSI-VI (Tau) and for the subtotals (Eta). Also 
presented are the item-subtotal and subtotal-tota] correlations. 

Subtotal Criminal History shows reasonable degrees of internal 
consistency, moderate predictive validity, and the text presented evidence 
for its concurrent validity in relation to a self-reported criminal past. 

Subtotal Education/Employment appears satisfactory on all criteria 
and is the single strongest contributor to the predictability of recidivism. 

Subtotal Financial is a relatively minor contributor to the pre­
dictability of recidivism but'it is a significant factor in level of super­
vision decisions. 

Subtotal Family/Marital is weakened somewhat by the inclusion of 
LSI-V 024, but the scoring criteria for "024" has been changed for LSI-VI. 

Subtotal AccolTIOOdation is a rel ~tively minor contributo.r to the 
prediction of recidivism. The weak internal consistency estimate for the 
"Address Changes" item may be traced to the fact that the item did not 
appear on LSI-IV. 

:1 
Ir 

Leisure/Recreation, a brief two-item subtotal. ollviously is tapping 
:~ome highly significant information •. In theory. this subtotal is an impor';", 
ta1t one with reference to balancing Educa:;on/Employment. For many per-Ii. 
sor.~, including some by deliberate choice, there are "constructive. creativE;:~ 
rewarding" alternatives to traditional employment as a major source of 
anti criminal satisfactions. . 

Subtotal Companions was, along with Criminal History, the "next best" 
predictor relative to Education/Employment. An item-analysis confinned 
our interim suspicions that the "social isolate" item best fits with the 
Emotional/Personal subset but, for convenience in interviewing, it remains 
part of Companions on LSI-VI. 

The relatively poor performance of Alcol,ol/Drugs was, I think, a 
surprise to many of the Ottawa officers. HowEVer, those alcohol items which 
performed most poorly in the probation sample, performed relatively well in 
Bonta's sample. Moreover, the items continue to have high face validity 
for the officers. 

The Emotional/Personal subtotal performed above expectations. The 
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user should note that the single "Psychological A~sessment': item represents 
a review of a number of characteristics of.p~oba~loners WhlCh, un~er so~: 
circumstances can be highly relevant to crllll1nallty. For future ln~estl 
gation, this author suspects that ~he.Emotional/~e~s?nal subtotal.wlll be 
of particular significance in predlctlng t~e.rec191vlS~ of probatloners 
who do not present extensive records of cr1mlnal behav1our. 

Subtotal Probation Conditions was not expected to be a particularly 
strong predictor. Rather, it is an important component of the record t~at 
a co~prehensive assessment ~as be~n conducted. Not~ ~hat when early.e~1-
dence of failure to comply 1S aval1ab1e, the probabll1ty of an unsat1s 
factory outcome is very high. 

Subtota 1 Atti tudes/Ori entati on is, and deli berate 1y so., one o! th'e 
more subjective elements of the LSI. Overall, it is functioning: .Off1cers 
rarely check the items in this set, but when they do, the probab1l1ty of 
.recidivism is very high. 

Several step-wise multiple regressions.were conduct~d with the L~I­
V data. Statistical weights of the subtotal~ Y1elded.a.mult1ple correlatlon 
of .60 relative to a single Pearson correlatlon coeff1c1ent of .57 (early 
termination versus any evidence of recidivism, n.: 219). 

Statistical weighting of 10 items (selected in a step-wise fashion) 
yielded a multiple correlation of .56 relative to a single Pearson.correla­
tion of .50 (all "closures" versus any evidence of recidivism, n=420): 
The ten items: few anticriminal friends; less than Grade 10; poor att1tude 
toward supervision; three or more prior conv~ctions (adult); drugs ever a 
problem; criminal friends; any prior convict1ons; never employed.for a 12 
month period; two or more prior convictions (adult); and, unmarr1ed (legal). 

When and if the time comes when the agency requires not a 
general purpose assessment instrument but a brief, predi~.tive scale, rele­
vant items are already present on the LS I. 

