.*I National Library Bibliothéque nationale
of Canada du

Canada

Canadian Theses Service  Service des théses canadiennes

Ottawa, Canada
K1A ON4

NOTICE

The quality of this microformis heavily dependent upon the
quality of the original thesis submitted for microfilming.
Every etiort has been made to ensure the highest quality of
reproduction possible.

It pages are missing, contact the university which granted
the degree.

Some pages may have indistinct print especially i the
original pages were lyped with a poor typewriter riobon or
il the university sent us an inferior pholocopy.

Reproduction in full or in part of this microform is governed
by thé Canadian Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970, c. C-30, and
subsequent amendments.

NL-239 (r.88/04)C

AVIS

La qualité de cette microforme dépend grandement de la
qualité de la thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous avons
tout fait pour assurer une qualité supérieure de reproduc-
tion.

Sl man%ue des pages, veuillez communiquer avec
luniversite qui a conféré le grade.

La qualité d'impression de certaines pages peut laisser a
désirer, surlout si les pages originales ont é1é dactylogra-
phiées a l'aide d'un ruban usé ou si Funiversité nous a fait
parvenir une photocopie de qualité intérieure.

La reproduction, méme partielle, de cette microforme est

soumise a la Loi canadienne sur le droit d'auteur, SRC
1970, c. C-30, et ses amendements subséquents.

Canadi



L |

National Library
of Canada

Bibliothéque nationale
du Canada

Canadian Theses Service

Ottawa, Canada
KtA ON4

The author has granted an irrevocable non-
exclusive licence allowing the National Library
of Canada to reproduce, loan, distribute or sell
copies of his/her thesis by any means and in
any form or format, making this thesis available
to interested persons.

The author retains ownership of the copyright
in his/her thesis. Neither the thesis nor
substantial extracts from it may be printed or
otherwise reproduced without his/her per-
mission.

ISBN

Canada

Service des théses canadiennes

L’'auteur a accordé une licence irrévocable et
non exclusive permettant a la Bibliothéque
nationale du Canada de reproduire, préter,
distribuer ou vendre des copies de sa thése
de quelque maniére et sous quelque forme
que ce soit pour mettre des exemplaires de
cette thése a la disposition des personnes
intéressées.

L'auteur conserve la propriété du droit d'auiaur
qui protége sa thése. Nila thése ni des extraits
substantiels de celle-ci ne doivent étre
irnprimés ou autrement reproduits sans son
autorisation.

0-315-56446-6



SOCIO-CULTURAL DIFFERENCES AND THE PREDICTIVE

VALIDITY OF RISK ASSESSMENT SCALES

By
Mark 0. Nenonen

B.A. University of ottawa,1984

submitted to the Department of Criminology
University of Ottawa, in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of

master of arts

{Cf)uark O. Nenonen, Ottawa, Canada, 1989



@ UNIVERSITE DOTTAWA
UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to thank Drs. Frank J. Porporino and Robert R.

Ross for their patience, guidance and understanding in the

pursuit of this endeavour. They gave me the opportunity to work

on a research project with practical implications for the

correctional field in Canada.

T would also like to thank Po Yee Lee and Daniel Stripinis

for helping with certain aspects of the data analysis.



CONTENTS

Chapter Page

1 INTRODUCTION...‘..."O ------ 2 40 8 008w * % e ss s - .0 1

Classification and Prediction in Criminological
Thought......... teesacreccnnna ceeeseenn e eaenas 2

Early Developments of Risk Assessment Technology.. 4

Contemporary Developments of Risk Assessment

Technology..cccesccaesns ceaoen teesssesannnns eees 6
Recent Developments in Risk Assessment Technclogy. 9
Sentencing and Parole Guidelines........ceceune eee 11

Oother Developments In Risk Assessment Technology.. 13

Methodological Issues and Problems with Current
Risk Assessment Technology....... ceesssaeennnan 13

Studies on the Validity of Risk Assessment
Technology..cieesvcecnns ctssesasssescansas eseee 16

Racial and Cultural Disparity and Risk Assessment
Technology.ll.........!.“.l'.'l.!'.'......-..‘ 20

The Present Study...sesceeeevncaness sesnen evsssases 21
2 METHODOLOGY a2 5 & % ¢ ¢ & % & & 8 & 8 S S 08 0SS e s S EEsES S Ss e 2 4
Subj ects 5 " & 8 3% % 9 % & %8 s %S E S eSS s e e s 00 % & % % 4 8 % &2 a s s 88w 24

Description of MeasUreS....ccccececcscscssssnssaass 26
Description of Dichotomous Outcome Measure........ 30
SuUMmary of ANAlYSeS...ceeesessccscsseasssnssasessses 31
5 RESULTS .. ccecessnatststssssnnsasans e 1
Descriptive analyseS....cecceeeeeen - |

Distribution of Statistical Risk Scores by Group
for Each Risk Assessment Scale.......ccecesa... 43

Relationships with Outcome by Group......cceceeese 51



CONTENTS (CONTINUED)

4 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION. .. cicessacccscccscacsans
Summary and Integration of Results................
Implications....... Cecassnanes cesesracasessseaneas
Methodological Limitations of the Present Study...

BIBLIOGRAPHY....... ceesoss resmsacseas eeesssesennnrsssunsnens

APPENDIX A..cccocaccsnncnnan sessen esesssesnesrraaraneanan .e

APPENDIX B..ceoceccecsons caecccns semmnnns veesasnanessensn remee

APPENDIX Cicvseencccsccncnsssnnas secssemcncesas tessacssencsnsa

APPENDIX D...vovcen- Ceeeseitecenaaees feaeeieeas ceseaaaan

APPENDIX E..-co-l...----c..-..o.oo.---.--t-o.-----

63

65

70

72

76

78

80



Table

o b

-]

10

11

12

13

LIST OF TABLES

Summary of Descriptive Variables.......ccciieeeennn.
Social and Life History........... cecesscssesscansns
Criminai Background and Index Offence.............. .
Circumstances of the Index Offence.......cccevnnanns
Incarceration and Supervision History...............

The Wisconsin Assessment of Client Risk Scale.......
The Nuffield General Recidivism Scoring System......
The Salient Factor Score............. cevesessseannces
The Michigan Assault Risk Screening Scale...........
The Michigan Property Risk Screening Scale..........

Mean Scores on Risk Assessment Instruments for the
Anglophone and Francophone GroupS...cscscsccssscsss .o

Correlations of Risk Scores with Outcome by Group...

Mean Scores on Risk Assessment Instruments for
Different OutCOmME GrOUPS..ccsceecccccesnsasnssssnnnnsns

36

37

40

44

45

46

47

48

50

54



ABSTRACT

This thesis set out to assess whether the predictive
validity of five risk assessment scales might be influenced by
the language and socio-cultural background of the offender. An
anglophone group of 159 offenders ard a francophone group of 46
offenders were scored on The Wisconsin Assessment of Client Risk
Scale, The Nuffield General Recidivism Scoring System, The
Salient Factor Score, The Michigan Assault and Property Risk
Screening Scales. The offenders used in this Study were all
federal offenders released under community supervision in The
Federal Correctional System. The data analysis involved the
comparison of both groups on the distribution of risk scores on
each scale and the relationships between the various risk scores
and an outcome measure of success or failure while under

community supervision.

Some socio-cultural differences were found. In general, the
risk assessment scales appeared to perform better in predicting
recidivism for the anglophcne group as suggested by significant
differences among the different groups and by a greater number of
significant correl istions between risk scores and the outcome
measure. Significant differences between both groups were noted
for The Wisconsin Assessment of Client Risk scale and The
Michigan Assault Risk Screening scale. Although the differences
were not significant, some variation in the distribution of risk
scores of the groups was noted on other scales.

The correlations between risk scores and outcome reported in



the present study are slightly lower, than those reported in two
previous studies, but are significant. The anglophone group
scored higher on the two scales which appeared to put more
emphasis on property crime namely, The Nuffield and Michigan
Property Risk scales. The francophone group scored higher on
scales which put more emphasis on assaultive offences, such as

The Michigan Assault Risk scale.

The use of some scales would mean the release of fewer
anglophone offenders while the use of other scales would mean the
release of fewer francophone offenders. There is no clear
evidence to suggest that the use of these instruments wovld
result in any systematic differential bias against francophone

offenders.



CHLPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Risk assessment technology has become an explicit part of
the parole system's decision-making and classification process in
many states in the U.S.A. The National Parole Board of Canada
has been slower in adopting risk assessment technology. However,
in recent years, it has taken concrete steps to make risk
assessment an integral part of its parole decision-making process
and is currently using an actuarial risk assessment scale
developed by Nuffield ( 1982 ). The use of risk assessment
scales is becoming more widespread both in the United States and
in canada, in spite of the fact that a number of serious
methodological and practical problems compromise their predictive

validity.

This thesis examines one aspect of the predictive validity
of a number of risk assessment scales currently used for parole
decision-making. It is assumed that for risk assessment scales
to be valid parole decision-making tools for Canada, they must
not be greatly affected by the offender's language and socio-
cultural background. The specific aim of the thesis is to
determine whether the predictive validity of scales designed,
tested and used in the U.S. and in canada ( the Nuffield scale )

might be adversely affected by Canada's bilingual offender



population. The thesis was designed to assess whether scales
developed and used with a largely anglophone offender population

would be as accurate with a francophone offender population.

