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1. Introduction 

As the number of females in prisons and jails increase in the U.S. (Hartney, 

2007), correctional agencies are modifying their strategies to better meet the needs of 

females and also address the impacts their imprisonment is having on children and 

families. In July 2005, the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 

(CDCR) established the Female Offender Programs and Services (FOPS) Office to 

manage and provide oversight for all adult female programs, including prisons, 

conservation camps, and community programs. FOPS developed a gender-responsive, 

culturally sensitive approach to program and policy development aimed at improving 

recidivism outcomes for adult incarcerated and paroled female offenders under the 

supervision of the CDCR.  

 

In addition, the CDCR established a Gender Responsive Strategies Commission 

(GRSC) to assist in the development of a Master Plan for female offenders. The GRSC 

is comprised of representatives of the various disciplines within CDCR, including 

community partners, nationally recognized experts on female offenders, previously 

incarcerated individuals, family members of women offenders and other external 

stakeholders, including the California Commission for the Status of Women, the Little 

Hoover Commission, as well as labor and legislative representatives. Several 

subcommittees provide input to the CDCR on institutional operational practice and 

policy, treatment programs, community re-entry, medical and mental health services, 

and parole.  

Collaboratively, FOPS and GRSC have developed and will maintain a Master Plan that 

provides an organizational blueprint for CDCR to incorporate national standards in 

operational practice, program development, medical and mental health care, substance 

abuse treatment, family reunification and community re-entry. The organizational 

blueprint uses a common Case Management Logic for aligning (1) assessment, (2) 

interpretation, (3) case-planning, (4) intervention, and (5) evaluation efforts. This report 

focuses on assessment, the first of the five dimensions.  Understanding the female 

population through an assessment of their risks and needs will guide effort in the other 

four dimensions of effective case management practice.  

 

Assessments are used to determine an offenderôs custody classification, 

supervision level, programming needs, progress in treatment, appropriateness for early 

release, reentry and revocation of community supervision. Traditionally, institutions 

have used the same assessment tools for both men and women. In most cases, the 

tools were developed and validated on male offender populations.  This practice has 

been challenged by mounting evidence of the differences in female offending, their 
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motivation for offending, and how to respond to them once incarcerated (Bloom, Owen, 

and Covington, 2003). For example, in their report on ñGender Responsive Strategies 

for Women Offendersò Bloom et al. (2003) document that compared to male offenders 

females are less likely to commit violent offenses, more likely to have been convicted of 

a drug-related offense, likely to be survivors of physical and/or sexual abuse as children 

and adults, and to have multiple physical and mental health problems. Given these 

differences using a ñgender neutralò risk assessment tool on the female offender 

population may not be sufficiently sensitive to their unique risks and needs (Salisbury, 

Van Voorhis and Wright 2006; Blanchette and Brown 2006). Moreover, using an  

assessment tool that does not take  womenôs specific risks and needs into account may 

result in inefficient and ineffective management and treatment of female offenders, not 

to mention the damaging and stigmatizing effects of over classifying women and placing 

them at higher levels of custody than necessary (Brennan 2008).  

1.1 How can a Gender-Responsive Assessment Improve Practice in 
CDCR? 

In an effort to improve the policies and practices for female offenders, FOPS and 

GRSC have contracted with Pat Van Voorhis at the University of Cincinnati and 

Northpointe Institute for Public Management to conduct a pilot study for the 

development of an assessment instrument tailored to the risks and needs of women that 

helps case managers guide their re-entry into the community. Currently, CDCR uses 

COMPAS, a fourth generation assessment tool, to assess females for re-entry into the 

community. While COMPAS uses gender-specific calibrations of all its risk and need 

factors and a female-based pattern identification procedure reminiscent of the feminist 

ñpathwaysò model (Daly and Chesney-Lind 1988, Daly 1992) it does not explicitly 

include a set of gender-responsive factors. The present study examines whether an 

additional set of assessment questions or scales specifically developed for the female 

population can be integrated into the COMPAS to help guide female offenders in their 

transition to the community. This study thus integrates the ñWomenôs Trailer,ò a female 

assessment tool developed by Van Voorhis and colleagues with COMPAS Reentry to 

create a joint domain space that should provide a more expansive and appropriate 

Gender-Responsive assessment for women. The results of this pilot study will enhance 

our understanding of female risks and needs and will contribute to the current debate on 

how to best assess and intervene with female offenders. 

 1.2 How Can COMPAS Reentry Contribute to an Improved 
Assessment? 

The COMPAS Re-Entry instrument was developed for soon-to-be-released 

prison inmates or parolees and includes scales specifically tailored to this population 
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such as Early Onset (of criminal offending), occurrences of Prison Misconduct, or the 

risk of Housing Problems upon release. Given that many of the risk/need domains and 

individual items of Core COMPAS focus on the offenderôs life in the community, it is not 

optimally designed to assess the risk levels of prisoners at the point of release with 

sufficient specificity and coverage of pre-release factors (see also Austin, 2006). Thus, 

the COMPAS Reentry instrument was designed to more specifically focus on the key 

risk and need factors of this target population of prisoners. 

 1.3 Pilot Study Objectives 

The CDCR pilot study focuses on soon to be released women in CA prisons. The 

purpose of this study is to evaluate the psychometric properties of the combined 

COMPAS Reentry and Gender-Responsive scale sets including their utility for detecting 

risks and needs relevant for womenôs reentry to their communities. The findings are 

applied to create a joint domain space that should provide a more expansive and 

appropriate Gender-Responsive assessment for use women with women in CDCR 

based on a combination of COMPAS Reentry with the Gender-Responsive assessment. 

2. Methods and Measures 

 2.1 Sample Design  

The sampling frame for the pilot study consisted of soon-to-be-released inmates 

at the Central California Womenôs Facility and the Valley State Prison for Women. 

Soon-to-be-released-inmates were defined as women (felons) within 60 to 180 days of 

their expected parole release date.  The pool of inmates eligible for inclusion in the 

sample consisted of first parole this term releases and parole violators with new term 

releases.  The sampling plan excluded return to custody for a technical violation 

releases.  Using these sampling criteria, CDCR staff generated a roster that consisted 

of 1,338 soon-to-be-released-inmates.  

  

All 1,338 inmates on the roster were selected into the sample.  Of these, 915 

(68%) were successfully interviewed.  The estimation sample for the current analyses is 

restricted to the 718 cases that have complete data on all 40 scales in the COMPAS 

Reentry and Gender-Responsive assessments.  The treatment of missing data is 

discussed below.     

  

 2.2 Treatment of Missing Data 

On the 915 assessments administered at the two facilities, approximately 3% of 

the items were missing valid responses. Although this is a very good item response 
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rate, the effect of missing data at the item level is magnified when items are combined 

to form scales.  The calculation of a scale requires complete data on every item entering 

into the scale.  Although 97% of the items may be complete, the percentage of cases 

that have complete data on all the items that go into all the scales may be much lower.  

Because we were dealing with a large number of scales (40 COMPAS Reentry and 

Gender-Responsive scales), the effect of item nonresponse was magnified, resulting in 

only 529 (58%) assessments with complete data on every scale.  Methods are available 

for replacing missing data that result in unbiased estimates.  By imputing values for only 

the small proportion of the items that have missing data, we can substantially increase 

the proportion of cases that have complete data on all 40 scales.  We used an 

imputation approach for missing items in questionnaire data that has been shown to 

give good results in producing unbiased estimates (Sijtsma & van der Ark, 2003).  The 

imputation is done at the item level with each scale set.  We used a conservative rule 

that there had to be at least 60% of the items present in the scale set before imputation 

was applied to that scale set.  After applying this method, the number of assessments 

with complete data on all 40 scales was increased to 718 (79%). Table 2.1.1 shows the 

respective numbers of selected inmates, assessed inmates, and complete assessments 

before and after imputation at the womenôs facilities that participated in the pilot study.  

Note that we did not impute values for missing official criminal history items.   
 
 
Table 2.1.1: Number of inmates at each facility that were selected and assessed 
for the pilot study and the number with complete data on all the scales before and 
after imputation. 

         
 
 

Facility 

   
 

Number selected 

   
 

Number 
assessed 

 Number w/ at least 
60% of the items 

completed on all 40 
scales 

  
Number w/ 

complete data after 
imputation 

VSPW    658  450 213 309 
CCWF 680   465 316 409 

Total 1,338  915  529  718 

  

 2.3 Assessing the Effect of Missing Data 

Item non-response occurs when an assessed inmate does not complete a 

particular question or sets of questions on the survey.  We assessed the effect of item 

non-response by fitting simple logistic models regressing a binary indicator of item non-

response. This indicator was defined as missing more than 50% of the items on any of 

the 40 scales in the survey (missing=1, complete=0). We examined for a few important 

study variables which were present for all the inmates assessed if they had an effect on 

item non-response as measured by this indicator.   
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Table 2.3.1 shows the results from the logistic regression models that were fitted 

with item non-response as the dependent variable.  We found no significant effects of 

age, race, admission status, prior number of arrests, age-at-first-arrest, or index offense 

on item nonresponse.  However we did find that the odds of item non-response were 

three times higher for assessments conducted at VSPW compared to assessments 

conducted at CCWF.  The odds of item nonresponse for Latina inmates were 30% lower 

relative to all other ethnic groups.  Additionally, a higher score on the COMPAS Reentry 

Prison Misconduct scale increased the odds that an inmate would have excessive 

missing data on one or more other scales.  For every one-unit increase in the 

Misconduct score, the odds of item non-response increased by about 17%.   The scale 

score has a range of 0 to 8. 

 
Table 2.3.1: Univariable logistic regressions examining the relationship of  
select sample characteristics with item non-response in the womenôs pilot study. 

Scale Coefficient Odds Ratio p-value valid n 

Age 0.01 1.01 0.246 908 
Single 0.12 1.12 0.469 913 
Married -0.16 0.85 0.420 913 
Latino/a -0.36 0.70 0.051 896 
African American 0.17 1.18 0.359 895 
Anglo -0.01 0.99 0.942 896 
Prior Arrests 0.00 1.00 0.620 896 
Age-At-First 0.00 1.00 0.685 904 
Felony Assault 0.32 1.37 0.171 902 
Drug Possession -0.22 0.80 0.208 915 
Misconduct Scale 0.15 1.17 0.005 898 
PV-WNT 0.25 1.28 0.151 915 
VSPW 1.20 3.33 0.000 915 

Note. Dependent Variable is a dichotomous measure of item non-response coded 1 if a person has at 
least one scale that is missing 50% or more of its items and coded 0 otherwise. 

