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Reducing criminal behavior requires focusing on risk, need,
and responsivity.

Traditional Approach Evidence-Based Practices

S . e Risk Assess risk of recidivism and focus
upervise everyo oo - .
p Y —> sUpervision on the highest-risk

the same way ffend
orrenaers

Prioritize programs addressing the

Assign programs that Need ) .
feel gor Eeefn offective — needs most associated with

recidivism
Deliver programs the Responsivity Deliver programs based on
same way to every =——————— offender learning style, motivation,
offender and/or circumstances
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Risk assessments considers key factors that predict
reoffending.

Ohio Risk Assessment System — Community Supervision Tool

OMIO0 KISK ASSESSMENT SYSTEAM: COMMUMITY SUPEXVISION TOOL (OKASCST)

- T — 35 questions assessing:

14 CRIMIXAL ISTORY: |

+* Criminal history

+* Education, employment, and
financial situation
- - S—— ¢ Family and social support
| —— ¢ Neighborhood problems
T — ** Substance use
:_] . .
— ** Peer associations
— ** Criminal attitudes and behavioral
1
patterns
Risk Categories for MALES Risk Categories for FEMALES
Scores Rating Scores Rating
0-14 Low 0-14 Low
15-23 Moderate 15-21 Low/Moderate
2433 High 22-28 Moderate
34+ Very High 29+ High
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“Risk” refers to the likelihood of committing another crime.

Assess risk of re-offense and focus programs

Risk e— i, . .
and supervision on the highest-risk offenders

Risk factors are fﬂ\ . ’H\ ,H\ i ’!\ ,H\ . : ,H\ fﬂ\fﬂ\
conditions associated ’H\ oo = :
with the risk of ,H\ ! ,H\ /H\ ’H\ ,H\
committing a crime, and I Y U ____________________
not: ,H-\ . o i ,H.\ E e o

Seriousness of an ’H\.fﬂ\ /H\ e e . /H'\ /H\ ./H\ .

offense E /H'\ /H\ /H\ |

Dangerousness ,H\ fH\ fH\

Relapse ’F """ /ﬂ\ D r/ﬂ\ ------ R
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After assessment, levels of risk are identified.

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

Risk of Re-offending

LOW RISK MODERATE RISK HIGH RISK
10% re-arrested 35% re-arrested 70% re-arrested




After applying risk principle, similar risk people are
differentiated.

T

Program

Intensity E ’FFFWWWW

______________________________________________________________

Supervision/ ’HVHVW,HV”VH\

Program

Intensity FFITFFF

_____________________________________________________________

N NC 7117 1 —

Program

mersy | TP

Rlsk of Re- offendlng

LOW RISK MODERATE RISK HIGH RISK
10% re-arrested 35% re-arrested 70% re-arrested
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If risk principle is not adhered to, recidivism can increase.

ngh i E e 0o 0 o .fi'\ °
Supervision/ . : ,H\,H\’HVHVI\ ’l\
0-5% | :
Progra.m ,H\ increase | -V 20-30%
IntenS|ty E E ,H\,H\,H\ reduction
1 } .s
Supervision/ | |
Program i 10w |
IntenSIty E reduction i
____________________ %__________:_________?____________________
Supervision/ i e
0% : 0%
Ilz;]rtoeg?]rse::; | reduction i ,H\ reduction

LOW RISK MODERATE RISK
10% re-arrested 35% re-arrested

HIGH RISK

Before Intervention 70% re-arrested

After Intervention 10% re-arrested 32-33% re-arrested

49-56% re-arrested
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Conducting assessments at multiple system points informs
key decisions.

, Diversion
Programs l
Law : : . .
—  Pre-Trial — Courts - Prison = Supervision
Enforcement
I )
\ ] | J
| |
/ Initial Assessments Inform: \ /Subsequent Assessments Inform:\
* Immediate treatment needs * Risk management
* Diversion decisions * Programming & treatment needs
* Sentencing e (Case planning
* Problem solving courts * Re-entry
* Need for confinement * Community supervision

* Community supervision strategy * Programming effectiveness
\__ V2RNG J
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Risk factors associated with criminal thinking are the
strongest predictors of reoffending.