The introduction and review of tha literature will take the
following format. It will begin with a brief analysis of how
prediction and classification in criminclogical thought have
been linked with decision making at different phases of the
criminal justice process. In order to set the present study in
an historical context, an overview will be presented of the
climate from which the design and use of risk assessment
technology emerged in the criminal justice system generally and
in parole decision-making specifically. This will include a
review of early efforts made in the area of prediction as well as
more recent developments. The next section will involve a review
of the principal practical and methodological problems which have
been associated with the design and use of risk assessment
technology. An overview will be made of the principal studies
comparing the validity of various risk assessment scales used for
parole decision-making, and of studies which have compared
different statistical approaches to improving the accuracy of
risk prediction. Finally, the purpose of the present study will

be outlined in more detail.



Classification and prediction in criminological thought

Gottfredson (1987) suggests that Goring and Lombroso, in the
early part of the twentieth century, "changed the course of
criminology through their effort to classify criminals according
to certain physical characteristics. Goring, influenced by
Lombroso's work sought to identify "a physical criminal type"

(p. 3-4) based on the physiques of criminals, age, and other
factors. Phrenclogy was another classification tool which became
popular in the criminal justice system at the turn of the century
and involved the study of skull configurations. Gottfredson
(1987) points out that the classifications of phrenology were
associated with classes of criminal behavior, albeit rather
crudely. Other early schemes involved the classification of
criminals according to their responsiveness to different
treatments. For example Jenkins and Hewitt (1944) and Hewitt and
Jenkins (1946) applied freudian theory in setting forth a
classification scheme for juvenile offenders. They distinguished
among overinhibited, underinhibited and pseudo-social offenders
(Sechrest, 1987 p. 298) This type of classi-fication is still
made today. For example, classification categories such as:
medical needs, psychiatric needs, aged sex offender, gang
affiliation and violent behavior are used in the U.S. jail system
to classify offenders for treatment in some fashion (Sechrest,
1987 pP.296). Other efforts were based on causal theories of

delinquency and crime as well as theories on the influence of



personality and social factors on response to treatment.

Examples include the classification of offenders on the basis of
social perception, interpersonal interactions and cognition. The
above comprise examples of efforts made in the first half of the
century to classify offenders based on predictions of future

behavior and motivated by a desire to control such behavior.
These early efforts, albeit primitive, reflected the
criminclogy of the day which sought to link crime with some

abnormality in the anatomy or physiology of the offender.

Early developments of risk assessment technology

Schuessler, (1954) points out that the first significant
attempt to develop a predictive device for parole decision
making and classification was that of Burgess in 1928. His study
was based on a sample of 3000 releasees from Illinois state
prisons, 26% of whom were parole violators. He identified 21
factors which differentiated parole violators from non-viclators.
He included these factors in an actuarial table. Each factor was
assigned a weight of one. The offender's total "risk score" was
based on the summation of his individual score on each item.

This model was based on the assumption of a linear relationship
between the criterion (the score obtained with the actuarial
table) and parole outcome.

During approximately the same period, the Gluecks were



involved in similar research with a sample of offenders paroled
frop a Massachusett's reformatory (Glaser,1987). They associated
success or failure on parole with seven pre-parole factors. The
subject's score corresponded to the sum of the percentage of
failures in his categories on each of these factors. The
Glueck's work led to the creation of the 1938 experience tables!
by sociologist actuaries (Glaser, 1987).

In the early 1950s Ohlin tested the validity of this table with a
sample of parolees. He found that observed rates of parole

violation were lower than those which had been predicted with the

table.

Some general disenchantment led to a long period of
inactivity in the risk assessment area. Following Burgess' and
the Gluecks' efforts a variety of analogous parole or prediction
studies were undertaken in other states (Schuessler, 1954 simon,
1971). However, a number of factors including some
methodological flaws in the Gluecks' work (their sample comprised
a number of extreme cases which could not be considered
representative of the overall offender population) stymied the
progress of the science of risk prediction for a period of
approximately 20 years (between 1950 and 1970) . Brennan (1987)
points out that for a long time most criminal justice officials

still felt strongly that decision making was best left to their

1 statistical prediction tables which classify current cases
into categories that follow up studies of past cases



discretion. Marvin and Bohnstedt (1979) suggest that parole
officials resisted the introduction of experience tables and
other risk assessment technology in the 1960s because they
believed that such devices would make the decision-making process
too mechanical and leave no room for the consideration of
individual differences between offenders, or important subjective
or clinical factors. The risk assessment technology available at
the time included only a few of all the relevant variables.
Finally, and most importantly, they strongly doubted that risk
assessment technology would improve the accuracy of their

decisions.

Contemporary developments of risk assessment technoclogy

During the 1960s problems which had plagued the U.S.
criminal justice system for decades began to raise more public
and official concern. It was increasingly believed that the
officials involved at different phases of the criminal justice
process from bail to classification for parole supervision were
not held sufficiently accountable for the decisions they made.
They also believed that these decisions were often disparate from
case to case (Travis & O'leary,1985; Clear & Gallagher
1983,1985; Wright Clear & Dickson,1984; Glaser 1985,1987;
Nuffield, 1982; Tonry, 1987). Also, because decision making at
all levels of the criminal justice process had until then largely

been left to the discretion of the people involved, there was no



concrete or visible means for higher ranking officials or the
concerned public to know what criteria were being relied upon.
The public and high ranking officials were becoming concerned
that as a result of this faulty and unstructured decision making
process, unguided by clearly defined criteria some offenders
might be released prematurely on parole and possibly commit
serious offenses such as murder or sexual assault. There was
also evidence of racial disparity in the criminal justice
process, black offenders were not as likely as white offenders to
be treated fairly or equitably throughout the criminal justice

process (Nuffield,1982; Petersilia & Turner,1987).

"Minorities in the U.S. (mainly blacks) are more likely to be
suspected of crime than whites ,they are more likely to be
arrested and less likely to receive bail. Further, after being
arrested they are more likely to be indicted than whites and less
likely to have their cases dismissed. If tried minorities are
more likely to serve full terms without parole" (Cleveland Plains
Dealer, 1980 cited by Simpson and Yinger, 1985). Black offenders
do appear to be over-represented in the criminal justice system.
Although they might only constitute approximately 12 % of the
U.S. population they account for about a third of all arrests
tabulated in the Uniform crime index of the FBI. More than 40 %
of the 306602 inmates of federal prisons in 1978 were black as

were 48% of the prisoners in state prisons (Simpson & Yinger,

1985) .



On another level lies the problem of prison overcrowding.
Finn (1984) points out that in the 1970s the penitentiary
population of many states had increased at such a rate that it
exceeded available space. Many state governments were thus
pressured into setting a ceiling for their prison population.
Accordingly, there was an urgent need for criminal justice
officials to seriously consider alternatives to incarceration for
a large number of offenders in order to forestall the need to

build costly new penitentiaries.

The age of fiscal and financial restraint began in the late
1960s and early 1970s (Bemus, Arling & Quigley 1983 Clear &
Gallagher 1982, 1985 Chi 1983). This meant that criminal justice
agencies had to fiid some means of maximizing the use of
available resources. Many parole agencies adopted the "workload"
style of management where an officer's performance and input
would be appraised on the basis of the amount of attention
required by each case instead of total caseload. Caselocad size
alone could not be a useful measure of officer input since some

' cases required very little attention.



Recent developments in risk assessment technology

One of the most controversial crime control policies to
arise in the late 1970s and early 1980s is that of selectiva
incapacitation (Decker and Salert, 1987; Gabor, 1985, 1986;
Greenwood, 1982; Chi, 1983; Cohen, 1983). This policy was
developed to address the problems of prison overcrowding and
financial and fiscal restraint. Its proponents advocate the use
of risk assessment technology as a means of maximizing the
efficient use of available prison space without increased cost to
the criminal justice system, and perhaps with actual savings.
Selective incapacitation is based on the assumption that a small
percentage of offenders are responsible for a large proportion of
all crime and that they can be identified and incapacitated
through preventive sentencing. Greenwood, (1982) designed a risk
assessment device which is being used in an eftort to identify
these "“chronic offenders". It was assumed that savings would be
made by using this policy, in that scarce prison space would be
reserved for those that need to be incapacitated, the remaining
and larger proportion of offenders being safely released to the
community at an earlier date, to be supervised there at a lower
cost. Legislation putting a cap on the total prison population
was passed in the state of Iowa in 1981; as a consequence,
efforts were made to build some of the elements of the policy of
selective incapacitation into this state's correctional system

(Chi, 1983).
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A pioneer effort to develop risk assessment technology for
probation and parole classification was undertaken by Baird et al
in the state of Wisconsin. Baird, Heinz and Bemus (1980) mention
that this effort was made in response to a directive from the
state legislature to improve the effectiveness of service
delivery to state probationers and parolees. Glaser (1987)
peints out that: " the Wisconsin system would help standardize
time allocations in a supervisor's job, with more time to be
Fiven to clients with high risk/high needs scores and less to
those with minimum scores" (p 280) . Prior to release the
offender is classified on the basis of an assessment of client
risk and needs score. From six months to a year after release the
offender may be reclassified based on the re-assessment of his
level risk and needs. As mentioned earlier, the Wisconsin
classification system also involves appraising an officer's input
on the basis of his workload as opposed to total caseload,
thereby ensuring a more efficient use of fiscal and financial
resources. The Illinois Department Of Corrections has been using
a: "Case Classification and Workload Management System" similar
to that used in Wisconsin since 1982. This is also the case in
North Carolina, where a new Case Management System involving the
classification of probationers and parolees for supervision on
the basis of risk and needs has been used since 1981 (North