 

We did not assess the effect of unit nonresponse on the results of the pilot 

analyses. Unit nonresponse occurs when an inmate selected for inclusion in the sample 

cannot be assessed for some reason. Of the 1,338 inmates selected, 423 were missed 

due to refusal or some other reason. 
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 2.4 Sample Description 

Table 2.4.1 provides demographic and criminal history characteristics for the 

inmates included in the estimation sample and for the assessed inmates that were 

excluded from analyses due to excessive missing data.   The age of the offenders in the 

sample ranges from 19.0 to 68.8 years. The average age in the sample is 36.8 years 

(valid n = 712). The ethnic composition of the sample is 30.1% Latina, 33.1% Anglo, 

25.4% African American, 3.9% American Indian, 1.9% Asian American, and 6.8% Other 

(valid n = 701).   In the estimation sample, 52.9% of the women reported that they were 

married at the time of the assessment.  For 12.4% of the sample, the current offense 

was an assaultive felony.    
 

Table 2.4.1: Comparison of assessed cases that have complete data on all 40 
scales versus assessed cases that have at least one scale missing more than 
50% of its items (post-imputation). 
  

Assessments 
with all scales 

complete 

Assessments 
with 1 or more 
scales missing 

 
 

Total 
assessments 

Participants (n) 718 197 915 
Age    

M 36.8 37.7 37.0 
SD 9.5 10.2 9.7 

Marital Status (%)    
Single 52.9 55.8 53.6 
Married 21.9 19.3 21.4 

Ethnicity (%)    
Latina 30.1 23.1 28.6 
African American 25.4 28.7 26.1 
Anglo 33.1 32.8 33.0 
American Indian 3.9 6.2 4.4 
Asian 1.9 1.0 1.8 
Other 6.8 11.3 7.8 

Prior Arrests    
M 11.7 11.3 11.6 
SD 9.5 9.3 9.4 

Age-At-First-Arrest    
M 22.3 22.6 22.4 
SD 7.1 7.0 7.1 

Current Offense (%)    
Felony Assault  12.4 16.2 13.2 
Drug Possession 32.6 27.9 31.6 

Admission Status (%)    
PV_WNT 27.7 33.0 28.9 

Facility (%)    
VSPW 42.3 70.0 48.3 
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 2.5 Measures: COMPAS Reentry and Gender-Responsive Scales 

Inmates were administered the COMPAS Reentry and Womenôs Risk/Needs 

assessments.  The sample surveys were conducted over the course of four weeks in 

December 2007.  The assessments were administered in the womenôs prisons by 

trained interviewers (approximately 20 interviewers). 

2.5.1 COMPAS Reentry Scales 

COMPAS Reentry includes 19 scales capturing a variety of an individualôs 

behavioral and psychosocial risk and protective factors, as well as features of their 

social and environmental context. Each of the scales is theoretically based, and a vast 

majority of the scales meet the psychometric standards required in the field (Brennan 

and Dieterich, 2007).  Table 4.1 includes a list of the scales. A brief summary of the 

importance of some of the scales is provided below. 

 

Individual behavioral scales include Early Onset of delinquency, Criminal 

Involvement, History of Non-Compliance, History of Violence, Prison Misconduct, 

Substance Abuse and Gang Affiliation. Early juvenile delinquency involvement has been 

linked to more serious and persistent patterns of offending (Moffitt, 1993). Age of onset 

has been one of the key differentiating factors to separate adolescent only offenders 

from those that persist into a longer adult criminal career. The degree of criminal 

involvement has consistently emerged as a major risk factor for predicting ongoing 

criminal behavior. It is the most important of the major risk factors that have emerged in 

various meta-analysis studies (Gendreau, Goggin, & Little, 1996; Andrews & Bonta, 

1994). A history of violent behavior has been demonstrated to be one of the most 

powerful predictors of future violence (Farrington, 1991; Parker & Asher, 1987). The 

likelihood of future violence appears to increase steadily with each instance of a prior 

violent incident.  

 

Similarly, a history of juvenile violence has been found to be a predictor of adult 

violence (Farrington, 1991). Disciplinary problems and anti-authority attitudes while 

incarcerated have been found to be correlated with a tendency towards psychopathy - 

as measured with the Psychopathy Check List [PCL] (Cooke, 1998). Cooke (1998) also 

found that this ñin-prisonò factor was also significantly correlated with several indicators 

of a more serious criminal involvement. Numerous published research studies have 

established that substance abuse is a significant risk factor for both general criminal 

behavior as well as violent behavior. Substance abuse emerged as one of the major risk 

factors in the meta-analysis studies of Gendreau et al. (1996).  
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Social and environmental contexts include dimensions of Housing Problems, 

Financial Problems, Vocational/Educational Problems, Low Family Support, Family 

Crime and Social Environment.  Unstable residence is both stressful and a potential 

reflection of social marginalization, poverty and disrupted social relationships. It also 

appears correlated with serious drug problems. It fits well into both strain theory and 

social control (bonding) explanations of criminal offending (Cullen & Agnew, 2006). This 

scale is important since poverty and economic marginalization have been significantly 

correlated with criminal behavior (Farrington & Painter, 2004).  

 

This scale has both theoretical importance - as reflected in strain theory ï and 

also is a common treatment goal. Offender populations typically have lower educational 

and vocational skills than most citizens. These problems appear particularly serious 

among female offenders. The interaction of inadequate vocational-educational skills, 

poverty and homelessness are all linked to the concept of lower social class. Again, 

strain theoryðand its variantsðprovide a clear theoretical justification for this factor. 

Gender inequality and female economic marginalization would require that this factor 

should have a central role in any prisoner assessment system (Steffensmeier & Allen, 

1996). Family relations appear critical for understanding, managing and treating 

offenders- particularly in regard to release following incarceration. Family factors have 

been both theoretically and empirically linked to crime (Steffensmeier & Allen, 1996; 

Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990).  Social supports have been incorporated into both strain 

theory and social control theories of crime (Cullen & Agnew, 2006). It appears that, in 

coping with the stress of reentry, social supports may be critical in bolstering and 

helping the recently released offender address various difficult adjustment problems -

particularly in the case of those inmates who have simply been ñwarehousedò and who 

are ill-equipped for the transition back to the community.  

 

Psychosocial risk/protective factors include their Criminal Attitudes, Criminal 

Personality, their Self-Efficacy, Empathy and their Life Goals or level of Aimlessness.   

Several personality dimensions have emerged from recent research as significantly 

related to persistent criminality. These dimensions involve impulsivity, risk-taking, 

restlessness and boredom, absence of guilt (callousness), selfishness and narcissism, 

interpersonal dominance, anger and hostility, and a tendency to exploit others (Hare, 

1991; Cooke, Forth, & Hare, 1998).  Bonta (1996) identified criminal personality as the 

second most important dynamic factor in predicting recidivism. Bandura (1996) also 

reports results validating similar personality dimensions. Criminal Personality was one 

of the ñbig fiveò risk factors for criminality in the meta-analysis of Gendreau et al. (1996).  
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The well-known General Theory of Crime proposed by Gottfredson and Hirschi 

(1990) invokes the personality concept of ñlow self control,ò which is very similar to the 

various dimensions of criminal personality. Self-efficacy enhancement has often been 

seen as a key treatment goal for released offenders (Blanchette & Brown, 2006). The 

optimism and hope required to persevere with treatment interventions is often eroded by 

feelings of powerlessness and loss of control over oneôs destiny. Thus this factor ï often 

assessed as powerlessness or external control - has a long history in criminological 

research - especially in those theories of crime that implicate alienation and low self 

esteem. Additionally, (Belknap & Holsinger, 2006) have argued that depression, 

powerlessness, low self-efficacy and mental health issues are all inter-connected to 

womenôs experiences of social marginalization, low status expectations, disrespect, 

sexual double standards, and physical and sexual abuse.  

 

Low Empathy is often seen as a central component of the anti-social personality 

and of the related concept of psychopathy (Lykken, 1995; Mealey, 1995). Self-centered 

narcissism and insensitivity to others have also been seen as linked to deficits in 

empathy and criminality (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). We include a short scale of 

empathy in this assessment because of the extreme importance of more accurately 

identifying the more extremely serious and dangerous criminal offenders (Hare, 1991).  

 

Garbarino (1999) and others describe the consequences of an ñabsence of a 

futureò and the hopelessness that stems from the lack of any meaningful attachments. 

This may pervade the attitudes of many offenders resulting in a mentality of living for the 

present, reckless risk-taking and hedonism. This theme of aimlessness is also clearly 

present in social control theory with its concept of attachment bonding and meaningful 

aspirations and commitments that may constrain anti-social behavior (Hirschi, 1969). 

Cognitive interventions and ñlife goalò programs aim to instill more positive beliefs about 

a pro-social future and a meaningful life. 

2.5.2 Gender-Responsive Scales.  

The Gender-Responsive assessment includes 21 scales tailored to meet the 

needs of women focusing on female issues of trauma, victimization and abuse, mental 

health, intimate relationships, self-esteem, self-efficacy, and parental stress.  Some of 

the scales are based on female theories of crime while others are based on the 

emerging gender research (see for example, Bloom, Owen, and Covington, 2003; 

Chesney-Lind, 1997; Daly and Chesney-Lind, 1988). The Gender-Responsive 

assessment has been tested on several populations and has achieved ñcommendableò 

predictive validity given its stage of maturity in the field (Van Voorhis, Salisbury, Wright, 
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and Bauman, 2008). Table 4.2 includes a list of the scales.  Below we provide some 

background on the development of the scales from Van Voorhis et.al (2008). 

 

Trauma, Victimization and Abuse.  Research shows that women under 

correctional supervision are more likely to experience physical and sexual abuse 

than male offenders or women in the general population (Bureau of Justice 

Statistics [BJS], 1999; McClellan, Farabee, & Crouch, 1997). However, studies of 

the relationship between abuse and criminal behavior in adult women are mixed, 

likely as a result of studies: 1) utilizing various techniques to measure victimization 

(Browne, Miller & Maguin, 1999), and 2) predicting different types of recidivism 

(Law, Sullivan & Goggin, in review). Moreover, the issue is understudied. 

 

Mental health: The mental health needs of female offenders differ 

substantially from those of male offenders. Depression, anxiety, and self-injurious 

behavior are more prevalent among female offenders than male offenders (Belknap 

& Holsinger, 2006; Bloom, Owen, & Covington, 2003; McClellan, Farabee, & 

Crouch, 1997; Peters, Strozier, Murrin, & Kearns, 1997), as are phobic diagnoses 

(Blume, 1997), and co-occuring diagnoses such as depression and substance 

abuse (Bloom et al., 2003; Blume, 1997; Holtfreter & Morash, 2003; Owen & Bloom, 

1995). One study noted that rates of such diagnoses are nearly four times the rates 

for men (Blume, 1997). Stress, depression, fearfulness, and suicidal 

thoughts/attempts have shown to be strong predictors of womenôs recidivism 

(Benda, 2005; Blanchette & Motiuk, 1995; Brown & Motiuk, 2005), but not for menôs 

recidivism (Benda, 2005). However, current risk/needs instruments either ignore 

mental health, focus scales heavily toward psychotic disorders, or combine all 

symptoms into a global scale. All approaches run the risk of masking the impact of 

womenôs mental health issues. 