Table A2 allows an inspettion of the stability.o! the ~redictive 
validity estimates as a function of the age, sex and.crlmlnal hlstor~ of 
probationers across the two Ottawa offices. The estlmat~s are relatlvely 
stable but note how office policy may influence resul~s 1n the c~se of 
"Inprogram status" ("Closed"; "Active"; "Charges Pendlng"). OfflC~ Two, 
unlike Offic~ One. rarely employed administrative c~os~re and p~iV1l~g~d 
reporting. Note as well, that the LSI.was not p~edlct1~g.the dlsposlt1on 
for reconvictions among probationers w1th a prev10us crlm1nal record. 
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Table Al 
! (I Table Al (Cont'd) ';, 
r~f 

The lSI-VI Items: The Predictive Validity of Individual Itemsa 

I 
Eta Prop. Number Part-Whole 

(n::219) , Rec. Checked Correlations and Item-Subtotal Intercorrelatiorls { . 
t-, 

(f) !. (n::.598) rb 
i t ... -. 

I 
t: 
r' .46 .32 .' , 

.80 (71 ) 89 Eta Prop. Number Part-Whole j). : 15. less than Grade 10 .32 'i., 
(n;219) Rec. Chr,;:ked Correlations f:" 

.38 .23 $' 16. less than regular .27 .68 (113} 166 
r.b f Grade 12 (f) !. (n~598) l} -( 

./~~ (, 

i;: 17. Suspended 0li" I>J,j~ 
.24 .81 (43) 53 .31 .17 k· pelled at '1:.~]'jst ~~ ,,;;:/ --- (--) .59 .43 

.. -.~ once 
.44 ,tt 

.80 .72 A. Criminal History 18. Participation/ .28 .75 e77) 102 
Performance ( ) 

.84 .78 1. Any Prior Convictions, .24 .75 (64) 85 .66 .35 ( ) .31 .78 (72) 92 19. Peer Interactions Adult ( ) 
20. Authority Inter- .34 .79 179} 100 .82 .75 2. Two or more .20 .78 (40) 51 .39 .14 t actions ( ) r : 

3. Three or more .21 .94 (17) '18 .32 .16 
4. Three or more present .11 .76 (19) 25 .64 .43 .25 (-- ) .49 .42 offences ( ) C. Financial 
5. Juvenile record .31 .90 C43) 48 .49 .23 

· ':- l .14 .73 (38) 52 .77 .23 
." 21. Problems ( ) 6. Ever incarcerated ' I • 17 .77 (34) 44 .73 .54: Zl. Reliance upon upon convittion 

social'assis- .20 .76 (50) 66 .80 .23 
7. Escape. hi stor) .13 1.00 (6) 6 .35 .25,,~1 . tance (institution )~}jl ttl . ", 8. More than one mis- .11 1.00 (4) 4 .27 .21 "!' I (--) .55 .45 conduct (institu- ., D. Family/Marital .35 tion) 
9. Cha rged'duri ng pri or : : J 23. Dissatisfaction 1.00 (15) 104 .54 .07 (ns) community super- ' .22 15°' .47 .32 'fl' \ with marital situ- .09(ns) .65 (68) 

vision 
If ation 

10. Official record of Nonrewarding, r) 

.70 .32 .18 .87 (20) 23 .48 .28 ~. 24. .30 .79 (70} 89 assault/violence , t:~ parental l't, 

Iri H 25. Nonrewarding, .18 .78 (35) 45 .65 .37 Ii 

~ other relatives B. Educa ~ion/Elllp 1 oYlnent .54 (-~) .79 .57 {" 

fi 

~} 26. Criminal (Fami1y/ .25 .86 (36) 42 .49 .13 
ll. Currently unemployed .36 .82 (73) 89 .81 .74 Spouse) 
12. Frequently unemployed .34 .91 (48) 53 .64 .54 tJ 

~ 13. Never employed for 
full year .34' .82 (66) 80 ,.53 .39 . 

.~ 14. Ever -f-i red .16 .19 {26} 33 .41~1 .29 }} 
'....-.--' 

t :\~ 
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Table Al (Cont1d) 

E. Accommodation 

2'7. Unsatisfactory ( ) 
28. 3 or more address 

changes last 
year ( ) 

29. High crime neigh­
bourhood 

F. Leisure/Recreation 

30. Never any organized 
parti ci pati on 

31. Could make better 
use of time ( ) 

G. Companions 

32. A social isolate 
33. Some criminal 

acquaintances 
34. Some criminal 

friends 
35. Few anti criminal 

acquaintances 
36. Few anticriminal 

friends 

H. Alcohol/Drug Problems 

37. Alcohol, ever 
38. Drugs, ever 
39. A]cohol, currently () 
40. Drugs, currently ( ) 

Eta Prop. 
(n::219) Rec. 