Carolina Department Of Corrections, 1981).
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Sentencing and parole quidelines

Beginning in the early 1970s, efforts were made to address
the various issues raised above, namely those having to do with
the lack of accountability and objectivity and the excessive use
of discretion and disparity in criminal justice decision making.
Sentencing guidelines were established in many states to reduce
disparity and to make sentences more determinate by structuring
or eliminating the use of discretion (Goldkamp, 1987; Petersilia
& Turner, 1987; Gottfredson, Wilkins & Hoffman, 1978; Gottfredson
& Gottfredson, 1979). Sentencing guidelines were adopted in the
states of Colorado and Minnesota in 1976. That same year, Nevada
adopted the use of a risk assessment instrument to structure the
use of discretion in pre-sentence reports. A sentencing
guidelines program was approved in Arizona in 1978. This program
makes the use of discretion more difficult through a more precise
definition of variables to be considered for sentencing . A New
York city experiment by The Vera Foundation brought the
establishment of The Vera Point system for bail decision-making,
thereby reducing the level of disparity at that phase of the
criminal justice process (Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1986;
Glaser, 1987). Experiments with bail guidelines were also

undertaken in Philadelphia. These guidelines became mandated by

law in 1983.

In the early 1970s, Gottfredson et. al. became involved with
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The U.S. parole commission in a cecllaborative effort to develop
parole guidelines (Glaser, 1987; Gottfredson, Wilkins and
Hoffman, 1578). Hoffman (1983) points out that a guideline
system came into experimental use in 1972. In this guideline
system the parcle candidate would be evaluated on the basis of
the severity of his index offence(s), a measure of parole
prognosis based on The Salient Factor Score (this scale is
described in the methodology section) as well as an applicable
guideline range. This system was designed to control and
structure the use of discretion by parole officers and to
increase accountability and objectivity in their decision-making
(Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1985). Parole officers are permitted
to go beyond the guideline system, and use their own judgment in
making a decision; however, they must provide the board with
written reasons for wishing to do so (Hoffman 1983 Glaser, 1987).
While at first voluntary the use of this system becane mandated
by law with the parole commission and reorganization act of 1976.
Between 1976 and 1980, only 20 % of parole decisions are
believed to have departed from the guidelines. A research team
monitors the efficiency of the system and revises it, if need be,
based on an analysis of the decisions which have departed from
the guidelines.

Marvin & Bohnstedt (1979) point out that some U.S. parole
jurisdictions have adopted a modified version of the U.S. parole
Board's guideline system; these include Oregon, Minnesota and

Maryland.



Other developments in risk assessment technology

Until the late 1970s, The Parole Board of The Michigan
Department Of Corrections was the only U.S, jurisdiction making
use of a risk assessment instrument (Marvin & Bohnstedt, 1979).
However, developments gained momemtum in the early eighties. A
survey done by The Solicitor General of Canada in 1987 indicated
that at least 60 risk assessment scales were currently being used
by some 64 U.S. parole agencies; 38 of these scales were used
to determine the level of community supervision; 16 scales were
used for release decision making. Risk assessment scales similar
to the Salient Factor Score are used for release decision-making
by 5 parole jurisdictions namely Massachusetts, Tennessee,
Texas, Pennsylvania and Michigan. The National Institute of
Corrections sponsored the efforts of some jurisdictions while

others were made independantly in other jurisdictions.

Methodological Issues and Problems with Current Risk Assessment
Technoloqy

As has been indicated in the foregoing, The use of risk
assessment technology for parole decision making has become
widespread, most U.S. jurisdictions relying on risk technology
of one form or another to reach a decision. However the
1iterature raises a number of methodological problems and issues

concerning their validity. Wright, Clear and Dickson ( 1984 )
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Clear and Gallaghexr (1982, 1985) mention that some parole
agencies use scales designed in other jurisdictions without
cross—-validating them first with their own offender population.
The result obtained from such unvalidated use may involve
considerable shrinkage (a reduction in predictive validity)
(Simon, 1971; Gabor, 1985 1986; Tarling and Perry, 1985;
Wilbanks, 1985). The use of unreliable and subjective sources of
information (such as case records) to score risk assessment
technology can alsc compromise its validity (Farrington &
Tarling, 1985). The objectives which risk assessment technology
are designed to meet are often not clear, or based on a concrete
theoretical framework; this makes validation difficult since
validity is after all an indication of how well the objectives
have been met (Wright, Clear and Dickson, 1984; Gottfredson and

Gottfredson, 1985).

More effort is spent on trying to make risk assessment
technology more accurate through more sophisticated statistical
techniques than is spent trying to make it more accurate by
revising the objectives. This is unfortunate since research has
shown that very little improvement in predictive validity has
been obtained with the more sophisticated methods of statistical
prediction. Criminal justice officials tend to forget that a
risk score is not a true prediction of risk but a probability
statement about risk (Clear and Gallagher, 1983 1985). It is also

important to remember that a correlation between the criterion
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and predictor variable does not imply causation (Berk, 1987) .

The outcome criteria can also’ place boundaries on what
level of predictive validity can be achieved with risk assessment
technology. These are usually reduced to a dichotomous measure
of success or failure as revocation or discharge. Little or no
consideration is given to unofficial crime or rule violations,
wrongful conviction or the severity of the reasons for
revocation as compared to previous occasions (Gottfredson and

Gottfredson, 1985).

Although risk assessment scales might not have shown to
predict recidivism much more accurately than chance, most
research suggests that they fare no worse than clinical judgment
or the case study approach in that regard. Methodological
problems have placed and will likely continue to place
1imitations on their predictive validity. These problems
notwithstanding, risk assessment technology still offers the
advantage of creating a concrete framework for parole decision
making which increases accountability and objectivity and reduces
disparity and the excessive use of discretion in the criminal

justice process (Hutson, 1982).

P



Studies on the validity of risk assessment technology

1. Studies which have compared the validity of different risk
assessment scales: a number of recent studies have been
conducted to test the valdity of risk assessment technology. For
example, Klein & Caggiano (1986) compared five risk assessment
scales as to how accurately they predict recidivism with a sample

of inmates released from California, Michigan and Texas prisons.

They compared The Salient Factor Score, The California Base
Expectancy Scale, The Greenwood Scale, The Pablo scales and The
Jowa scales. With the exception of the Iowa scales, a fairly
strong correlation was obtained between the scores on the
different scales. The variables most strongly associated with
recidivism were extent of prior record and history of substance
abuse. The predictions generated by any one model were poor:
only 5 to 10 % more accurate than chance. The authors explain
that what little accuracy was obtained was due to differences
between the release ocutcomes of inmates with extremely high
versus extremely low scores. Porporino & Zamble (1987) used a
sample of 77 canadian offenders to measure the predictive
validity of six risk assessment scales: The Nuffield Prediction
of General (rps [g]: General Recidivism Prediction scale) and
Violent (rps {v]: Recidivism Prediction Scale for Violence)
Recidivism scales, The Salient Factor Score, The Risk Level

Evaluation System (Illinois 1) and The Community Correctional



Centre Risk Evaluation (Illinois 2) and the Iowa Model for
Offender Risk Assessment. They found the scores on these scales
to be highly inter-correlated. The Nuffield RPS (V) scale had
the lowest correlation with the other scales because of its
unique nature as compared to the others. This scale also had the
lowest correlation with outcome while the other scales differed
1ittle in how strongly they correlated with outcome. With a
selection ratio of 50%, the scales performed similarly with
regards to predictive validity: with the exception of the rps
(v), the models correctly identified outcome better than chance;
the proportion of correctly identified recidivists was uniformly

high for all scales varying between 74 and 79 %.

2. studies which have compared different statistical approaches
to risk prediction: the following summarizes 4 studies which have
compared different statistical approaches to improving the
accuracy of risk assessment technology. Tarling and Perry
(1985) compared the accuracy of three statistical techniques for
constructing prediction instruments namely, automatic interaction
detector (AID) multiple classification analysis (MCA) and
logistic regression with the predictive attribute analysis (PAA)
and multiple regression methods used by Simon in her 1971 study.
They used Simon's original sample of 539 probationers, dividing
it into a construction sample of 270 cases and a validation
sample of 269 cases. AID performed better than PAA in the

construction sample, explaining more variance (0.29 versus 0.17)



with less prediction error (0.33 versus 0.28). However, it
performed more poorly than PAA in the validation sample
explaining only 6% of the variance with a level of prediction
error of 42%. Very little difference in the performance of MCA,
multiple regression and logistic regression were noted in the
construction and validation samples. The methods used by Tarling
and Perry did not perform any better than those used by Simon, in
her original study. Every method experienced considerable

shrinkage from the construction to the validation sample.