 

Intimate Relationships. Prevailing models of psychotherapy for women 

recognize that womenôs identity, self-worth, and sense of empowerment are defined 

by the quality of relationships they have with others (Gilligan, 1982; Kaplan, 1984; 

Miller, 1976; Miller & Stiver, 1998). Correctional scholars have also noted that many 

women offenders engage in co-dependent relationships that facilitate their criminal 

behavior (Koons, Burrow, Morash, & Bynum, 1997; Ritchie, 1996). Because of high 

rates of abuse, trauma, and neglect experienced by female offenders, their ability to 

recognize and achieve healthy, mutually empowering, relationships may be 

severely limited (Covington, 1998). The family of origin and their support or their 

role as a source of conflict also factor into womenôs relational needs and concerns. 
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Self-Esteem. Studies, mostly of male offenders, overwhelmingly indicate that 

low self-esteem, which was often aggregated into a category denoted ñpersonal 

distress,ò is not a risk factor for recidivism (see Andrews & Bonta, 2003 for a 

summary). However, the gender-responsive literature closely relates self-esteem to 

the notion of ñempowerment,ò which has been targeted by a number of correctional 

programs for women. Empowerment denotes the process of increasing womenôs 

self-esteem and internal locus of control (i.e., the belief that their lives are under 

their own power and control) (Task Force on Federally Sentenced Women, 1990). 

These needs are often cited by correctional treatment staff, researchers, and 

women offenders themselves as critical to their desistance (Carp & Schade, 1992; 

Case & Fasenfest, 2004; Chandler & Kassebaum, 1994; Koons, Burrow, Morash, & 

Bynum, 1997; Morash, Bynam, & Koons, 1998; Prendergast, Wellisch, & Falkin, 

1995; Schram & Morash, 2002; Task Force on Federally Sentenced Women, 1990). 

Even so, whether womenôs self-esteem, in turn, is related to their recidivism is 

understudied; although one meta-analysis (12 effect sizes) showed an association 

between female offendersô low self-esteem and antisocial behavior (Larivière, 

1999). 

 

Self-Efficacy.  Distinct from self-esteem, is oneôsô confidence in achieving 

specific goals. Obviously self-efficacy is also relevant to the notion of 

empowerment. Again, the evidence-based, risk prediction research categorizes self-

efficacy as a ñpersonal distressò factor, which has had minimal impact in predicting 

recidivism in studies of male offenders. For women, little is known about the 

importance of self-efficacy to recidivism, but it has been suggested as playing a key 

role (Rumgay,2004). 

 

Parental Stress.  Nearly 71 percent of women under correctional supervision 

have at least one child under the age of 18, with an average of 2.11 children (BJS, 

1999). This, coupled with womenôs economic marginalization and substance abuse, 

often leads to stress and overwhelmed feelings about being able to take care of and 

provide for their children (Greene, Haney, & Hurtado, 2000). Maternal demands 

may contribute to recidivism especially when they are accompanied by: 1) poverty, 

2) substance abuse problems, and 3) minimal support. Some studies with 

mothering offenders have detected a relationship between parental stress and 

crime (Ferraro & Moe, 2003; Ross, Khashu, & Wamsley, 2004). Similarly, Bonta, 

Pang, & Wallace-Capretta (1995) found that women offenders who were parenting 

children alone were significantly more likely to be reconvicted than women raising 

children with partners. Additionally, studies investigating the relationship between 

child contact and womenôs prison adjustment, find that stress associated with 
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limited contact was related to higher levels of mental illness (Houck & Loper, 2002; 

Tuerk & Loper, 2006). Parental stress is perhaps at its greatest among women who 

are threatened with the loss of child custody, a fairly common occurrence since the 

passage of the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997.  

 

In addition to studying the needs mentioned above, it is important to explore 

collateral needs, such as housing safety, and poverty.  Moreover, careful 

examination of the importance of needs noted on current risk/needs instruments, 

such as education, substance abuse, and employment is also warranted.  
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3. Analytic Plan 

This report evaluates the psychometric properties of the COMPAS Reentry and 

Gender-Responsive scales to inform the selection of a combined scale set. The key 

concepts for this evaluation are reliability and validity. A reliable measure consistently 

provides the same result, for example across different points in time, across different 

test administrations, or across different items of a scale. A valid measure is measuring 

what it claims to measure. In other words, scale validity refers to the question of 

whether a scale properly defines and quantifies what it claims to measure, in case of 

this study, risk and need factors of women offenders. It should also be mentioned that a 

measure can be reliable without necessarily being valid, for example by consistently 

under- or over-estimating a phenomenon.  

 

The following section provides a brief overview of methods used to examine the 

reliability and validity of both scale sets. 
 

Scale Reliability 

For a scale to be useful it must be reliable. Generally, if the items in a scale are 

highly correlated the scale is internally consistent and the summated scale will be 

reliable. Cronbachôs alpha provides a convenient measure of the reliability of a scale. By 

convention, alpha coefficients of .70 or higher indicate good scale reliability. 
 

Factor Structure 

The purpose of factor analysis as applied in this report is to examine overall 

patterns in the relationships among COMPAS Reentry and Gender-Responsive scales. 

Our initial approach is to conduct a ñhigher-orderò factor analysis on the scale level. In 

particular, we seek to discover the relationships between the scales in these two 

instruments and how they may be linked to a smaller number of highly correlated 

subsets of variables called ñfactors.ò Such factors represent latent concepts/constructs 

defined by subsets or certain combinations of scales.  

 

The extraction method as applied in all the factor analyses of this report is 

maximum likelihood. Maximum likelihood estimates population values for factor loadings 

that have the greatest probability of yielding a sample with the correlation matrix 

observed (in the current sample). For better interpretability and utility of the factor 

solution, rotation methods are used. We selected the rotation method ñOblimin,ò an 

ñobliqueò method, allowing for correlation between factors. This rotation method seems 
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most appropriate for examining risk/need factors since they are unlikely to be 

independent but are more likely to have complex interrelations (Tabachnick, 1996). 

 

Identified factors are compared between the two assessment instruments in a two-fold 

approach:  

 

1. Examining overlaps in scale constructs/concepts and potential redundancies; 

and 

2. Detecting factors that are unique to one scale set which may contribute 

independent information that is not identified by the other instrument. 

 

These two perspectives may inform a preliminary scale selection. This initial 

approach will then be enhanced by consulting additional psychometric indicators from 

other sections of this report for choosing scales as discussed in section 5 ñDiscussion 

and Conclusions.ò 

 
Concurrent Validity:  

Concurrent validity is a type of criterion validity. To assess the concurrent validity 

of a scale, we determine whether the scale is correlated at a significant level with the 

"criterion behavior of interest," such as prison misconducts or number of prior arrests. 

As opposed to ñpredictiveò validity both, the risk/needs scale measures, as well as the 

criterion variables, are collected concurrently, at the same point in time. Thus 

interpretations regarding causality or the predictive power of the scales are not feasible.  

 

When assessing concurrent validity, it is important to make sure that the criterion 

variable itself is not included as an item on the scale. For this reason, some COMPAS 

Reentry scales had to be excluded from some of the analyses and their concurrent 

validity could not be fully evaluated. These scales are Early Onset, Criminal 

Involvement, History of Non-Compliance, and History of Violence.  These scales include 

one or more criminal history indicators as scale items. Hence, a correlation with other 

criminal history indicators would not be a valid test but rather tautological.  

 

Pearson correlations are applied to examine the concurrent validity of the scales. 

They range from -1 (perfect negative correlation) to +1 (perfect positive correlation). A 

coefficient of 0 implies that there is no relationship between the two variables. By 

convention r = .10 is a small effect, r = .30 is a medium effect, and r = .50 is a large 

effect. Please note that there are 718 cases in the correlation analyses with complete 

data. For a sample size of 718, correlation coefficients of .075 and higher are significant 

(p < .05 (2-tailed)). 
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Known-Groups Analysis  

Both scale sets are also evaluated in terms of a type of concurrent validity called 

ñknown-groups validity.ò Known-groups validity refers to the extent to which a scale can 

distinguish between groups that have ñknownò levels of the concept of interest. This is 

examined by comparing the mean scale scores of inmate groups as defined by their 

admission status. The two comparison groups are ñNew Admissionsò and ñParole 

Violators with a New Term,ò (PV-WNT). Parole violators are expected to have more risk 

and need factors that are related to their parole failure. We compare the two groups by 

fitting separate univariable regressions of each scale on admission status. Significant 

differences in the expected direction are conventionally seen as evidence of known-

groups validity. For example we would expect that the group of parole violators would 

have higher scores on the Criminal Involvement scale relative to new admissions. 

Rather than differentiating between offenders and normal populations, we follow Millon 

(1997) by evaluating the ability of scales to differentiate among categories of offenders. 

 

Cluster Analysis to identify treatment relevant Women Offender Types.  

In the following we will briefly outline the methods we used in our cluster analysis of the 

data. 
 

1. Standardizing variables to z-scores: Prior to conducting any classification 
procedures we initially transformed all the risk and need factors into z-scores 
(or standardized scores) that range from -1 to + 1. This places all the risk and 
need factors are on a common metric and avoids any distortions due to 
arbitrary differences in the metrics of different variables. Thus the data was 
normalized to give each variable an equal weight.  

2. Selecting a Classification Space (Content Validity): A critical step is to select 
an appropriate set of risk and need factors i.e. what is the ñcontent validityò or 
focus of the classification system. The focus - at this preliminary stage - was 
on women offenderôs critical needs and risks. Thus, all of the Trailer need and 
risk scales were included. Similarly, all the risk and needs in the COMPAS 
Reentry assessment were initially included. Several factors were eliminated if 
they were characterized by large amounts of missing data.  

3. Classification methods: We used several different classification methods on 
the California female data: agglomerative and k-means cluster analysis, 
decision tree methods and neural network models. These all seek optimal 
classification systems and highly homogeneous partitions of the samples so 
that cases assigned to a class will be highly similar to each other. We used 
bagged K-means1 to develop and verify our initial solution and obtain a set of 

                                                 
1
 For the analysis in this initial report we used both the K-Means method with the Euclidean Distance and in a series 

of initial analyses we used Wards-Linkage, an agglomerative hierarchical clustering method that links similar cases 
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centers less affected by noise. Each bagged K-Means solution was build 
using 1000 random bootstrap samples to obtain class centers for each of 
replication sub-sample. These class centers were then treated as data points 
and clustered with K-Means. 

4. Choosing the number of classes: What hierarchical level is preferred?  A key 
challenge in any classification design to choose a suitable number of classes. 
Should the number of classes be 2, 3, 4é.6 and so on? Large organizations 
that engage in ñpeople-processingò typically must classify their case-loads 
based on the natural heterogeneity of the populations being addressed. Thus, 
we attempt to find a number (K) of diverse classes that best reflects the 
natural structure of the population. Most prior offender classifications simply 
utilize three-way partitions (e.g. High, Medium, and Low). In the present case 
we examined a large number of potential partitions along a tree hierarchy ï 
from 2,3,4,5,6,7,8 -in seeking to clarify any natural ñfault-linesò in the women 
offender population of California.  