.25 

.05(ns) .67 

.24 .92 

. 11 .71 

.37 

.28 .80 

.32 .79 

.45 

- 6 -

(f) 

(--) 

(22) 

{24} 

(30} 

(--1 

(5l) 

(72) 

(--) 

.~13 

.31 

.90 (9) 

.74 (91) 

.33 .78 (80) 

.18 .89 

.26 .93 

.28 

.12 .70 

.28 .83 

.00(ns) .61 

.27 .96 

\i \) 

(17) 

e2l} 

(44) 

(50} 
(17) 

(25) 

Number 
Checked 

33 

26 

42 

71 

91 

10 

123 

103 

19 

29 

-.-
63 

60 

28 

68 

r::l, ' 

Part-Whole 
Correlations 

1: (n=598) rb 

.46 .38 

.64 .27 

.46.05(ns) 

.62 .18 

.52 .44 

.81 

.83 

.60 

.14 

.73 

.71 

.46 

.56 

.60 

.7'1 

.58 

.62 

.46 

.35 

.35 

.51 

-.10 

.32 

.32 

.23 

.32 

.. 51 

.56 

.40 

.50 

.33 

Table A1 (Cont1d) 

41. l.aw violations 
42. Marital/Family 
43. School/Work 
44. Medical 
45. Loss .of Control/ 

Frequency 

I. Emotional/Personal 

46. Modera·l.e interference 
47. Severe interference 

/) 
>/48. Psychiatric treat-

j' ment, past 
49. Psychiatric treat­

ment, current 
50. Psychological Assess­

ment indicated 

J. Probation Conditions 

51. Improvement i nd,i cated 
52. On ______ _ 
53. On _________ ____ 

54. On _______ ~~ __ __ 

K. Attitudes/Orientation 

Eta 
(n:219) 

Prop. 
Rec. 

.13 .71 

.05(ns) .67 
.• 22 .89 

.13 .90 

• 17 .81 

.37 

.24 .• 80 

.13 .90 

.28 .94 

.15 

.17 

.25 

.25 

.22 

.15 

.13 

.31 

.92 

.82 

.84 

.81 

.84 

1.00 

55. Supporti~,e of crime ~20" .90 

.95 

.87 

.91 

56. Unfavourable toward . 
convention .22 

~, 57. Poor, toward sentence .• 18 

58. Poor, toward supervision .21 

. TOTAL ,. ,;7'0 

- 7 -

( f) 

(48) 
(24) 
(24} 
(9) 

(25) 

(--) 

. (45) 
(9) 

(30) 

01l 

(23) 

(--) 

(38) 

(36) 
(16) 

(6) 

C--l 

(19) 

(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

Number 
Checked 

68 
36 

27 

10 

31 

56 
10 

32 

12 

28 

45 

44 
19 

6 

21 
" 

20 

23 
23 

Part-Whole 
Correlations 

r (n:598) rb 

.74 

.63 

.63 

.42 

.56 

.43 

.71 

.42 

.69 

.55 

.57 

.37 

.86 

.89 

.85 

.62 

.44 

.68 

.67 

.70 

.73 

.60 

.50 

.51 

.31 

.43 

.32 

.37 

.27 

.39 

.31 

.26 

.29 

.44 

.54 
,.65 
.46 

.41 

.38 

.42 

.48 

:= -

v 

-------~--------~~--~------~~----~~--------------------------
a Early Termination versus Reconvictions 

, , 

" ,,'" -, <'>.' 

b Subtotal does not ;,ncludecorresponding item. 

.' I 
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, 
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Total Sample 

[Mean/(SOD 

Office 

One 

Two 

Sex 

Men 

Women 

Age 

21 years or 
younger 

22 years or 
older 
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Table A2 

The Stability of Selected Predictive Validity Estimates by 
1\ 
I' 

Office and by Probationer Characteristics 

Outcome Official Inprogram 
Status Outcomes Status Disposition LSI-VI 

(8 Levels' (5 Levels) (3 Levels) (3 Levels) 

(n) (n) ·(n) (n) Mean(SD) 

y' 

.47 (561) .53 (265) .43 (296) .37 (76) 11.29 (7.47) 
"/,,-

[2.58/1.96] [.32/1.36] , &81/ .6~ G .251 .75J 

.45 (23~ 
11·98/1.78 , 

.59 (10~ 
[.44/1.35 . 
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