Gottfredson and Gottfredson, (1985) compared the statistical
effeciency of five prediction methods, namely two linear additive
models, two clustering models and a multivariate contingency
model within the context of parole risk assessment. These
methods were used to develop parole decision making aids with
data collected from a construction sample of 2382 offenders
released on parole in 1970. These devices were then cross-
validated with a sample of 1004 offenders released on parcle in
1972. There was no significant difference between the devices
developed with each method in how strongly they correlated with
parole outcome (re-arrest versus non re-arrest), the correlations
ranging between 0.3 and 0.4. According to these results, no one
method for developing operationally useful decision making aids

appears to provide a statistical advantage over the others.

Wilbanks, (1985) compared the statistical efficiency of five



statistical prediction methods, namely the Burgess and Glueck
linear additive methods, multiple regression, association
analysis and predictive attribute analysis (PAA). These methods
were compared as to how much they improved predictive validity in
terms of the number of correct predictions and errors made.

Their study was based on a sample of 854 Texas parolees which was
divided into a construction sample of 427 subjects and a

validation sample of 427 subjects as well.

predictive attribute analysis and multiple regression were
the most effective methods in the construction sample that is,
they brought the highest number of correct predictions and the
fewest errors. However the simpler Glueck method was the most
accurate in the validation sample. Shrinkage in predictive

validity was greatest for the more sophisticated methods.

Van Alstyne & Gottfredson, (1978) compared_the accuracy of
loglinear analysis and the Burgess method for the prediction of
parole success. They divided a sample of 5585 Ohio releasees in
a construction sample of 2793 and a validation sample of 2794.
The percentage of parcle success obtained with the Burgess method
ranged from 71.1 to 91.4 in the construction sample and from 68.4
to 90.1 in the validation sample. Almost identical ranges of
parole success were obtained with the logistic regression method.
These results provide further indication that the more

sophisticated methods of statistical prediction do not much
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improve on the predictive validity obtained with simpler methods.
More research needs to be done to compare the predictive validity
of different risk assessment scales. However the research
findings reviewed above suggests that their accuracy is not much
greater than what can be expected by chance. Also, attempts made
to make Burgess' simple method of statistical prediction more
sophisticatei through various techniques have not significantly
improved predictive validity. 1In fact, more shrinkage in
validation has occurred with these techniques than with Burgess'

simple method.

Racial and cultural disparity and risk assessment technology

It has been suggested that the use of social status
variables such as education, employment and the use or abuse of
alcohol and drugs in certain risk assessment technology creates
disparity between the treament of black and white offenders in
the criminal justice system (Petersilia & Turner, 1987). It has
also been suagested that the use of such factors in a
standardized format has institutionalized rather than removed
racial disparity. The alleged disparity way have to do with the
possibility that blacks are being scored on variables over which
they cannot be expected to have the same level of personal
control as white offenders. However, some research suggests that
removing social status variables from the risk assessment in

which they are used will not eliminate the problem with racial



disparity. This research also points out that some social status
variables such as alcohol and drug use and abuse put white

offenders at a disadvantage.

T h
conviction, the nature of the index offence and previous
convictions has created a problem with disparity because blacks
tend to score higher than whites on these variables. This
alleged difference might be real or it might simply reflect the

greater vigilance of crime control agencies to black crime.

The dominant issue appears to be that of equity versus
predictive validity: Can we eliminate from risk assessment
technology those crime related factors which have been alleged to
create racial disparity without at the same time seriously
compromising the predictive validity of this technology ? Is it
fair and equitable to use risk assessment technelogy designed
with a sample of offenders belonging to the racial or cultural
majority with offenders belonging to a racial or cultural
minority? Also tied in is the issue of transferability: does not

shrinkage in predictive validity occur as a consequence of this

transfer?

The present study

The issues and questions concerning racial and culturai

disparity constitute the framework for the present thesis. As
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mentioned at the outset The Nuffield General Recidivism scoring
system has become an explicit part of The National Parole Board's
pre-release decision policv on the risk of recidivism. This
scale will be used to evaluate every inmate coming up for parole
consideration. The language and socio-cultural background of the
offender are not considered relevant to risk assessment in this
policy. The Nuffield risk prediction scale was largely designed
with a sample of offenders belonging to the anglophone majority
in Canada. However, this scale will also be used to evaluate
offenders belonging to Canadian minorities such as francophones
and natives. This raises the two main issues to be addressed in

the present thesis namely those of predictive validity and

equity.

The literature reviewed earlier has shown that considerable
shrinkage in predictive validity can occur when the use of risk
assessment technology is transfered to another setting and is
used with an offender population other than that with which it
was designed. This thesis aims to determine whether risk
assessment scales designed and used in Canada and the U.S. with a
largely anglophone offender population would be as accurate with
a francophone offender population. This question is important
given the substantial proportion of francophones in the

correctional population in Canada.

The other important issue to be discussed is the following:



Does a disparate treatment of francophone offenders result from
the use of these scales; that is, is a larger proportion of
francophone offenders being classified as high risks without this
being justified by their index offence and criminal background ?
Is it fair and equitable to use risk assessment scales designed

with an anglophone population to evaluate francophone offenders

for parole ?



CHAPTER 2

METHOBOLOGY

Subjects

The sample was taken from an earlier study conducted by The
Research Branch of Correctional Services Canada ( Motiuk and
Porporino, 1988 ). That study sampled cases randomly from the
population of offenders who either: 1. successfully completed
their parole or mandatory supervision ( i.e. reached their
warrant expiry date ) between January 1 and December 31, 1985, or
2. had their parole or mandatory supervision revoked during this
year. This search yielded approximately 4523 cases from all

across Canada ( Motiuk and Porporino, 1988 ).

The original intention was to gather information on
approximately 600 cases, that is, 150 cases per conditional
release grouping, these groupings being: 1. reached warrant
expiry date while on parole 2. revoked while on parole 3. reached
warrant expiry date while on mandatory supervision 4. revoked

while on mandatory supervision ( Motiuk and Porporino, 1988 ).

However, information on all 600 cases was not accessible,
some of the files were difficult to locate, some were being held
on active status ( i.e. in current use ), and still others were

eliminated because it was found that they did not in fact meet
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the sampling criteria. A total of 221 cases remained at this

stage of the sampling process ( Motiuk and Porporino, 1988 ).

For the present study, the total sample of 221 offenders was
examined according to francophone versus anglophone background.
The bilingual offenders and offenders who spoke a language other
than french or english were deleted because there were tooc few.
Thus, a sample comprising a group of 159 anglophone offenders and

a group of 46 francophone offenders was used in the present

study.

The distinction of cases based on language was derived from
information recorded on the Penitentiary Placement Report. The

spoken language of the offender was assumed to be his mother

language.

Procedure

Information from the existing data base was used to score
the sample on five risk assessment scales: The Wisconsin
Assessment Of Client Risk Scale, The Nuffield General Recidivism
Scoring System, The Salient Factcr Score and The Michigan

Property and Assault Screening scales?. A special effort was

2 programs to score all five scales had been prepared by The
Statistics division of The Solicitor General of Canada. The
programs simply consisted of telling the computer which questions
from the survey questionnaire to use to score the scale items.



made to select scales which had at least a few item differences,
in order to facilitate meaningful comparisons between them. It
was also necessary to select scales which could be scored with

available information.

Description of Measures

In what follows, a brief description is provided of the
origin, design and validity of each scale.

The Wisconsin Assessment Of Client Risk Scale.

As mentioned earlier this scale was designed by Baird Heinz
and Bemus in the late 1970s. The scale's 11 items were selected
using multiple regression analysis, which was based on
information collected on approximately 250 randomly selected
closed or revoked cases. The weight assigned to each scale item
depended on the strength of its relationship with criminal
behavior. High correlations were obtained between initial
risk assessment scores and revocations. Baird, Heinz and Bemus
(1984) p.41 point out that by using cut off points of 8 and 15
1.98 per cent of low risk clients and 9.15 per c¢ent of moderate
risk clients and 26 per cent of high risk clients were later

revoked.
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The Nuffield General Recidivism: Scoring system.

The Nuffield scale was derived from research with a random
sample of 2500 male inmates released from canadian federal
institutions in the years 1970, 1971 and 1972. Data was
collected from: the inmate records system of the canadian
penitentiary service and records of arrests and convictions noted
by police and court agencies and centrally collated in Ottawa

( Nuffield, 1982 ).

Information was gathered on the offender's crime as it
appeared in the formal charge of conviction, his criminal history
and certain social characteristics such as marital status and
education. Regression and predictive attribute analysis and
simple summation were used to determine which case factors or
inmate characteristics are most closely associated with the
outcome of parole decisions. The results were used to create the
15 items on the Nuffield scale, each comprising sub-items which
are scored from -7 to + 6. The 15 items weight categorical
differentiation of traditional static factors, both legal and
life history in nature, additively combined to arrive at a total
risk score ( Porporino & Zamble, 1987 ). Nuffield (1982)
collapsed risk scores for her validation sample into one of five
prognostic categories, obtaining success rates rangiﬂg from 84 %
for cases falling ir her very good group to 33.6 % for cases

falling in her very poor group ( Porporino & Zamble, 1987 ).
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The Salient Factor Score.

"This scale was designed by The United States Parole
Commission. It has been used since 1972 to assess parole
prognosis. The current version: SFS became effective in august
of 1981. The salient factor score includes six items which when
added together produce a score with a range from 0 to 10. The
higher the score, the higher the expected likelihood of a
favorable outcome upon release (i.e. the lower the probability of

recidivism) (Hoffman, 1983).