5. Cross Validation Procedures: To verify our findings half of the female sample 
was used as a hold-out set. This allows us to verify that the patterns that were 
found could be replicated and were not an artifact of the analysis. We used 
the procedure proposed in by McIntyre, 1980 (see also Milligan 1996). This 
method allows a kappa-coefficient to be computed as a measure of 
replication. As a rule of thumb kappa-values close to or higher than 0.7 can 
be considered a fairly good replication of a solution. 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
and displays results in a full hierarchical tree diagram. To obtain a more stable solution we also used ï in the next 

series of analyses ï the bootstrapped aggregation approach (Bagging) in conjunction with K-Means. The bagging 

procedure generates multiple versions of a classification from multiple sub-samples and then aggregates these into a 

final classification. Bagging has been used with great success for classification and regression tasks (Breiman, 

1996). More specifically, we used a method designed by Dolnicar (2000). In this method a bootstrap sample with 

replacement is taken from the entire dataset, and then K-Means (Han, 2000) is used to find the centers for the 

clusters on each sample. This process is re-iterated a number of times for different bootstrap samples, and the 

resulting centers are then clustered using K-Means resulting in the final classification. 

 



  
 

Northpointe ς Evolving Practice Through Scientific Innovation 18 

 

 

4. Results 

 4.1 Summary Statistics and Scale Reliability 

Alpha coefficients for the Gender-Responsive scales and COMPAS Reentry 

scales are listed in Table 4.1 and 4.2 respectively. The shaded cells indicate alphas 

below the .70 threshold for good reliability. The number of cases is restricted to those 

study participants with valid responses to all scale sets, yielding 718 cases. This sample 

is used for all of the following analyses of the scales.  
 

More than half of the Gender-Responsive scales meet the .70 criterion for good 

scale reliability. However, seven scales fail to reach this threshold. While four of these 

scales are still reasonably close with alphas at .68  (Employment/Financial Problems, 

Educational Strengths, Anger/Hostility, Parental Problems), three others fall 

substantially lower (Housing Safety, Relationship Conflictual , and Family Conflict). 

 

The majority of the COMPAS Reentry scales provided in Table 4.2 have alphas 

above .70, with only five scales falling below the threshold for good scale reliability. 

These five scales are Criminal Involvement, History of Violence, Low Family Support, 

Criminal Attitudes and Social Environment. Gang Affiliation constitutes more a screen or 

an indicator for scale involvement than a true scale. 

 

Altogether, the majority of the scales in both instruments have high internal 

consistency with the balance providing satisfactory measures of internal consistency.  

Only a few scales have alphas indicating a need for scale improvement or further scale 

development. These findings further suggest that data were consistently and reliably 

collected for the CDCR pilot study.  
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Table 4.1: Gender-Responsive Scales: Descriptive Statistics and Alphas 
 
Valid N=718* Items Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 
Deviation Alpha 

Housing  
Safety 

4 0 4 2.99 1.14 .64 

Employment/ 
Financial Problems 

7 0 8 4.04 2.26 .68 

Educational  
Strengths 

4 0 4 1.56 1.29 .68 

Anger/ 
Hostility 

4 0 4 0.86 1.16 .68 

History of  
Mental Illness 

6 0 6 1.91 2.00 .85 

Depression/Anxiety 
Symptoms 

6 0 6 1.71 1.87 .79 

Psychotic ** 
Symptoms 

2 0 2 0.12 0.39 -- 

Physical/Sexual ** 
Abuse as Child 

2 0 2 0.68 0.84 -- 

Physical/Sexual ** 
Abuse as Adult 

2 0 2 0.80 0.79 -- 

Relationship  
Support 

7 0 10 3.90 3.71 .85 

Relationship  
Conflictual 

5 0 5 0.82 1.12 .63 

Parental  
Involvement 

4 0 4 2.04 1.77 .91 

Parental  
Problems 

6 0 6 1.27 1.45 .68 

Family  
Support 

5 0 5 3.27 1.45 .73 

Family  
Conflict 

3 0 3 0.34 0.60 .25 

Self-Esteem  
(Self-Report) 

10 10 30 25.28 3.98 .84 

Self-Efficacy  
(Self-Report) 

17 21 51 42.43 6.34 .88 

Relationship Problems 
(Self-Report) 

6 6 18 9.33 3.40 .81 

Parenting  
(Self-Report) 

12 12 41 13.55 12.94 .84 

Physical/Sexual Abuse 
as Child (Self-Report) 

19 0 38 8.00 10.61 .96 

Physical/Sexual Abuse 
as Adult (Self-Report) 

15 0 30 9.94 9.63 .96 

*   With listwise deletion of missing values amongst all scales (GR and COMPAS Reentry). 
** These 2-item sets are rather screens than scales and scale reliability measures are not applicable.  
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Table 4.2: Summary of COMPAS Reentry Scales: Descriptive Statistics and 

Alphas 

 

Valid N = 718* Items Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Alpha 

Early  
Onset 

4 0 6 .50 1.10 .73 

Criminal  
Involvement 

4 0 14 7.41 2.88 .59 

History of Non-
Compliance 

5 0 19 7.00 4.93 .75 

History of  
Violence 

9 0 17 1.78 2.48 .54 

Prison  
Misconduct 

8 0 7 .62 1.30  .70 

Gang  
Affiliation** 

3 0 5 .36 0.92  

Housing  
Problems 

4 0 8 2.31 2.31 .75 

Financial  
Problems 

6 0 12 4.75 3.23 .78 

Vocational/ 
Educational Problems 

9 0 16 5.91 3.93 .71 

Life Goals/ 
Aimless 

7 0 14 3.04 2.75 .70 

Family  
Crime 

6 6 12 8.48 1.86 .74 

Low Family  
Support 

5 0 6 2.38 1.46 .60 

Social  
Isolation 

5 0 10 2.25 2.30 .74 

Criminal  
Attitudes 

7 0 7 .41 0.94 .66 

Low  
Empathy 

5 0 18 4.35 3.06 .72 

Criminal  
Personality 

21 0 42 13.52 8.77 .88 

Low  
Efficacy 

15 0 30 6.21 6.01 .90 

Substance  
Abuse 

6 0 12 6.37 3.67 .73 

Social  
Environment 5 5 13 7.08 1.82 .65 

*   With listwise deletion of missing values amongst all scales (Gender-Responsive and COMPAS Reentry).  
** This item set is rather an indicator for gang involvement than a scale.  
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 4.2 Factor Structure: A Comparison of Scale Constructs between 
COMPAS Reentry and the Gender-Responsive scales 

The factor analyses were conducted at the scale level to assist in the 

identification of subsets of inter-related scales within and between the two instruments. 

These factors or subsets represent latent construct such as ñeconomic marginalizationò 

for example as they are captured by combinations of individual scales. For the first two 

steps, two separate factor analyses for the two different instruments ðCOMPAS 

Reentry and Gender-Responsiveð are conducted.  The scale factors detected within 

the two assessment instruments can then be compared to identify unique factors as 

opposed to overlapping or similar factors between the two instruments. In a third step, a 

factor analysis including scales from both, COMPAS Reentry and the Gender-

Responsive assessment examines possible combinations of scales across instruments. 

These findings were conducted to inform future implementations of combined 

assessments by identifying domains unique to a particular assessment and by 

disclosing potential redundancies between assessments. 

4.2.1 Factor Analysis within Gender-Responsive Assessment 

For the factor analysis within the Gender-Responsive assessment we extracted 

six factors using the maximum likelihood method. Seventeen selected scales entered 

the analysis, excluding the self-report scales Parenting, Child Abuse, Adult 

Victimization, and Relationship Dysfunction because of their immediate overlap with 

other scales included in the analysis. The rotated factor solution is presented in Table 

4.2.1. Only factor loadings above .32 are interpreted.2 Loadings below .20 are not listed 

in the table. The factors are also depicted in chart 4.2.1 including provisional names. In 

the chart the scales are listed by factor in the order of the size of their factor loadings.  

 

The first four factors are unique to the Gender-Responsive Assessment covering 

needs of specific relevance for women. Their proposed names are ñParenting,ò Lack of 

Empowerment,ò ñRelationship Quality,ò and ñAbuse/Trauma.ò These factors clearly 

constitute gender-responsive needs. These four need domains are not adequately 

tapped by the COMPAS Reentry instrument and would therefore make a unique 

contribution to the assessment of women offenders. Together these four needsðas 

represented by the first four factorsðexplain 38% of the variance of all Gender-

Responsive scales included in this analysis (before rotation)3. 

 

                                                 
2
 As suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996, p. 677. 

3
 The proportion of explained variance before rotation is only a rough indicator of the proportion after rotation. 

Since this approach used the oblique rotation method ñObliminò where factors are correlated, they ñshareò 

overlapping variance and the proportion of explained variance by factor after rotation would be ambiguous. 
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The remaining two, called ñFamily Supportò and ñLow Human Capitalò overlap to 

a certain degree with conventional risk/need factors and are captured by some of the 

COMPAS Reentry scales such as Low Family Support and Vocational/Educational 

Problems. This overlap will be discussed in more detail when interpreting the combined 

factor analysis in section 4.2.3. 
 

Table 4.2.1: Factor Analysis of (selected) Gender-Responsive Scales 
 Factor 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Housing Safety    -.324  (-.238) 

Employment/Finance Problems       .596 

Educational Strengths      -.526 

Anger/Hostility    (.296)   

History of Mental Illness    .655   

Depression/Anxiety   (.275)  .510   

Psychotic Symptoms    .467   

Physical/Sex. Abuse as Child    .509   

Physical/Sex. Abuse as Adult    .571   

Relationship Support   .679    

Relationship Conflictual   .763    

Parental Involvement .591      

Parental Problems .973      

Familiy Support     .711  

Family Conflict     -.665  

Self-Esteem (Self-Report)  -.622     

Self-Efficacy (Self-Report)  -.848    (-.213) 

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.  
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Chart 4.2.1: Factor Analysis within Gender-Responsive Assessment 

 

17 GR  

Scales  

1. Parenting  

2. Lack of  

Empowerment  

4. Abuse/  

Trauma  

5. Family 

Support  

6. Low Human  

Capital  

1. Parental Problems  

2. Parental Involvement  

1. Low Self -Efficacy  

2. Low Self -Esteem  

 

1. Relationship Conflictual  

2. Relationship Support  

1. Mental Illness  

2. Abused as Adult  

3. Depression/Anxiety  

4. Abused as Child  

5. Psychotic Symptoms  

6. Unsafe Housing  

 

1. (High) Family Support  

2. (Low) Family Conflict  

1. Employment/Financial 

Problems  

2. Low Educational Strengths  

3. Relationship  

Quality  
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4.2.2 Factor Analysis within COMPAS Reentry Assessment 

Factor analyses within the COMPAS Reentry assessment concluded with two 

compelling solutions, one with four factors, A and one with seven factors, B. Both are 

presented in part A and B of this section. 
 