Risk

The following risk factors are most strongly associated
with reoffending:

e Antisocial attitudes

e Antisocial friends and peers

* Antisocial personality pattern
e Antisocial behavior

2N Asprogramming and treatment impact risk factors,
risk levels can also change over time.
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“Criminalized” thinking neutralizes an expected sense of
responsibility.

Examples of Types

of Criminal Thinking Denial of Injury
“No one really got hurt here.”

“They have insurance for that.”

Denial of Victim
“I’'m the one who is getting
messed with.”
“They had it coming.”

Denial of Responsibility
“I didn’t do it.”
“l had no choice!”

The Condemnation of the Condemners Appeal to Higher Loyalties
“The cops are just out to get me.” “My friends needed me. What
“You do the same things. You just was | going to do?”

haven’t been caught.” “I didn’t do it for myself.”

Source: Sykes GM, Matza D. Techniques of Neutralization: A Theory of Delinquency. American Sociological Review 1957, Volume 22, Issue 6.
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Cognitive behavioral therapy takes advantage of the

interconnections between thoughts, feelings and behavior.

Cogn|t|ve-BehaV|ora| A review of 58 studies

Cycle Situation found that CBT reduced
tell us what conditions recidivism on average
led to the behavior 25% (up to 50%)
(people, places, things)
Consequences Thoughts

(negative or positive) determine

T ) drive behaviors
the likelihood of continuance

Behavior Feelings
represent the ultimate behavior can be healthy or problematic
the person engages in depending on how one copes with the
feelings

Source: Lipsey MW, Landenberger NA, Wilson SJ. Effects of cognitive-behavioral programs for criminal offenders. Campbell Systematic Reviews 2007:6 DOI: 10.4073/csr.2007.6
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Example Interaction Addressing Criminal Thinking
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High-risk individuals do not improve with limited

interventions.

- Current conviction:

e Burglary

- Previous convictions:
e Burglary
e Assault

* Felony theft
- Risk factors:
e Substance abuse — high need
e Antisocial thinking
* Antisocial personality
- Other factors:
e History of trauma
* No employment
* No prosocial supports

Ineffective Interventions

- Weekly AA/NA meetings
- Limited supervision
- Job placement program

Why?

- AA/NA meetings do not provide enough
intensity of programming to address
substance abuse.

- Biweekly visits do not provide enough
supervision/control to reduce
recidivism.

- Without addressing antisocial thinking
and personality through cognitive-
behavioral interventions, offender is
unable to maintain employment.
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Intensive interventions can increase low-risk individuals’
likelihood of reoffending.

/H\ ® Ineffective Interventions

- Residential substance abuse program

- Current conviction: - Intensive supervision

* Felony theft
- Previogs conviction: Why?
* Misdemeanor theft
- Risk factors:
e Antisocial thinking
* Substance abuse — low need
- Other factors
 Employed
e Strong network of prosocial
family and friends

- Participation in a residential program and
intensive surveillance:
e Disrupts prosocial networks and
ability to maintain employment;
* Enables fraternizing with and learning
antisocial attitudes and values from
high-risk offenders.
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Risk assessments can go wrong, and it is important to have oversight
of the assessment process and to identify ways to improve.

The CSG Justice Center has
developed an instrument to help
measure risk assessment quality
and identify ways to improve the

assessment process.

JUSTICE CE\ITER

Example Questions

What, if any, risk assessment tool is your department
currently using?

When is the tool administered?

Does your department regularly review risk
assessments to ensure scoring accuracy?

If deficiencies are identified through the quality

assurance process, what does the department do to
improve the assessor’s skill?

Has your department had a validation study conducted
for the risk assessment tool?

Does the assessment instrument appear to predict
recidivism in your jurisdiction?
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