Hoffman (1983) showed that 88% of a group of federal inmates
in the “very good risk category" (scores of 8 to 10) had a
favorable release outcome e.g. they were not committed for 60
days or more for a new criminal offence, they did not have a
return as a parole or treatment center violator, or parole
violation warrant outstanding and were not killed while
committing a criminal act. The results are based on a sample of

2339 inmates.
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The Michigan Property And Assault Risk Screening Scales.

Monahan, 1981 and Kime, 1983 explain that the Michigan
property and assault screening scales are actuarial devices that
were implemented by that state's department of corrections in
1978 in order to deal with the problem of prison overcrowding by
sorting cases for parole release or supervision on parole more
effectively. The scales were derived from data collected on
2500 male inmates released on parole in 1971. Monahan, 1281
explains that: "statistical analyses were performed on the data
for half the subjects to derive an actuarial device relating to
arrest for a new violent crime while on parole. The resulting
factors were then applied to the other half of the subjects to
validate the predictive validity of the scale" (p.103). & 40 %
degree of accuracy was obtained with The Michigan Assault Risk
screening Scale on the basis of the type of crime committed, the
nature of institutional behavior and whether an arrest was made
before the inmate's 15th birthday. The recidivism rates of the
different risk groups obtained in their 1974 study are
distributed as follows: 8.9 % (very low) 11.1 % (low) 17.4 %

(middle) 27.9 % (high) and 40% (very high).

Research with the property risk scale led to the
jdentification of only three risk categories: low, middle and
high because property crime is more difficult to predict. Also

the differences that exist between offenders in the low and high
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risk categories are not as large as those that might be expected
with the assault scale. There is no data on the predictive

validity of The Michigan Property Risk Screening Scale.

Description of Dichotomous OQutcome Measure

In the review of files for the study, a range of information
was used to assess post-release outcome. This included
information on the number and severity of criminal convictions
incurred during the period of supervision. However, the present
study relied exclusively on a dichotomous outcome measure; cases
who completed their periocd of community supervision up to the
warrant expiry date were classified as successes, while cases who

were revoked or reincarcerated were classified as failures.3

Although more sophisticated measures of outcome have been
used in recidivism prediction studies (see for example Klein &
Caggiano, 1986), these generally have been found to add little to
predictive validity beyond a success/failure dichotomy
(Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1985). As well, the success/failure

dichotomy has much more practical appeal in that it is the major

3 when an offender is re-arrested he is suspended from
parole or mandatory supervision. A post-suspension hearing is
held to determine whether he should be revoked based on an
appraisal of the nature of the violation or offence committed.
Thus an offender may commit a minor offence and still be
permitted to resume his period of parole or mandatory superxvision
to the warrant expiry date.



concern of the correctional and parole agencies.
Summary of Analyses

A series of descriptive statistics were computed in order to
obtain a framework for the analysis and interpretation of other
data on predictive validity and distribution of risk scores. The

descriptive variables that were examined are outlined in Table 1.

For both the anglophone and francophone groups, percentages
were computed for all discrete variables. Chi-sguare tests were
conducted to determine whether both groups differed significantly
on most discrete variables. Chi-square tests were not conducted
for the following discrete variables: major offence and nature of
the index offence. The chi-square tests were conducted using the
absolute values of each group on the different variables. For
most variables this involved two by two contingency tables.
However the contingency tables were two by five for the degree of
forcible contact variable, two by seven for the employment
status at the time of the index offence variable and the marital
status at the time of the index offence variable and two by four
for the skilled eﬁployment experience variable. The group means
and standard deviations were computed for all continuous
variables. t-tests were conducted to determine whether the means

of each group differed significantly.



TABLE 1

Summary of Descriptive Variables

A. Social and Life History Variables.
- employment status at the time of the index offence
- age at last release
- vocational and apprenticeship training
- skilled employment experience
- educational level
- marital status at the time of the index ocffence
B. Criminal Background and Index Offence.
- age of first conviction
- length of time spent conviction free prior to the index
cffence
- number of prior convictions
- convictions for assaultive offences in the five years
preceding the index offence
- sentence length in months
- major index offence
- the number of index offences
- the circumstances of the index offence
c. Incarceration and Supervision History

- number of prior periods of incarceration

- number of prior periods of probation, parole and
mandatory supervision '

- number of prior revocations of parole, probation or

mandatory supervision




- 33 -

The next phase of the analysis involved the examination of
the distribution of risk scores for the anglophone and
francophone groups on the five risk prediction scales. The cut-
off points published for these scales were used in this phase of
the analysis. Chi-square tests were conducted to examine
differences in the distribution of risk scores for the two
groups. These tests were conducted using the absolute number of
subjects of each group which appeared in the different risk
categories of each scale. The chi-square tests involved
contingency tables which were two by the number of categories on
any particular scale. In this phase of the analysis, t-tests
were also conducted to examine differences in the mean risk

scores for each group.

A set of analyses was then conducted in order to examine the
relative predictive validity of the various risk assessment
scales. This involved the computation of correlations between
risk scores on each of the scales and the dichotomous measure of
release outcome. The strength of the relationship noted between
the criterion variable (risk scores) and the predictor variable
(release outcome) is an indicator of the predictive validity of
the various scales when applied to an anglophone or francophone
sample of offenders. To supplement these correlational analyses
mean risk scores were calculated for those cases who were revoked
or who reached WED. This was done separately for the anglophone

and francophone group and a series of t-tests was conducted to
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examine the significance of the differences in these mean risk

scores.

W
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Descriptive Analyses

Table 2 compares the anglophone and francophone groups on a
number of social and life history variables. As can be noted
from the Table, in both the anglophone and francophone samples of
offenders, most of the offenders did not have vocational or
apprenticeship training or skilled employment experience. The
educational achievement of these offenders was also relatively

low ( below grade 10 ).

When we compare the anglophone and francophone groups, Table
2 also shows that there were no statistically significant
differences on any of the social/life history variables
considered. The difference between the groups approached
statistical significance for only one variable: employment status
at the time of the index offence ( chi-square: 10.864 p= 0.093 ),
with the anglophone group showing a higher proportion of cases

employed at the time of the index offence.

In Table 3 the anglophone and francophone groups are
compared with regards to variables relating to criminal

background and index offence.
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Table 2

Social and Life History

Descriptive Variable Ooffender Group

anglophone francophone Chi-
square?
% or mean (s.d.) % or mean (s.d.) or t

employed at time 37 % 13 % n.s.
of offence®

age at release 29.33 28.38 n.s.
vocational/ 28 % 20 % n.s.
apprenticeship training

skilled employment 19 % 17 % n.s
experience ( > 1 year )

educational level 9.3 ( 2.3 ) 8.7 ( 2.2 ) n.s
( grade )

marital status

married/common law 36 % 21 % n.s.
separated/divorced 16 % 11 % n.s.
widowed

single 48 % 67 % n.s.

4 Contingency tables with the absolute values of each group
on the discrete variables were used to compute the chi-square
values.

5 The offenders which, at the time of the offence, had €full
time, part time, casual or seasonal employment or were enroclled
in school training. The difference between groups on this
variable does approach statistical significance. However,
because the error variance is spread across the seven levels of
the variable, the difference between the groups must be larger in
order to be significant.
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Table 3
Criminal Background and Index Offence
Descriptive Variable Offender Group
anglophone francophone chi-

square
% or mean (s.d.) % or mean (s.d.) or t

age at first conviction 19 (3.43) '20.33 (2.89) n.s.
period conviction
free prior to index offence
16.5%%

< 6 months 17 % 46 %

> 6 months < 2 years 42 % 22 %

2 years or more 40 % 33 %
number of prior 10.52 (9.69) 7.33 (7.22) 2.09%
convictions
convictions for 34.5 % 47 % n.s.

assaultive offences
within the last 5 years

sentence length (months) 3.05 (3.33) 3.02 (3.35) n.s.
number of index 2.69 (2.09) 3.94 (2.74) 3.31%x*
offences

Major offence

murder/manslaughter 3 % 4 %
assaultive (non-sexual) 7% 13 %
assaultive (sexual) 11 % 0%
robbery 16 % 35 %
drug offences 8 % 9 %
property offences 39 % 26 %
parole/m.s.revocation 6 % 2 %
other 10 % 11 %

** p < 0.001
* p < 0.05

6 Contingency tables with the aksolute values of each group
on the discrete variables were used to compute the chi-square
values.
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A statistically significant difference between the groups
was noted with regards to the amount of time spent in the
community conviction free in the period immediately preceding the
index offence (chi-square=16.5 p < 0.001). A larger proportion
of the francophone group did not remain conviction free in the
six months immediately preceding the index offence.

(46 % versus 17 %), while a larger proportion of the anglophone
group remained conviction free for more than six months but less
than two years (42 % versus 22 %) and two years or more (40 %

versus 33%.

The groups also differed significantly with regards to the
total number of prior convictions; the anglophone group had a

higher mean number of prior convictions (t= 2.09 p < 0.05).

The differences between the groups was not statistically
significant with regards to the number of convictions for
assaultive offences in the five years preceding the index offence

or age at first conviction.