A: Four Factor Solution: For the factor analysis within the COMPAS Reentry 

assessmentðincluding all 19 reentry scalesðwe extracted 4 factors with the maximum 

likelihood method as shown in Table 4.2.2. Only factor loadings above .32 are 

considered relevant. Loadings below .20 are not listed. The factors are depicted in 

Chart 4.2.2 including proposed names. In the chart the scales are listed by factor in the 

order of the size of their factor loadings. 

 

Factors 1, 2, and 4 clearly represent unique concepts not captured by the 

Gender-Responsive assessment. The suggested names for these unique factors are 

ñSocial Withdrawal/ôDrifterô,ò ñCriminal History,ò and ñCriminal Persistence.ò The first of 

these captures elements of social isolation and low social bonding. This is consistent 

with the concept of an absence of ñattachment bondsò from early social control theory 

(Hirschi 1969). The latter two factors represent concepts that are well-established 

risk/need factors as has been repeatedly demonstrated in meta-analytic studies 

(Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2006; Gendreau, Little, & Goggin, 1996; Lipsey & Derzon, 

1998; Lösel, 1995). 

 

Only the third factor, called ñEconomic Marginalizationò bears some resemblance 

with a factor in the Gender-Responsive solution named ñLow Human Capitalò (Chart 

4.2.1). Both capture elements of struggles with employment and limited educational 

skills, accompanied by financial problems. This COMPAS Reentry factor 3 however, 

seems to incorporate serious living or ecological situations by including high risk Social 

Environments, together with Housing Problems (e.g. residential instability), and a lack of 

Family Support. 

 

Surprisingly, Criminal Attitudes, one of the ñBig Fourò criminogenic risks 

according to meta-analytic research, are not associated with any of the factors of this 

solution. This may indicate that they are contributing a separate, additional dimension. 
 



  
 

Northpointe ς Evolving Practice Through Scientific Innovation 25 

 

 

Table 4.2.2: Factor Analysis of all COMPAS Reentry Scales 
 Factor 

 1 2 3 4 

Early Onset    .368 

Criminal Involvement  .927   

History of Non-Compliance  .708   

History of Violence    .353 

Prison Misconduct    .515 

Gang Affiliation    (.285) 

Housing Problems   .716  

Financial Problems .441  .545  

Vocational/Educational Problems   .493  

Life Goals/Aimless .501    

Family Crime     

Low Family Support   .536  

Social Isolation .868    

Criminal Attitudes     

Low Empathy    (.213) 

Criminal Personality .453   (.296) 

Low Efficacy 1.025    

Substance Abuse (.204) (.236)   

Social Environment   .600  

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Chart 4.2.2: Factor Analysis within COMPAS Reentry Assessment 

 
B: Seven Factor Solution: An alternative factor structure for COMPAS Reentry 

was derived based on a seven factor solution. This second factor analysis may offer an 

alternative and perhaps richer view of the dimensions of this inventory. In this factor 

analysis ï in contrast to the earlier model - two important variables were added to the 

list of scales:    

   1) Age at first arrest  

   2) Crime rate 

   

Similar factoring procedures were applied (i.e. maximum likelihood factoring with 

oblimin rotation). However, we explored the 7 factor structure given that most of these 

variables were already complex scales or composites of multiple items. These two 

added variables are obviously not scales. However, they have considerable importance 

in the criminological literature on criminal careers and they provide useful data to 
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augment the criminal history section of the inventory. The factor loading matrix in Table 

4.2.3 shows the seven factors that emerge from that analysis:  
 
Table 4.2.3: Factor Analysis of all Reentry Scalesðincluding Age at first Arrest 
and Crime Rate 
 Factor 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Financial Problems .929       

Vocational/Educ. Problems .449    (.204)   

Age at 1
st
 Arrest  -.987  (.267)    

Early Onset  .411     (.251) 

Arrest Rate  .357  (.272)   (-.215) 

Gang Affiliation  (.207)      

Social Isolation   .902     

Low Efficacy (.215)  .831     

Criminal Personality   .448     

Family Crime        

Criminal Involvement    .936    

History of Non-Compliance    .697    

Substance Abuse   (.243) (.268)    

Low Family Support     .671   

Social Environment     .571   

Housing Problems .314    .531   

Life Goals/Aimlessness .306  (.252)   .606  

Low Empathy      .394  

Prison Misconduct       .467 

History of Violence       .451 

Criminal Attitudes        

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 

 
The factors presented in Table 4.2.3 may be defined as follows:  
 
Factor 1: Social Exclusion/Marginalization (poverty etc.) 
 This factor combines poor education, poor employment, poverty and housing 
problems. It is augmented, not unexpectedly, by the psychological factor of aimlessness 
or lack of goals. The presence of this psychological factor is consistent with the 
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literature on strain theory in that one of the well known responses to extreme 
marginalization is aimlessness or detachment from conventional aspirations.  
 
Factor 2: Early onset and Repeat Offending 
 This factor combines early onset of a delinquency career, a high arrest rate, a 
tendency towards gang affiliation and a young age at first arrest. This factor is highly 
consistent with the literature on the development of chronic serious delinquency as 
described by Moffitt (1993) and many others. 
 
Factor 3: Internalizing/Social Withdrawal  
 This factor combines social isolation, low self-efficacy and aimlessness, which 
suggests the internalizing syndrome of withdrawal, self blame and often some hostility. 
The smaller loading of substance abuse is likely to reflect a coping strategy for many 
women (and men) who suffer from this combination of painful psychological and self-
blaming factors. Many other studies suggest that depression (from the GR inventory) 
should fill out this pattern (Bloom, Owen and Covington 2003). The presence of criminal 
personality is also not unexpected since high crime personality has also been linked to 
the internalizing syndrome (Widom 1978; Lykken 1995; and others) among certain 
serious offenders. In the pathways literature the concept of the ñharmed and harmingò 
women offender may also reflect this factor since such women clearly manifest the 
psychological damage and potential self-blaming that is present in this factor (Daly and 
Chesney-Lind 1988; Bloom et al 2003). 
 
Factor 4:  Criminal Involvement 
 This dimension of criminal history focuses on the overall extent of the criminal 
career of each woman. The scales of overall criminal involvement (.94) and history of 
non-compliance (.70) provide the central definition of the factor. Age at first arrest and 
arrest rate are clearly linked to this factor but are not the defining features. The 
emergence of an early onset factor and the present factor indicates the independence 
of these two factors.  Criminal history is a well established risk factor in the ñWhat 
Worksò literature and is regarded as the most important factor for predicting new 
offences.  
 
Factor 5:  Antisocial Unsupportive Environment 
 This factor combines housing problems (mainly instability), lack of family support 
and residing in a high crime or dangerous environment. Poor education and poor 
vocational chances enter as weaker defining features. All of these separate scales are 
acknowledged to be criminogenic factors with substantial predictive abilities. The 
coherence of the present factor is that unstable housing and residence in high crime 
areas are both linked to poverty; and all three in turn have been linked to a lack of family 
support. In fact the present factor supports some recent findings in the reentry literature 
that low family support is significantly linked to both unstable housing and recidivism 
among released prisoners.  
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Factor 6:  Lack of goals 
 The dominant scale in this factor is aimlessness (.61). This reflects the person 
who does not appear to have any meaningful bonds or aspirations and who perhaps 
struggles with a sense of meaninglessness. This is consistent with the concept of an 
absence of ñattachment bondsò from early social control theory (Hirschi 1969). The 
second scale loading on this factor - i.e. low empathy - suggests that this lack of caring 
extends not only to their own life aspirations and bonds, but also to a general lack of 
caring for others.  
 

Factor 7: Violence and Misconduct problems 

 This scale is also quite coherent. It indicates the association between a violent 

arrest history and disciplinary misconduct while incarcerated. Additionally, the link to 

early onset of anti-social behavior fits well with the scale since early onset is one of the 

most important indicators of the persistent chronic offender. The negative association 

with arrest rate is, however, unexpected and does not appear to fit coherently with this 

scale. However, the loading is very low (-.215) and in most factor analytic studies would 

not be regarded as a defining component of the scale. 
 

4.2.3 Factor Analysis including Gender-Responsive and COMPAS Reentry 
Scales 

In a third step a factor analysis was conducted combining the two scale sets of 

the Gender-Responsive and the COMPAS Reentry assessment.4 An eight factor 

solution explains 41.1% of the overall variance of all scales (before rotation). It is 

presented in Table 4.2.4. Only factor loadings above .32 are considered relevant. 

Loadings below .20 are not listed. The factors are depicted in Chart 4.2.4 including 

proposed names. In the chart the scales are listed by factor in the order of the size of 

their factor loadings. Scales from the Gender-Responsive assessment are 

characterized as ñGR,ò and COMPAS Reentry scales as ñREò for ease of interpretation. 

An alternative solution, including the Gender-Responsive self-report scales is provided 

in APPENDIX A. 

 

Interestingly, the first three factors clearly separate the two instruments, with the 

first two factors representing COMPAS Reentry scales explaining 20% of the variance 

of all scales included in the analysis (before rotation). These two are ñEconomic 

Marginalizationò and ñCriminal Historyò and represent well-established risk dimensions 

                                                 
4
 An initial factor solution included 10 factors with Eigenvalues above 1. This was reduced to 8 because the last two 

factors (factor 9 and 10) had Eigenvalues only slightly above 1 (1.3 and 1.2 respectively) and contributed little to the 

proportion of variance explained by the factors. 
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in fourth generation assessments.5 The third factor ñParentingò stems from the Gender-

Responsive scale set, was the most important factor in the GR-specific factor analysis 

(explaining the largest proportion of the overall variance amongst its scale set; see 

Table 4.2.1), and also seems to be one of the more important factors here. However, 

this finding is probably due to the fact that one third of these women do not have 

children and score zero on these scales, explaining a substantial proportion of the 

overall variance of all included scales.  

 

Factor 4 is the first factor that combines scales from both instruments and could 

be called ñDisempowermentò or ñLack of Empowerment.ò It consists of the GR scales 

Self-Efficacy and Self-Esteem (loading negatively indicating the absence of these 

strengths), together with the RE scale Life Goals/Aimless. The size of the factor 

loadings suggests the two GR scales as the ones representing this factor best. 

However, the RE scale Life Goals/Aimless seems to be contributing a unique, additional 

component of disorientation or confusion accompanying a sense of disempowerment 

and should probably not be omitted.  

 

The Fifth factor ñLow Family Supportò clearly reveals redundancies between the 

two assessments. Both family support scales (GR and RE) haveloadings of similar size. 

The selection between the two might be made based on their psychometric properties 

as discussed in section 5 of this report. The 2 GR scales measuring relationship 

conflicts and support are combined in factor 6 called ñRelationship Qualityò (it also 

emerged in the GR-specific factor analysis as presented in Table 4.2.1).    

