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META ANALYSIS
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Criminal sanctions - .07 (30 tests)

Inappropriate treatment - .06 (38 tests)

Intensive probation/parole - .07 (47 tests)

Unspecified treatment .13 (32 tests)

Appropriate treatment .30 (54 tests)
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Dynamic risk factors that have been clinically 

proven to be predictive of future criminal 

behavior.
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(* Andrews & Bonta 1994, Simourd 1993: see nicic.org/pubs/2000/pps -uei - files/section3.pdf) 

Justice System Assessment & Training http://www.j-sat.com
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Reduction
in

recidivism

Increase
in  
Recidivism

Source: Gendreau P., French S.A., and A. Taylor (2002). What Works (What Doesnôt Work) Revised 2002  Invited Submission to the International 
Community Corrections Association Monograph Series Project

Target 1-3
non-criminogenic needs

Target 2-4
criminogenic needs
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Aspirin & reduced risk of

death by heart attack

.02
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Ibuprofen & reduced pain

.14
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EIGHT GUIDING 
PRINCIPLES

of

Evidence-Based 
Practice
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ÅRisk

ÅNeed

ÅResponsivity 

ÅTreatment

ÅProgram Integrity
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Match level of services to level of risk

ÅReserve resources for higher risk cases

ÅHigh risk cases require more intensive intervention

ÅLow risk cases require minimal or no intervention

IF IT AINôT BROKE  . . . .  DONôT FIX IT

or
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Authors of Study

OôDonnell et al, 1971

Baird et al, 1979

Andrews & Kiessling, 
1980

Andrews & Friesen, 
1987

Offender 
Risk Level

Minimum Tx Intensive Tx

Low Risk

High Risk

16%

78%

22%

56%

Low Risk

High Risk

3%

37%

10%

18%

12%

58%

17%

31%

12%

92%

29%

25%

% Recidivism: 

Tx by Risk Level

Low Risk

High Risk

Low Risk

High Risk

(ą 6%)

(Ć 22%)

(ą 7%)

(Ć 19%)

(ą 5%)

(Ć 27%)

(ą 17%)

(Ć 67%)

Impact on
Recidivism

* Some studies combined intensive Tx with supervision or other services

= Up

= Down
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ÅIf you have100 High risk offenders about 
60% will fail

ÅIf you put them in well designed EBP for 
sufficient duration you may reduce failure 
rate to 40% 

ÅIf you have 100 low risk offenders about 
10% will fail

ÅIf you put them in same program failure 
rate will be 20%

Source: Latessa, 2009



21

Match Services (Interventions) to 

Criminogenic Needs

Prioritize treatment to highest scoring 

criminogenic needs; in the case of a tie treat 

the intrinsic need first, and/or acute needs first.



22

SCHOOL

4

Pro-social 

relations

Stable/

Satisfying

Employment

School Retention/ 

Achievement

Big Six ςRoadblock Wall to Pro-social Lifestyle

1

2

3

4

5

6

Anti-Social 

Attitudes

Low 

Self-Control Callous 

Personality

Anti-Social

Companions

Dysfunctional

Family 

Relations

Low

Extrinsic

[ Least under offenderôs control ]
Intrinsic

[ Most under offenderôs control ]

The more you 

help offenders 

drive down 

criminogenic 

needs, the 

better are their 

chances of 

quitting crime
Substance 

Abuse

Source: Justice System Assessment & Training http://www.j-sat.com 



23



24

ÅñCase managementò defined as: ñPrevention or intervention using case manager or  

case team to develop service plan and arranges services.ò

ÅUsing a needs-assessment driven case/supervision plan to drive service referral you 

become a case manager, and youôre arranging services for the offender, and thus doing 

precisely what was correlated with that 20 ï60% reduction.

*Lipsey, et al. 2009



25

Å Journal of Offender Rehabilitation -- December 2008
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Time Devoted to

Discussions of Criminogenic Needs

Time Spent Discussing Criminogenic Need                         Percent Recidivated

0 to 19 minutes                                                                                  49%

20 to 39 minutes                                                                                36%

More Than 40 Minutes                                                                        3%
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Time Devoted to Discussing

Conditions of Probation

Time Spent Discussing Conditions of Probation                   Percent Recidivated

0 to 15 minutes                                                                                     18.9

More than 15 minutes                                                                           42.3



Implementing the PRIME in 

King County



Reclaiming Futures: King County

Robert Woods Johnson Foundation
ÅEarly Identification

ÅScreening

ÅAssessment

ÅTreatment



The PRIME:

What is it?
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PRIME Graphic
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STEP 1 ïAdminister Assessment Tool, in 
This Case, GAIN SS
Is Completed
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STEP 2 - Information Entered for Scoring
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STEP 3 - Software Provides Reminder: 
Release of Information Must Be Obtained
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STEP 4 - Referrals Are Selected Based on 
the Scores in Drug and Mental Health

PENDING
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STEP 5 - PRIME Selects Provider Based on 
Parameters Like Language Requirements, 
Type of Service and Location/Distance   

Provider 
selection 
returned
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STEP 6 - Appointment Time Is Selected
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STEP 7 - Referral Is Accepted Immediately