Both groups did not differ significantly with regards to
sentence length in months. However, the groups differed
significantly with regards to the mean number of index offences
committed as well as the severity of the index offences. The
francophone group was involved in a significantly higher mean

number of index offences (t=3.31 p < 0.001). For the major
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offence, a larger proportion of the anglophone group was involved
in property offences (39 % versus 26 %) and sexual assault (11 %
versus 0 %); while a larger proportion of the francophone group
was involved in robbery (35 % versus 16 %) and non-sexual

assaultive offences (13 % versus 7 %)7.

Table 4 compares the francophone and anglophone groups in
terms of the circumstances of the major index offence and other
index offences. As can be not.d, similar proportions of both
groups were under the influence of alcohol or drugs. As well,
similar proportions of both groups were under community
supervision at the time of the index offence. Some rather large
differences between the groups were observed with regards to
every other factor that was examined. For example, the major
offence involved "category 1" offences for a substantially
larger proportion of the francophone group (48 % versus 15 %),
while a slightly larger proportion of the anglophone group

committed " category 2 " offences (19 % versus 13 %) (as defined

in Table 4).

7. The robbery category includes: armed robbery, attempted
armed robbery, robbery with violence and robbery.

The drug offences category includes: conspiracy to traffic or
import hard or soft drugs and simple possession of hard or soft
drugs.

The property offences category includes: break and enter, theft
or possession of stolen property under or over two hundred
dollars, extortion, bribery, forgery impersonation, fraud and
false pretenses.

The other category includes all those offences which were
committed by a small perceatage of offenders and dont f£it any
specific category.
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Table 4

Circumstances of the Index Offence

Descriptive Variable Offender Group
angiophone francophone
% % chi-
square8
nature of major offence
NPB "category 1"9 15 % 48 %
NPB “"category 2" 13 % 15 %
use of weapon
for major offence 23 % 54 % 16.11%*
for other index offences 8 % 36 % 14.07%*
degree of forcible contact 26.68%
in major offence
none 68 % 37 %
threat only 7% 37 %
force 6 % 9 %
minor injury i5 % 16 %
serious injury 4 % 4 %
death 1% c 3
use of threats
for major offence 7% 37 %
for other index offences 0% 30 %
alcohol/drug use 74 % 76 % n.s.
under community supervision 46 % 51 % n.s.

** p < 0.001

8 Contingency tables with the absolute values of each group
on the discrete variables were used to compute the chi-square
values.

% NPB "category 1" and NPB "category 2" refer to the
percentage of each group whose most severe index offence falls
into the category 1 or category 2 offences of the National Parole
Board's Risk Assessment Policy for release decisions ( National
Parole board, 1988 p.6).



A larger proportion of the francophone group used a weapon
in committing both the major offence and other index offences
(54% versus 23% and 36% versus 8% respectively). A significant
difference was noted between both groups with regards to the
degree of forcible contact used by the offender during the
commission of the most severe index offence (chi-square= 29.7 p <
0.01). A substantially larger proportion of the francophone
group made use of some degree of forcible contact (63% versus
32%). This entailed primarily the use of threats (37% versus

7%) .

In Table 5 the anglophone and francophone groups are
compared on a number of factors relating to their incarceration

and supervision history.

With regards to incarceration history, we see that the
anglophone group had been incarcerated for a significantly higher
mean number of periods (t=2.41 p < 0.05) as well as mean number
of periods of 90 days or more (t=2.45 p < 0.05). There was very
little difference between both groups with regards to supervision
history. A significant difference was noted in only one instance
: the anglophone group had a significantly higher mean number of

prior revocations of probation supervision (t=3.72 p < 0.001).



Table 5

Incarceration and Supervision History

Descriptive Variable Offender Group
anglophone francophone
mean (s.d.) mean (s.d.) t

prior periods of

incarceration
total no. 3.7 ( 3.52 ) 2.3 ( 0.71) 2.41%
> than 90 days 2.9 ( 2.5 ) 1.8 ( 1.24 ) 2.45%

prior periods of
community supervision

probation 1.28 ( 1.34 1.34 ( 1.32 ) n.s.
parole 0.83 ( 0.97 0.7 ( 0.91 ) n.s.
mandatory supervision 0.42 ( 0.9 ) 0.32 ( 0.53 ) n.s.

prior revocations of
community supervision

probation 0.80 ( 1.1 ) 0.13 ( 0.34 ) 3.72%*
parole 0.39 ( 0.70 ) 0.38 ( 0.55 ) n.s.
mandatory supervision 0.25 ( 0.60 ) 0.19 ( 0.46 ) n.s.

* p < 0.05
*% p <0.001
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Distribution of Statistical Risk Scores by Group for each Risk
Assessment Scale

Tables 6 through 10 present the proportion of the anglophone
and francophone groups that fell in each risk category. The
significance of the difference between the distributions of
scores across groups is indicated by a chi-square value at the

bottom of each table.

Significant differences in the distribution of scores of
both groups were noted for only two scales: the Wisconsin
Assessment of Client Risk Scale ( chi-square= 6.68 p < 0.05 ) and
the Michigan Assault Screening Scale ( chi-square =13.002

p < 0.05 ).

For the Wisconsin scale, the difference is due to the fact
that there is a substantially larger proportion of the
francophone group in the low risk category ( 15.22 % versus
4.4% ) and a somewhat smaller proportion in the high risk
category ( 74 % versus 81 % ). For the Michigan assault scale,
the difference can be best explained by variation across groups
at the extreme of the risk categorization. For example, a much
larger proportion of anglophones are categorized as very low risk
( 19.5 % versus 6.52 % ). However, at the other extreme, a much
larger proportion are categorized as very high risk ( 6.52 %

versus 0.63 % ).



Table 6

The Wisconsin Assessment Of Client Risk Scale

Risk categories percentage by risk category*
anglophone francophone

low 4.4 15.22

medium 14.47 10.87

high 81.13 73.91

*chi-square=6.68, p < 0.05.10

10 contirngency tables with the absolute values of each group
for the different risk categories were used to compute the chi-
square values.
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Table 7.

The Nuffield General Recidivism Scoring System

Risk Categories percentage by risk category*
anglophone francophone
very good 16.98 26.09
good 13.21 15.22
fair 20.13 21.74
fair to poor 16.98 - 8.70
poor 32.7 28.26

*chi-square= 3.55, p > 0.2511

11 contingency tables with the absolute values of each group

for the different risk categories were used to compute the chi-
square values.
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Table 8.

The Salient Factor Score

Risk Categories percentage by risk category*
anglophone francophone
very good 33.34 19.57
good 53.45 56.52
fair 11.95 21.74
poor 1.26 2.17

* chi-square= 7.314, p > 0.2512

12 contingency tables with the absolute values of each group
for the different risk categories were used to compute the chi-
square values.
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Table 9

The Michigan Assault Screening Scaile

Risk Categories percentage by risk category¥*
anglophone francophone

very low 19.5 6.52

low 16.35 28.26

middle 60.38 54.35

high 3.14 4.35

very iigh 0.63 6.52

* chi-square= 13.002, prob < 0.0513

13 contingency tables with the absolute values of each group
for the different risk categories were used to compute the chi-
square values.
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Table 10.

The Michigan Property Risk Screening Scale

Risk Categories percentage by risk category*
anglocphone francophone
low 41.51 50
middle 16.35 21.74
high 42.14 28.26

* chi-square= 2.94, p > 0.1014

14 Contingency tables with the absolute values of each group
for the different risk categories were used to compute the chi-
square values.



Overall, the distribution of risk scores across scales
followed similar patterns for the anglophone and francophone
groups. However, some differences were still noted. For example
on The Salient factor Score, a smaller proportion of francophones
were categorized as very good risks ( 19.57 % versus 33.34 % ).
on the other hand, on the Nuffield, a larger proportion of
francophones were categorized as very good risks ( 26.09 % versus

16.98 % ).

Table 11 shows the mean risk scores for the anglophone and
francophone groups on each of the xisk assessment scales. The
mean risk scores of both groups did not differ significantly for
the Wisconsin, Nuffield, Michigan Property and Assault risk
scales. However, a significant difference was noted for The

Salient Factor Score.

In general, then, we see differences across risk scales with
some scales classifying more francophones as high risks and other
scales classifying fewer francophones as high risk. A similar
pattern was noted at the other extreme. As well, on particular
scales, The Wisconsin Assessment of Client Risk Scale and The
Michigan Assault Risk Screening Scale, we see substantial

differences across all levels of risk for the two groups.



Table 11

Mean Scores on Risk Assessment ITnstruments for the Analophone and

Francophone Group

Offender Group

Scale anglophone francophone t o]
mean mean

Wisconsin 26.69 26.04 0.31 0.76

Nuffield 3.84 1.78 1.43 0.16

Salient factor 3.4 4.11 2.49 0.01

scorel3

Michigan 2 1.78 1.47 0.14

property

Michigan 2.49 2.76 1.85 0.07

assaultive

15 yniike the other scales, a high score means low risk on
The Salient Factor Score.
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This brings us to the issue of the predictive validity of
these scales for the two groups. The next section of the results

examines differences in this respect.

Relationships with Outcome by Group

In order to assess whether there was a relationship between
risk scores and conditional release outcomes, correlation
coefficients were computed between risk scores on each of the
scales and the dichotomous criterion of outcome. These
correlations are presented in Table 12 separately for the

anglophone and francophone groups.