 

The seventh factor ñHigh Human Capitalò captures vocational and educational 

strengths and reveals more redundancies between the two assessment instruments. 

The Employment/ Financial Problems (GR) scale and the (Vocational Educational RE) 

scale have factor loadings of similar size. However, the Financial Problems scale of 

COMPAS Reentry seems to capture economic marginalization better as indicated by its 

high loading on the first and largest factor of this analysis. 

 

The last and smallest factor 8 ñTrauma and Abuseò is a complex conglomerate of 

GR and RE scales (explaining only a small fraction of the overall variance amongst all 

scales before rotation). It brings together Child Abuse with various Mental Health issues 

and on-going Adult Victimization. These associations between abuse and mental health 

issues are fairly well established in the gender responsive literature (Bloom, Owen, 

Covington, 2003; Raeder, 2003). The loading of Unsafe Housing with these factors also 

                                                 
5
 Please note that the Vocational Educational Problems scale is listed in brackets only. It has a higher loading on 

factor 7 but remains listed for factor 1 for the purpose of interpretation.  
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makes sense to the degree that the abuse is on-going.  Similarly, the loading of Family 

Crime on this factor makes sense since criminal parents are also often abusive or 

neglectful to their children (Brennan, Breitenbach and Dieterich, 2008).  

 

Additionally, the strong loading of Criminal Personality on this scale is better 

understood when taking a closer look at this higher order scale. It includes such 

dimensions as resentment, anger, and dominance, which may likely be responses to 

experiences of physical or sexual abuse. Criminal personality is also linked to the 

Family Crime scale and the likely abuse and neglect that would characterize the family 

socialization and parenting given to these women.  This link would support the well 

known claim that poor parenting is a major factor in the emergence of the criminal 

personality (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990). 
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Table 4.2.4: Factor Analysis: Gender-Responsive/COMPAS Reentry Scales 
 
Gender-Responsive Scales 

Factor 
  1          2           3             4             5            6            7             8 

Housing Safety     (-.228)   -.351 

Employment/Financ. Problems       -.472  

Educational Strengths       .761  

Anger/Hostility        .481 

History of Mental Illness        .533 

Depression/Anxiety Symptoms    (.258)    .465 

Psychotic Symptoms        .356 

Physical/Sexual Abuse as 
Child 

       .474 

Physical/Sexual Abuse as 
Adult 

       .454 

Relationship Support      .756   

Relationship Conflictual      .713   

Parental Involvement   .653      

Parental Problems   .905      

Family Support     -.768    

Family Conflict     .532    

Self-Esteem (Self-Report)    -.624    (-.220) 

Self-Efficacy (Self-Report)    -.712     

Reentry Scales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Early Onset         

Criminal Involvement  .935      (-.206) 

History of Non-Compliance  .736       

History of Violence  .213       

Prison Misconduct        (.262) 

Gang Affiliation         

Housing Problems .607    (.250)    

Financial Problems .924        

Vocational/Educational 
Problems 

.382      -.613  

Life Goals/Aimless .303   .527     

Family Crime      (.201)  .327 

Low Family Support     .777    

Social Isolation .450   (.312)    (.296) 

Criminal Attitudes         

Low Empathy    (.243)     

Criminal Personality    (.259)    .508 

Substance Abuse  .216       

Social Environment (.294)    (.233)  (-.239)  

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.  Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Chart 4.2.4: Factor Analysis including Gender-Responsive and COMPAS Reentry 

Scales 
 
 

 

35 GR /  

Reentry  

Scales  

1. Economic  

Marginalization  

2. Criminal 

History  

4. Lack of  

Empowerment  

5. Low Fa mily          

Support  

7. High Human 

Capital  

1. Financial Problems RE  

2. Housing Problems RE  

3. Social Isolation RE  

(4. Vocational/Educ. Problems RE)  

1. Criminal Involvement RE  

2. History of Non -Compliance RE  

 

1.  Parental Problems GR  

2. Parental Involvement GR  

 

 

1. Low Self -Efficacy GR  

2. Low Self -Esteem GR  

3. Aimlessness RE  

1. M ental Illness GR  

2. Criminal Personality RE  

3. Anger/Hostility GR  

4. Abused as Child GR  

5. Depression/Anxiety GR  

6. Abused as Adult GR  

7. Psychotic Symptoms GR  

8. Unsafe Housing GR  

9. Family Crime RE  

 

 

3. Parenting  

8. Abuse/  

Trauma  

1. Lo w Family Support RE  

2. (High) Family Conflict GR  

3. (Low) Family Support GR  

1. Educational Strengths GR  

2. Few Vocational/Educ.Prblms. RE  

3. Few Employm./Financ.Prblms. GR  

 

 

6. Relationship  

Quality        

Support  

1. Relationship Support GR  

2. Relationship Conflictual GR  
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4.3 Concurrent Validity 

4.3.1 Criterion Validity: Correlations with Criminal History Indicators 

In this section, Pearson correlations of both assessment instruments against 

selected criminal history and criminological criterion variables (e.g. Age-at-first Arrest) 

are presented. These indicators are taken from the criminal history section of the 

COMPAS Reentry questionnaire. The measures are age-at-first-arrest, number of 

previous arrests (N of Previous Arrests), number of previous returns to prison (N of 

Previous RTP), number of previous arrests for violent felony offense(s) (N of Previous 

Arrests for Violent Felony), and any prior infractions for fighting or threatening inmates 

or staff. 

 

Any Infractions for Fighting are coded ñ1ò if the inmate has any prior bondable or 

non-bondable infractions for fighting or threatening inmates or staff, and it is coded ñ0ò 

otherwise. As a basic rule, these measures are external in the sense that they are not 

included in the COMPAS Reentry scales. Wherever this rule is violated, the respective 

correlation is removed from the table as indicated by ñn.a.ò 

 

Patterns of correlations emerge as illustrated in Tables 4.3.1 and 4.3.2. For 

example, Age-at-first Arrest correlates negatively with the personality scales 

Anger/Hostility (Table 4.3.1) and Criminal Personality (Table 4.3.2). The negative effect 

direction indicates that the younger offenders were at the time of their first arrest the 

more likely they are to score high on these scales. Additionally, women offenders with 

an early onset as reflected by a young age at first arrest are more likely to score high on 

the Gender-Responsive scales Housing, and Employment/Financial Problems, and are 

more likely to have experienced physical or sexual abuse as a child. On the other hand 

they are less likely to have Educational Strengths or high Self-Efficacy.  

 

Moreover, COMPAS Reentry scales measuring different types of criminal 

involvement such as History of Non-Compliance, History of Violence, Prison 

Misconduct, and Gang Affiliation are also significantly related to Age-at-First Arrest. The 

COMPAS Reentry scale Early Onset is also highly correlated with violent crime as 

represented by arrests for violent felonies and infractions for fighting. These results 

comport with findings in developmental research indicating offenders with early onset 

are more likely to have high scores on similar types of personality measures and more 

serious and persistent criminal involvement (Moffitt, 1993).  

 

Interestingly all three parenting scales (Parental Involvement, Problems, and 

Parenting) are also negatively correlated with Age-At-First-Arrest. Thus, if women were 
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rather young when first arrested they seem to have more problems in this domain, 

which may be an indicator for criminal activities or their consequences interfering with 

maternal responsibilities. 

 

An important finding for both instruments is the high number of scales that 

display significant correlations with previous arrests and previous returns to prison. 

These findings clearly support the concurrent validity of both instruments. 

 

The Gender-Responsive scale Anger/Hostility, together with the COMPAS 

Reentry scales Early Onset, Prison Misconduct, Gang Affiliation and Criminal 

Personality appear to constitute relevant risk factors as demonstrated by their significant 

positive correlations with arrests for violent felonies. Infractions for fighting with staff or 

other inmates also reflect violent behaviors is closely related to several scales in both 

assessments. 

 

Overall, the observed relationships between the Gender-Responsive, COMPAS 

Reentry scales and criminal history indicators provide encouraging evidence to support 

criterion-related, concurrent validity of both assessments. 
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Table 4.3.1: Correlations of Gender-Responsive Scales and Criminal History 

Indicators 

Listwise N=718 
Age at 

First Arrest 

N of 
Previous 
Arrests 

a
 

N of 
Previous 
RTPôs 

N of Previous 
Arrests for 

Violent Felony 

Any  
Infractions 
for Fighting 

Housing Safety -.087
*
 -.052 -.103

**
 .019 -.054 

Employment/Financ. Problems -.087
*
 .169

**
 .136

**
 .009 .030 

Educational Strengths .146
**
 -.063 -.038 .039 -.074

*
 

Anger/Hostility -.154
**
 .048 .076

*
 .120

**
 .173

**
 

History of Mental Illness .057 .078
*
 .115

**
 .070 .123

**
 

Depression/Anxiety Symptoms -.066 -.011 .054 .052 .093
*
 

Psychotic Symptoms .013 .004 .016 .060 .042 

Physical/Sexual Abuse as Child -.098
**
 .038 .107

**
 .003 .119

**
 

Physical/Sexual Abuse as Adult .038 .099
**
 .061 -.026 .084

*
 

Relationship Support -.013 -.010 -.031 -.024 -.034 

Relationship Conflictual -.039 .001 .030 -.052 .029 

Parental Involvement -.166
**
 -.128

**
 -.163

**
 -.084

*
 .024 

Parental Problems -.077
*
 -.042 .007 -.050 .036 

Family Support -.060 -.142
**
 -.151

**
 .001 -.035 

Family Conflict .043 .123
**
 .161

**
 -.018 .054 

Self-Esteem (SR) .015 -.051 -.104
**
 -.016 -.078

*
 

Self-Efficacy (SR) .082
*
 -.150

**
 -.142

**
 -.059 -.084

*
 

Relationship Problems (SR) -.049 .087
*
 .124

**
 -.049 .051 

Parenting (SR) -.127
**
 -.086

*
 -.077

*
 -.038 .014 

Physical/Sex. Abuse Child (SR) -.023 .019 .079
*
 -.050 .112

**
 

Physical/Sex. Abuse Adult (SRt) .011 .069 .088
*
 -.032 .091

*
 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level, ** at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  

a = N of 711 due to missing data. SR = Self-Report 
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Table 4.3.2: Correlations of COMPAS Reentry Scales and Criminal History 

Indicators 

Listwise N=718 
Age at First 

Arrest 

N of 

Previous 

Arrests
a
 

N of 

Previous 

RTP 

N of Previous 

Arrests for 

Violent Felony 

Any  

Infractions 

for Fighting 

Early Onset n.a. -.006 -.040 .088
*
 .128

**
 

Criminal Involvement n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. .017 

