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A Large Body of Research Has
|l ndi cat ede.

e.that correctional services
effective in reducing recidivism for offenders, however, not
all programs are equally effective

A The most effective programs are based on some principles of
effective interventions

ARisk (Who)
ANeed (What)

AResponsivity (How)

UNIVERSITY OF.KC
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Understanding Risk

Risk refers to risk of reoffending and not
the seriousness of the offense
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Ri sk Princiople: n
with Intensive Programs

A Target those offender with higher probability of
recidivism

A Provide most intensive treatment to higher risk offenders

A Intensive treatment for lower risk offender can increase
recidivism

UNIVERSITY OF.KC
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Percent with New Arrest

Risk Level by Recidivism for a
Community Supervision Sample

80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

0

mLow Risk ~ Medium Risk = High Risk = Very High Ris

69.2

58.9
9.1
Low 0-14 Medium = 15-23 High = 24-33

Very High 34+

@

Cincinnati



Intensive Treatment for Low Risk Offenders
will Often Increase Failure Rates

A Low risk offenders will learn anti social
behavior from higher risk

A Disrupts pro-social networks

A Increased reporting/surveillance leads to
more violations/revocations
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Study of Intensive Rehabilitation Supervision in Canada
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Treatment Non-Treatment

B High Risk 31.6 51.1
B Low Risk 32.3 14.5

Bontg J et al., 2000. A Quagixperimental Evaluation of an Intensive Rehabilitation Supervision Program., Vol. 27 Ne328X2iminal Justice and
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2002 STUDY OF COMMUNITY
CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS IN OHIO

A Largest study of community based correctional treatment
facilities ever done up to that time.

A Total of 13,221 offenders i 37 Halfway Houses and 15
Community Based Correctional Facilities (CBCFs) were
Included in the study.

A Two-year follow-up conducted on all offenders.

A Recidivism measures included new arrests & incarceration
In a state penal institution.

Lowenkamp, C. and E. J. Latessa (2002). Evaluation of Qlat
epter for Criminal Justice Research, University of Cincinnati.
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Treatment Effects for Low Risk Offenders

Reduced
Recidivism
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Treatment Effects For High Risk Offenders
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2010 STUDY OF COMMUNITY
CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS IN OHIO

A Over 20,000 offenders i 44 Halfway Houses and 20
Community Based Correctional Facilities (CBCFs) were
Included in the study.

A Two-year follow-up conducted on all offenders.

Latessa, E. J., L. Brusman Lovins, & P. Smith (2010). FINAL REPORT Follow-u p Eval uati on of Ohi ods Caaltpami ty _B
[fway House Programs® Outcome Study. Center for Criminal Justice Research, University of Cincinnati.
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Treatment Effects for Low R
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Treatment Effects for H
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Risk Level by New Commitment or New Adjudication:
Results from 20013 Ohio Study of over 10,000 Youth
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Recidivism Rates by Total Months in Programs
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Findings from Ohio Study

A Recidivism rates for low risk youth served in the
community were 2 to 4 times lower than those served
In Residential or Institutional facilities.

A We also found that placing low risk youth in
Substance Abuse programs significantly increased
their recidivism rates.

A High risk youth were more successful when they
received a higher dosage of treatment (programming
for 13 months or more).

A Lower and moderate risk youth did better with lower
osage programs.

UNIVERSITY OF .l(C
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The Need Principle:

A Assess & target criminogenic needs for change

A Criminogenic needs are those risk factors that are
correlated with criminal conduct and can change
(dynamic)

A Non-Criminogenic needs are those needs that many
people have that are not strongly correlated with
criminal conduct (although they can be barriers)

UNIVERSITY OF .KC
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Major Set of Risk/Need Factors

1. Antisocial/pro-criminal attitudes, values, beliefs and cognitive emotional

states

2. Pro-criminal associates and isolation from anti-criminal others

3. Temperamental and anti social personality patterns conducive to criminal
activity including:

Y4
Y4
Y4
Y4
Y4
Y4
¥4

Weak socialization

Impulsivity

Adventurous

Restless/aggressive

Egocentrism

A taste for risk

Weak problem-solving/self-regulation & coping skills

4. A history of antisocial behavior