For the anglophone group, risk scores on The Nuffield
General Recidivism Scoring System, The Michigan Property and
Assault Risk Screening scales correlated significantly with
outcome. For the francophone group, only risk scores on the

Michigan Assault Risk Screening scale correlated Significantly

with outcome.

T-tests were done for each separate group to determine
whether the mean risk score of those cases reaching the warrant
expiry date differed significantly from that of those who were
revoked. These results are presented in Table 13. For the

anglophone group, the mean risk score of those who reached WED



was significantly lower than that of those who were revoked for
three of the five scales, namely the Nuffield ( p= 0.007 ), the
Michigan property ( p= 0.0003 ) and the Michigan assault scale
( p= 0.0001 ); for the francophone group, this was the case for

one scale only ,namely; the Michigan assault scale ( p= 0.004 ).

N\



Table 12

Correlations of Risk Scores with Outcome by Group

Scales anglophone francophone
correlation correlation
Wisconsin 0.12 0.16
Nuffield 0,21%* 0.16
Salient factor score 0.12 0.16
Michigan property 0,30%%%* 0.20
Michigan assaultive 0.28%%* 0.42%%

** p < 0.01
k%% p < 0.001
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Table 13

Mean Scores of Different Outcome Groups on Rigk assessment
Instruments

Offender Group

anglophone francophone
revoked  WED p revoked WED P
Scale mean mean mean mean
Wisconsin 28.2 25.4 0.14 28.9 24.2 0.28
Nuffield 5.8 2.1 0.0007 3.5 0.7 0.3
t=2.75
Salient Factor 3.2 3.6 0.13 3.8 4.3 0.3
Score
Michigan 2.3 1.8 0.0003 2 1.6 0.18
Property t=3.7
Michigan 2.8 2.3 0.0001 3.2 2.5 0.004
Assaultive t=3.99 t=3.03

N=74 N=85 N=18 N=28
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This thesis set out tc assess whether the predictive
validity of various risk assessment scales might be influenced by
the language and socio cultural background of the offender.
Consequently, this thesis involved the comparison of an
anglophone and francophone group on five risk assessment scales.
Correlational analyses and t-tests were used to evaluate

predictive validity.

SUMMARY AND INTEGRATION OF RESULTS

Relationships with outcome.

In general the results support the notion that there are
socio-cultural differences between groups with regards to the
performance of the various risk assessment scales tested. The
results indicate that the risk assessment scales were slightly
more accurate in predicting recidivism for the anglophone group.
While outcome correlated significantly with the risk scores of
the anglcphone group on the Nuffield, Michigan Assault and
Property Risk scales, it only correlated significantly with the

risk scores of the francophone group on the Michigan Assault Risk



scale. The same observations hold in the interpretation of the

t-tests conducted on the different outcome groups.

As mentioned in the introduction, few studies have, to dJdate,
sought to compare various risk assessment scales for predictive
validity. Those that have have relied primarily on correlational
analyses. The correlations between the risk scores and outconme
cbtained in the present study were at least as significant but
slightly lower then those reported in Porporino & Zamble
( 21987 ). The correlations obtained in the present study are
also comparable to those reported by Klein & Caggiano

( 1986 ).

In order to interpret the significance of the correlations
one must refer to the descriptive data. As mentioned earlier,
both groups differed significantly in terms of the index offence:
while a larger proportion of the anglophone group was involved in
property offences ( 39 % ), a larger proportion of the
francophone group was involved in robbery ( 35 % ). This may
explain why the risk scores of the anglophone group correlated
significantly with outcome on the Nuffield and Michigan Property
Risk scales since these scales appear to put more emphasis on
property crime in risk assessment. It is also possible that the
risk scores of the Nuffield scale correlated significantly with
outcome for the anglophone group because it is more comparable to

the original validation sample than to the francophone group.
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Outcome correlated significantly with the risk scores of the
francophone group on the Michigan Assault Risk Scale. This can
perhaps be best explained by the more serious and assaultive
nature of the index offences committed by the larger proportion

of that group.
The distribution of risk scores.

The following observations concern differences and
similarities between the distribution of risk scores of both
groups on each scale. The distribution of risk scores differed
significantly on The Wisconsin and Michigan Assault Risk scales.
We may note that the groups were extreme in their categorizaiton
on The Wisconsin scale: while relatively low proportions of each
group appeared in the low risk categories, very high proportions
of each group appeared in the high risk category. Based on a
review of the descriptive data one may attribute this to the high
scores of both groups on most of the items on that scale. This

scale places considerable emphasis on criminal background.

Although the differences might not always be significant,
the distribution of risk scores begin to vary when less emphasis
is put on prior convictions and more emphasis is put on current
offence. For example, one may attribute the higher proportion of
anglophone offenders appearing in the high risk categories of the

Nuffield and the Michigan Property Risk scale to the fact that a



larger proportion of that group committed property offences. A
larger proportion of francophone offenders might appear in the
high risk categories of The Michigan Assault Risk scale because a
larger proportion of that group committed an index offence which

fits the definition of assaultive offences used for that scale.

The distribution of risk scores of the groups on the Salient
Factor Score is the opposite of that on the Wisconsin scale: a
small proportion of both groups appears in the poor risk category
while comparatively larger proportions appear in the very good
risk categories. This difference may be interpreted as follows:
while The Wisconsin Risk scale emphasizes prior convictions, The
Salient Factor Score includes items on which the groups did not
score highly nor differ significantly ( e.g. recent commitment
free period ( three years ), heroin and opiate dependence, prior
commitments of more than thirty days, age at current offence,
prior commitment, probation, parole, confinement escape status

violator at the time of the index ).
The disparity versus predictive validity issue.

The disparity versus predictive validity issue was proposed
as a context for this study in the latter portion of the
introduction. Previous research on this issue ( e.g. Petersilia
& Turner, 1987 ) suggests that the emphasis on "crime related

factors" in most U.S. risk assessment scales may create racial
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disparity. It has been suggested that black offenders might be
more consistenly denied parcle relative to white offenders

because they tend to score higher on these variables. Further,
these higher scores may simply reflect the greater vigilance of

most crime control agencies to black crime.

The following question was raised in the introduction. Does
a disparate treatment of francophone offenders result from the
use of the scales i.e. is a larger proportion of francophone
offenders being classified as high risk without reason ?

In view of the greater number and severity of the index
offences committed by the francophone offenders as well as their
unstable community history in the two years which preceded the
index offence, a larger proportion of these individuals should
have appeared in the high risk categories of those scales which
do emphasize such variables. This was the case for The Michigan
Assault Risk scale only. The differences between the groups
noted for this scale are not great enough to raise concern about
a possible bias towards francophone offenders. Moreover, the two
scales which appeared to put more emphasis on property crime
singled out a larger proportion of anglophone offenders as high
risks. Thus, the results do provide some evidence of cultural
disparity in risk categorization on the risk assessment scales
tested. This disparity can be explained by the differences

between groups in terms of the index offences committed.
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However, the dominant issue remains to be that of predictive
validity. A number of implications seem to follow from

inconsistencies noted in this regard.

IMPLICATIONS
Practical implications.

Assuming that both groups are representative of their
respective offender populations in Correctional Services Canada,
the use of certain scales would mean the release of fewer
francophone offenders while the use of other scales would mean
the release of fewer anglophone offenders; that is, assuming the
use of the same cut-off scores. Moreover, because of a lack of
consistency in risk categorization across scales, the same
offenders might be released if scored on one scale, but not

released if scored on another.

The fesults suggest that the use of the scales would bring
slightly more accurate results if used with an anglophone
offender population. Based on the results, The Nuffield scale,
the only Canadian risk assessment scale currently used, might
prove to be a more accurate decision making tool with anglophone
offenders. This supports a point cited in the introduction which
suggests that risk assessment scales are most accurate when used

with offenders which belong to the same population as the
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validation sample. The transfer of a risk assessment scale
whether Canadian or American, from one offender population to

another may compromise its validity.
Policy implications.

The second contextual question raised in the introduction
was: Is it fair and equitable to use risk assessment scales
designed with anglophone offenders to evaluate francophone

offenders coming up for parole ?

Based on points made about the results earlier in the
discussion, there are no policy implications concerning the fair
and equitable use of risk assessment scales with francophone
offenders. However, policy implications having to do with equity
and fairness are raised by the lack of consistency in risk
categorization for the total sample, from one scale to another.
This lack of consistency suggests that an offender's release may
depend more on what scale he is scored on than on his general
criminal profile. The release or continued imprisonment of

potentially dangerous offenders might also hinge on similar

factors.
Implications for theory.

The poor predictive validity of risk assessment technology



noted in this study and in previous research suggests that they
may be based on an inadequate consideration of the causes of
crime and recidivism. For practical reasons, risk must be
appraised on the basis of an offender's indiviaual
characteristics. Unfortunately, this implies treating the
offender as though he existed in a "social vacuum". Crime is a
multivariate phenomencn involving the interplay of individual and
social factors ( Monahan, 1981; Gabor, 1986 ). Efforts to
predict recidivism accurately are doomed from the start if one

set of factors is considered in isolation of the other.

Implications for research.