History of Non-Compliance -.118
**
 n.a. n.a. n.a. .050 

History of Violence -.122
**
 n.a. .120

**
 n.a. n.a. 

Prison Misconduct -.167
**
 .005 .129

**
 .184

**
 n.a. 

Gang Affiliation -.160
**
 -.064 .024 .080

*
 .157

**
 

Housing Problems .052 .107
**
 .108

**
 .030 .044 

Financial Problems -.009 .097
**
 .126

**
 -.015 .041 

Vocational/Educat. Problems -.073 .100
**
 .133

**
 .008 .081

*
 

Life Goals/Aimless -.061 .087
*
 .088

*
 -.023 .100

**
 

Family Crime -.165
**
 .028 .083

*
 -.043 .049 

Low Family Support .026 .160
**
 .174

**
 .001 .013 

Social Isolation -.059 .039 .112
**
 -.025 .095

*
 

Criminal Attitudes .012 -.012 .044 .025 .001 

Low Empathy -.032 .046 .036 .046 .088
*
 

Criminal Personality -.130
**
 .047 .154

**
 .083

*
 .119

**
 

Low Efficacy -.116
**
 .069 .161

**
 -.006 .099

**
 

Substance Abuse -.049 .234
**
 .174

**
 -.035 .056 

Social Environment -.034 .108
**
 .107

**
 .014 .066 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level, ** at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

n.a. = not applicable; scale includes identical or similar item. a = N of 711 due to missing data. 
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4.3.2 Criterion Validity: Correlations with Prison Misconducts 

Another criterion behavior of interest is prison misconduct. At the time of the 

analysis, official data records on prison misconducts for women offenders included in 

the CDCR pilot study were incomplete. For this reason, for the following analysis the 

COMPAS Reentry Subscale Prison Misconducts is used instead. This scale represents 

several relevant behaviors such as infractions for fighting, assaults on staff or inmates, 

disciplinary issues, etc. However, data for this scale are not based on official records 

but were collected as part of the assessment interview at the same point in time with the 

same instrument. The strength of the relationship between the Prison Misconduct scale 

and the other scales may be overestimated due to these measurement effects. Further 

analyses based on external, official records on prison misconducts are needed to arrive 

at final conclusions regarding the concurrent validity of both scale sets. 

 

The current analysis nevertheless provides some preliminary evidence for the 

concurrent validity of the assessments. Pearson Correlations of the Prison Misconduct 

scale with the Gender-Responsive assessment and the COMPAS Reentry assessment 

are presented in Table 4.3.3 and Table 4.3.4 respectively. The findings seem very 

promising. One third (seven) of the Gender-Responsive scales and more than half 

(twelve) of the COMPAS Reentry scales display significant correlations with the Prison 

Misconduct scale. This can be seen as evidence that they are in fact measuring 

important risk factors for behaviors that may lead to infractions in prison. However, the 

strength of the COMPAS Reentry scales in particular may have to do with the fact that 

these scales have been developed based on the same methodology as the Prison 

Misconduct scale, which is used as the criterion behavior of interest for this analysis. 

Correlations with external, official data on prison misconducts must be expected to be 

slightly weaker for both assessments. 



  
 

Northpointe ς Evolving Practice Through Scientific Innovation 39 

 

 

Table 4.3.3: Pearson Correlations of Gender-Responsive Scales  

with Prison Misconducts 

Listwise N=718 Prison Misconduct 

Housing Safety    -.094* 

Employment/Financial Problems   .017 

Educational Strengths   -.051 

Anger/Hostility      .254** 

History of Mental Illness     .147** 

Depression/Anxiety Symptoms     .104** 

Psychotic Symptoms   .064 

Physical/Sexual Abuse as Child     .125** 

Physical/Sexual Abuse as Adult   .030 

Relationship Support -.040 

Relationship Conflictual   .041 

Parental Involvement -.040 

Parental Problems   .038 

Family Support -.037 

Family Conflict   .037 

Self-Esteem (Self-Report) -.043 

Self-Efficacy (Self-Report)   -.101** 

Relationship (Self-Report) .068 

Parenting (Self-Report) .013 

Abused as Child (Self-Report)   .131** 

Abused as Adult (Self-Report) .037 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level, ** at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 4.3.4: Pearson Correlations of COMPAS Reentry Scales  

with Prison Misconducts 

Listwise N=718 Prison Misconducts 

Early Onset   .194** 

Criminal Involvement   .077* 

History of Non-Compliance   .120** 

History of Violence   .262** 

Gang Affiliation   .154** 

Housing Problems .068 

Financial Problems .070 

Vocational/Educational 

Problems 
 .089* 

Life Goals/Aimless   .113** 

Family Crime  .087* 

Low Family Support .020 

Social Isolation   .135** 

Criminal Attitudes .055 

Low Empathy   .110** 

Criminal Personality   .196** 

Low Efficacy   .138** 

Substance Abuse .049 

Social Environment .032 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level, ** at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
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4.3.5 Concurrent Validity: Comparing Risk Prediction Scores 

Finally, the total risk and strength scores of the Gender-Responsive Assessment and 

the COMPAS Reentry risk prediction scales are compared to examine their concurrent 

validity. Table 4.3.5 assesses them regarding their strength of relationship with the 

COMPAS Reentry scale Prison Misconduct. Table 4.3.6 examines the correlation 

between the two assessment instruments based on their risk scores/scales. 

 

The Gender-Responsive Total Score sums up the following scales:  Housing Safety, 

Employment/Financial Problems, Anger/Hostility, History of Mental Illness, 

Depression/Anxiety Symptoms, Psychotic Symptoms, Physical/Sexual Abuse as an 

Adult and Relationship Conflict.  The Gender-Responsive scales  Educational Strengths 

and Family Support are subtracted from this.  This Gender-Responsive total score 

arrives at a correlation of .13 with prison misconducts, while the COMPAS Reentry 

Recidivism Risk Score shows a slightly stronger relationship of .15. Most importantly, 

the COMPAS Reentry Risk of Violence Scale outperforms both prediction scores with a 

correlation of .32 with prison misconducts. The COMPAS Reentry Risk of Violence 

scale includes the COMPAS Reentry History of Violence, History of Non-Compliance, 

and Vocational/Educational Problems scales, together with the offendersô age at their 

first arrest and their age at intake.  
 

Table 4.3.5: Pearson Correlations of Risk and 

Strengths Scores with Prison Misconduct 

Listwise N=694 
 

Prison 

Misconduct 

GR Total Risk Score .137** 

GR Total Strength -.046 

GR Total Score .134** 

RE Recidivism Risk .147** 

RE Risk of Violence6 .316** 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  

 

                                                 
6
 The Risk of Violence Scale includes one item that maybe confounded with behaviors counted as prison 

misconducts ñinfractions for fighting.ò When repeating the analysis by excluding this item, the same strength of 

relationship of .32 was found. 
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Table 4.3.6: Pearson Correlations of Gender-Responsive Risk and 

Strengths Scores with COMPAS Reentry Risk Scales  

 COMPAS 

Recidivism Risk 

COMPAS Risk of 

Violence 

Total Risk .387** .325** 

Total Strength -.324** -.234** 

Total Score .444** .360** 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level, ** at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  

 

4.3.7 Known-Groups Validity: Comparing New Admissions and Parole 
Violators with New Prison Terms  

Table 4.3.7 shows the results from univariate regressions on women offenderôs 

admission status for 17 selected Gender-Responsive scales.7  Table 4.3.8 presents 

comparable regressions for the COMPAS Reentry scales. The coefficient for the 

intercept gives the mean score of each scale in the ñNew Admissionò group. The next 

coefficient gives the mean difference for parole violators with new prison terms relative 

to the ñNew Admissionò group for the respective scale. A t-value of 2.00 or greater 

indicates a significant difference.  

 

The results in Table 4.3.7 indicate that altogether eleven Gender-Responsive 

scales have significant associations with admission status, of these, seven risk scales 

have positive associations and four need scales have negative associations. Compared 

to ñNew Admissions,ò parole violators with new terms have significantly higher mean 

scale scores on the scales Employment/Financial Problems, Anger/Hostility, Mental 

Illness, Depression/Anxiety, Family Conflict, Parenting, and Relationship Problems. All 

these scales measure criminogenic needs and this finding supports the notion that 

parole violators have more, or more serious, criminogenic needs. On the other hand, 

parole violators score significantly lower than new admissions on four scales measuring 

personal strengths or support. These are Parental Involvement, Family Support, Self-

Esteem, and Self-Efficacy, as would be expected. Hence, all significant effects point in 

expected directions and these analyses provide additional support for the concurrent 

validity of the scales.  

 

According to Table 4.3.8, fourteen of nineteen COMPAS Reentry scales are 

significantly related to admission status. Parole violators have significantly higher mean 

                                                 
7
The scales not shown in this Table are capturing concepts equivalent to those presented but based on offender self-

reports. These are Relationship, Parenting (Self-Report), Child Abuse, and Adult Abuse. 
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scale scores on all of these fourteen scales (Criminal Involvement, History of Non-

Compliance, History of Violence, Prison Misconduct, Housing Problems, Financial 

Problems, Vocational/ Educational Problems, Life Goals/Aimless, Family Crime, Low 

Family Support, Criminal Personality, Low Efficacy, Substance Abuse, and Social 

Environment). While some COMPAS Reentry scales capture offender strengths, they 

are scored as risk factors measuring the absence of such strengths, for example as in 

the Low Family Support scale. Therefore, no negative effects are found for the 

COMPAS Reentry scales, parole violators consistently score higher than new 

admissions on all Reentry scales as would be expected. This finding supports the 

concurrent validity of these scales as risk scales. It confirms that they are indeed 

measuringðamongst other thingsð risk for parole violations.  
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Table 4.3.7: Univariable Linear Models Regressing Selected Gender-Responsive 
Scales on Admission Status.  
Scale Parameter Coefficient SE t-value 

Housing (Intercept) 3.03 0.05 60.58 

Safety PV-WNT -0.14 0.09 -1.52 

Employment/ (Intercept) 3.82 0.10 39.01 

Financial Problems PV-WNT 0.81 0.19 4.34 

Educational (Intercept) 1.59 0.06 28.15 

Strengths PV-WNT -0.12 0.11 -1.13 

Anger/ (Intercept) 0.78 0.05 15.54 

Hostility PV-WNT 0.28 0.10 2.93 

History of (Intercept) 1.80 0.09 20.60 

Mental Illness PV-WNT 0.39 0.17 2.34 

Depression/Anxiety (Intercept) 1.62 0.08 19.83 

Symptoms PV-WNT 0.32 0.16 2.03 

Psychotic (Intercept) 0.11 0.02 6.49 

Symptoms PV-WNT 0.03 0.03 1.04 

Physical/Sexual (Intercept) 0.66 0.04 17.70 

AbuseChild PV-WNT 0.09 0.07 1.26 

Physical/Sexual (Intercept) 0.78 0.03 22.38 

AbuseAdult PV-WNT 0.07 0.07 1.00 

Relationship (Intercept) 3.97 0.16 24.37 

Support PV-WNT -0.25 0.31 -0.81 

Relationship (Intercept) 0.79 0.05 15.97 

Conflictual PV-WNT 0.11 0.09 1.16 

Parental (Intercept) 2.14 0.08 27.71 

Involvement PV-WNT -0.37 0.15 -2.51 

Parental (Intercept) 1.21 0.06 19.04 

Problems PV-WNT 0.22 0.12 1.78 

Family (Intercept) 3.38 0.06 53.21 

Support PV-WNT -0.39 0.12 -3.20 

Family (Intercept) 0.30 0.03 11.40 

Conflict PV-WNT 0.17 0.05 3.45 

Self-Esteem (Intercept) 25.49 0.17 146.32 

(Self-Report) PV-WNT -0.76 0.33 -2.30 

Self-Efficacy (Intercept) 43.04 0.27 156.51 

(Self-Report) PV-WNT -2.20 0.52 -4.21 

Parenting (Intercept) 23.28 0.35 66.66 

(Self-Report) PV-WNT 3.09 0.67 4.61 
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Table 4.3.7 contôd  
Scale 