Future research would need to compare groups of larger and
more equal size in order to clarify more precisely the role
played by the language and socio-cultural background of the
offender in risk assessment. Future research should also compare
groups of offenders belonging to other ethnic and scocio-culturail
minorities. Such research might serve to identify the variables
which contribute most to accurate risk prediction for different

ethnic and social groups.
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METHODOLOGICAL LIMITATIONS OF THE PRESENT STUDY
~eesene e b LIOAALTIONS OF THE PRESENT STUDY

Group size

While not a major methodological problem, the difference in
group size dees put certain limits on our interpretation of the
results. For example, it is not possible to compare the absolute
size of the correlations of both groups.

The scores of the two different outcome groups ( successes,
failures ) differed significantly ( in the expected direction )
in a greater number of cases for the anglophone group. However,
it may be that the difference between those means for the
francophone group did not reach the level required by its smaller

size for there to be significance.

The dichotomous measure of outcome

As mentiocned earlier in the chapter on methodology, it is
necessary to use a dichotomous measure of outcome to facilitate
research on the predictive validity of risk assessment
instruments. Such a dichotomy suggests that the two outcome
groups are distinctly different. However, the differences
between the two outcome groups are blurred by the possibility
that those who reached the warrant expiry date might have
- committed an offence or violation but not been apprehended while

those who were revoked might have been revoked for less serious
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reasons than before.

The language of the offender.

Both groups were created on the basis of the spoken language
of the offender indicated on record. Unfortunately, no other
source of information was available on the socio-cultural
background of the offender ( the region or province of origin,
the nationality of the parents, etc. ). Thus, socio-cultural
differences between groups were assumed but not established
definitely. Since little information was available on the
precise nature of these socio-cultural differences, there are

limits to what may be concluded on their basis.
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APPENDIX A

THE WISCONSIN ASSESSMENT OF CLIENT RISK SCALE



rpastmeng ol Meslth am) Lozl Seevtm
Dowireon nl Coeergiuase
EIC-332 Btew: 5800

11

"Jisconsin Scate"

LDENSSICN TO ADULT FIELD CASELOGAD

ASSESAMENT OF CLIENT AISX

Siate DY V. ONWA

Chari Hare Lt

Farpl a1

Aeatbat 1 v

tstanth, Dav, Yer!

Pranaiion CORO! Jave B IAlulEn Adieiin Qars la;onl Latt Hame

ERT PR L

Selest the aproDrate antver 3nd galer tne 231800ated we.

Number of Acdiess Cranszaa LSt 12 MontRE coeeanness

tPeror to incarceration f2r Dazdlees)

~Berzentage of Time Emawaved in Last 12Months . .. e e

|Pnae 1o incarceralion tar pirdieest

Alcahol Uraqe Problems®
[Prior 10 1ngareztation Lar £ oleesd

Noae
One

Two or more

WD

GG™ or more
an% - 59%
Ungaee 40%
Not aophicabyie

ON=D

i iiessisssmsrssrnaiaanes O Ho intertereace vaoth funchiomng

2 Occanional buse, tome duruahon
of tunctiomng

& Freguent abuse, twngut daruntion,
needs tr2atment

Ower Drag UEI5e PIOBI™ T .. icasasamsmsrnennnnsen 0 Maostetlerencs wah funttinmng

[Prior 10 incarceration lor ourolees)

F- 8 L - e T LR R R R

A 9t St Lisnechon,
{or Juverde b d Catsam

|

Numbar of Prar Periogs of

I L N

-

Qecavgnal Jhule, teme thirynticn
ol tunguiarag

2 Frenuent atule: tenoun duruohion,
needs treament

e e neees O Nanvaed 1 thange, tegritne

10 aswtance

2 Depzndent gr unw'h v o
acordl rnanudhity

5 Raucnilizel BERIndr, neqitine,
Pt aateeated 1 GNNGe

T 1 Dinter
LM
18 00 Frrget

T RN

Peabaton/Parcle Suerainon. L ccesraiarssrrnsas ey 0 Noec

{Adult or Jaienile)

4 Qnec or more

turaber of Priar Probanon:Pargie Revacdntanl oovenreens 0 lone

{Aduit or Juvenitsl

tharntier e Pedt Faiony Canatiant coee qessrnsarsenes

tar Ju.emte Adpuct eabiangd

(A

4 One or mure

ttore
Qne
Two 0 Mmure

NG

Connenon: of Juende Aduteanaon lars oioniieenen 2 Quegary, theh, amo trehs, or

15t +2t anphcable b oot lar 42978, Do rot
excerd o tatal 6l 5. Iactuste curesnt oltente.)

Canaciinn of Juvens 2. udeaticn 1ot

rotthery
3 Wosthless ebhay sy ar Bygeey

Astiuttve Oftenys waiihan Last Frve ¥ramy oo cenvevees 15 Y1

(AR ollencg which inviiens (he LI ol
wieapran, physoat lorce or e shredt ol tarce)

Ha

SCORE

TOVAL

ght in the tcore column, Totat al) scores O drtave 2t ThE Frsk J93etL el LS07E.



- 72 -

2APPERDIX B

THE NUFFIELD GENERAL RECIDIVISM SCORING SYSTEM
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If iz has becn 2 years or =ore betwecn the

. immate's current conwlicrion and his lasg
offence {or his release frea his lastc
{oprisonaent, LFf he vas jafled for his tast

. offence)

-2

*t

NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS

. .
Has ) or core dependents (inclules dependents
froo conmon-~law marriage)

-2

12

ACGREGATE SENTENCE

Agaregate sentence [s 3 yzars
b
Aggregate sentence ls 6 y=aes or sore

B

PREVIOUS COMVICEIONS FOR VIDLENT SIX OFFENCES

Has ! previuus cunviczien tor loccible rape,
atteapted rape, nr Lalecenz assault

L]

14

PREVIOUS CONVICTIONS FOR EIREAK AND EXTER

Has ro previous conviceriens for hreak and
eater, or teinz wnlaviully in dwelling

Has'Y or 2 previous convictions for break and
cnter

Has 3 or & previous conwictioas for break and
enter '

Has 5 or mare previous coaviztion: for break
and cnter

+2

+3

+6

13

EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT TIME CF ARREST ROR
CURRENT OFFENCE

Vas eaployed ot time of arrest {o: current
offence




5

INMATE SCORING SHEET: GEKERAL RECIDIVISH

Itea Description Score
1 Current offence
2 Age at admission
3 Previous lmprisonments
4 | Previous breach of parole or randatory supervision
) Previous history of escape
6 Security classification
7 Age at first adult conviction
8 Previous convictions for assault T
9 Marital status ;
10 imtet7al at risk since last cffcng;f-“--—-uu_- ~—-*~"-~"—“W
11 Hunber of depandents e
12 Aggregate sentence h
13 Previous Eonvictions for violemt sex oifences
14 Previous convictions for break and enter
15 Employzent status at time of arrest for current

offence

Final Score




APPENDIX C

THE SALIENT FACTOR SCORE



|

7 )

Burmnout—Age at Release from Prison and Recidivism

SALIENT FACTOR SCORE (SFS 81)
Register Number. _Name
Item A: Prior Convictions/Adjudications (Adult or Juvenile)} ...
NOBE ....ccovvvcenanscnn =3 =
ONE .covvverrnmannnsns =2
Twoorthree ..........- =1
Four or more .......-- = 0
: /
Jtem B: Prior Commitment(s) of More Than Thirty Days (Adult or Juvenile) ...
NOne ..cooevivrrasnenes =2 |
One ortwo  .........-.- =1 ) .
Three ormore .........- =0

ltem C: Age at Current Offense/Prior Commitments

.........................

Age at commencement of the current offense:
26 years Of age OF MOTE  ......cuvve- =
20-25 yearsof @ge ... ....aiaiieiens =
19 years of ageorless ............... =

** Exceptions: If five or more prior commitments of more than
thirty days (adult or juvenile), place an_*x™ here
and score this MeM ....oovierniericaninenavenes = 0.

Item D: Recent Commitment Free Period (Three Years)

.....................

No prior commitment of more than thirty days (adult
or juvenile) or released to the community from tast
such commitment at least three years prior to the com-

mencement of the current offense ............ =1
OtherWiSE «..vvvvrnrrrsarsniananantosnssens =
ltem E: Probation/Parole/Confinement/Escape Status Violator This Time .......

Neither on probation, parole, confinement, or escape
status at the time of the current offense; nor commit-
ted as a probation, parole, confinement, or escape

status violator thistime ........covoneenvenes =1

Otherwise ....... O R =0

Item F: Heroin/Opiate Dependence

........................................

No history of heroin/opiate dependence .. = 1

Otherwise ....cvevvuvrnersonnressronss =0
TOTAL SCORE ....ooiininiinninnrnrannressere e et ee e
NOTE: For purposes of the Salient F#ctor Score, an instance of criminal behavior .

resulting in a judicial determination of guilt or an admission of guilt before a judicial body
shall be treated as a conviction, even if a conviction is not formally entered.
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APPENDIX D

THE MICHIGAN ASSAULT RISK SCREENING SCALE
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| MICHIGAH DEPARTMENT QF CORRECTIONS
ASSAULTIVE RISX SCREENING SHEET
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APPENDIX E

THE MICHIGAN PROPERTY RISK SCREENIRG SCALE
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