 
Parameter 

 
Coefficient 

 
SE 

 
t-value 

Relationship Problems (Intercept) 9.09 0.15 61.24 

(Self-Report) PV-WNT 0.88 0.28 3.12 

Child Abuse (Intercept) 7.72 0.47 16.57 

(Self-Report) PV-WNT 1.00 0.88 1.14 

Adult Victimization (Intercept) 9.64 0.42 22.81 

(Self-Report) PV-WNT 1.07 0.80 1.34 

PV-WNT= Parole Violator with New Prison Term 
Note: t-values of 2.00 and higher indicate significant mean differences in scale scores (listwise N=718).
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Table 4.3.8: Univariate Linear Models Regressing Each COMPAS Reentry Scale on 
Admission Status. 
Scale Parameter Coefficient SE t-value 

Early (Intercept) 0.47 0.05 9.76 

Onset PV-WNT 0.12 0.09 1.29 

Criminal (Intercept) 6.69 0.12 57.93 

Involvement PV-WNT 2.61 0.22 11.91 

History of (Intercept) 5.48 0.19 29.19 

Non-Compliance PV-WNT 5.49 0.36 15.37 

History of (Intercept) 1.63 0.11 15.03 

Violence PV-WNT 0.56 0.21 2.74 

Prison (Intercept) 0.43 0.06 7.71 

Misconduct PV-WNT 0.68 0.11 6.48 

Gang (Intercept) 0.33 0.04 8.12 

Affilliation PV-WNT 0.10 0.08 1.33 

Housing (Intercept) 2.19 0.10 21.69 

Problems PV-WNT 0.41 0.19 2.14 

Financial (Intercept) 4.38 0.14 31.41 

Problems PV-WNT 1.34 0.26 5.07 

Vocational/Educational (Intercept) 5.53 0.17 32.44 

Problems PV-WNT 1.39 0.32 4.30 

Life Goals/ (Intercept) 2.84 0.12 23.66 

Aimless PV-WNT 0.73 0.23 3.19 

Family (Intercept) 8.37 0.08 102.64 

Crime PV-WNT 0.38 0.15 2.46 

Low Family (Intercept) 2.27 0.06 35.63 

Support PV-WNT 0.41 0.12 3.38 

Social (Intercept) 2.03 0.10 20.33 

Isolation PV-WNT 0.81 0.19 4.26 

Criminal (Intercept) 0.39 0.04 9.45 

Attitude PV-WNT 0.08 0.08 1.06 

Low (Intercept) 4.32 0.13 32.13 

Empathy PV-WNT 0.11 0.26 0.45 

Criminal (Intercept) 12.55 0.38 33.13 

Personality PV-WNT 3.49 0.72 4.85 

Low (Intercept) 5.31 0.26 20.73 

Efficacy PV-WNT 3.24 0.49 6.65 

Substance (Intercept) 6.11 0.16 38.21 

Abuse PV-WNT 0.94 0.30 3.11 

Social (Intercept) 6.98 0.08 87.87 

Environment PV-WNT 0.34 0.15 2.27 

PV-WNT= Parole Violator with New Prison Term 
Note: t-values of 2.00 and higher indicate significant mean differences in scale scores (listwise N=718). 
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4.3.9 Treatment-Relevant Typology for California Female Offenders 

This section of our report addresses preliminary findings in our efforts to develop a 

treatment-relevant classification system for California female offenders. We stress that 

the data being used for this project only became available recently and that while our 

findings (see below) are both interesting and encouraging, we have only conducted 

preliminary classification analyses and the results presented below may be substantially 

modified as we develop a more stable and validated classification system to guide the 

treatment and management needs of California female offenders. 
 
Goals and Performance Requirements of a Treatment-Relevant Classification system 

for Female Offenders 

The concept of an internal treatment-relevant classification system for 

incarcerated prisoners is that it should address ALL of the issues pertaining to the 

management, treatment, housing and supervision of prisoners while incarcerated; and 

should also guide their transition into the community and their continuing services when 

released. These broad goals contain a number of more specific performance 

requirements that have become articulated over the last two decades (Brennan, Wells 

and Alexander 2004).  

 

These performance requirements are briefly outlined as follows: 

 
1. Comprehensive coverage of needs and criminogenic factors: A full coverage 

of critical factors is regarded as exemplary. Partial coverage is hazardous in 

that it will omit factors that may be highly relevant in both explaining and 

treating an offenderôs criminal behavior. A partial perspective that omits key 

factors can be deleterious to the effective case management planning for 

offenders of both genders. 

2. Gender Sensitive Coverage of risk and need factors: The recent efforts to 

include Gender-Sensitive factors in offender assessment (Wright, Salisbury 

and Van Voorhis 2006) represent an important extension of the goal to 

achieve a comprehensive and complete coverage of risk and need factors. 

The present work follows this important trend by including a set of factors 

viewed as being highly relevant for female offenders. 

3. Reliable and Objective assessment of factors:  The history of offender 

assessment has not been exemplary in terms of achieving sufficient 

psychometric reliability of the assessed classification factors. The present 
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efforts thus aim to achieve a high level of measurement reliability for all of the 

factors included in the assessment. 

4. Theory-guided assessment: Theories of anti-social behavior represent our 

best efforts at explaining crime. Thus, current theories offer a set of 

explanatory factors that guide any assessment system. It has often been 

stated that assessments and classifications become scientific to the degree 

that they incorporate current theories into their development. The present 

efforts have endeavored to include a gender-sensitive approach to the 

explanation and prediction of anti-social behavior.  

5. Balancing Ease-of-Use versus Comprehensive Coverage of key factors: A 

perennial challenge in correctional assessment pits the goal of simplicity and 

ease of use against the breadth of coverage of key factors. The decades of 

the 1980ôs and most of the 1990ôs saw most correctional systems incorporate 

extremely brief simplistic assessment and classification systems where the 

main aim was ease-of-use, simplicity and efficiency. These abbreviated 

systems, however, essentially obliterated explanatory power or any guidance 

regarding treatment.  The present effort attempts to balance these two largely 

opposing goals. 

6. Holistic person-centered assessment versus linear models:  An emerging 

theme in the last decade has been a call for assessment and classification 

that does not dehumanize or obliterate the person into an aggregated 

number. Linear models have dominated offender classification for the last 

three decades. However, an emerging trend is to transform classification 

procedures towards holistic person-centered approaches that retain the full 

complexity of the person. This is seen as a key perspective in the recent 

emergence of the literature on female pathways both into, and away from 

criminal behavior.   

7. Validation: An acceptable classification system must achieve several forms of 

validation. These include the stability or robustness of the classes, sufficient 

differentiation between classes and an ability to predict outcome factors not 

used in the construction or definition of the classes. 

8. Clinical Validity and Practical Usefulness: This is defined in terms of practical 

utility in providing clear guidance to staff on how to treat and manage different 

offenders. Essentially, this criterion is dependent on  
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the practical usefulness of the classification in specifying differential treatment 

pathways for the different classes of offenders.        

Results: A Treatment-Relevant Typology 

The findings in this report are preliminary. We discuss mainly the six- and eight-level 
solution. On-going work is examining classifications based on different sub-sets of the 
GR and RE samples.  
 
The six-class solution: The first solution was computed using all variables with the 
exception of Parenting, Gang-Affiliation and Criminal Attitudes. These were removed, 
because too many cases had missing values. The Macintyre-Blashfield procedure 
produced strong replication across the two random samples with a kappa of 0.64 for six 
clusters. 
 
The 8-class solution: The second solution was produced on the same 718 cases that 
were used for the factor analysis of this report. Note that missing values for Parenting 
were imputed. Again half cases were randomly assigned to a hold-out set. Replicating 
the K-Means procedure on each half resulted in a kappa of 0.63 for six clusters. The 
solution can be seen in the diagram below. Where indicated almost the same five type 
structures emerged in both the 6 and 8-class solutions. However, one particular 
segment of the population characterized by high levels of drug use, parenting problems 
and parenting stress provided indicators of type-structures but at the present stage of 
analyses these had not been clearly identified and had provided fairly unstable results in 
different computations. Thus, we regard this typology as provisional and will be 
conducting further refinements to hopefully reach a high stable typology. The overall 
structure is depicted in chart 4.3.5. 
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Chart 4.3.9: Provisional Typology 

LOW RISK     
LOW CRIME

DRUGS            
PARENTING INV       

PARENTIING PROBS

HI CRIME    
DRUGS

HI RISK      
HI CRIME

1 = 12% (112) 6 = 11% (94)3 = 14% (129)4 = 20% (187) 5 = 19% (186) 2 = 10% (103)

1 = 11% (78)8 = 14% 3 = 6% 4 = 10% 7 = 10.5% 6 = 10% (60)2 =  10% (90)5 = 15%

CC = .91

Social exclus ion  
Poverty       

Family conflict

Low crime     
Low risks      

Low parenting

Low crime     
Low risks       

Hi parenting

Multiple 
overlapping risk 
and need factorsUnstable - additional clarifi cations being 

conducted

Drugs and crime  
Abused                 
Angry             

Conflicted rels

A PROVISIONAL RISK/NEEDS TYPOLOGY OF 
CALIFORNIA FEMALE OFFENDERS                                

(TO BE COMPLETED)

 
The following brief descriptions are given to indicate only the central gist of each of 

these types. They will be substantially clarified as we complete needed analysis for this 

classification system. 
 

Higher Crime Patterns 
Pattern 1: High Crime with extreme social marginalization, family conflict and lack of 
support 

 Criminal Involvement: This cluster has high scores for criminal involvement, 

history of non-compliance and history of violence; but they have relatively low scores for 

misconduct. Drug use is above average for this population.  

 Needs: Needs are largely socio-economic and relational. Their housing is poor 

and unsafe, they live in a higher crime area, vocational educational scores are very 

negative and they have money problems at a higher rate than most other types.   Family 

relations are both conflicted and extremely non-supportive. This category is not 

engaged in parenting, there is no evidence of mental illness issues or of child or adult 

abuse.  
 
Pattern 6: High crime, mental health issues, poverty, social exclusion, parenting stress 
and other co-occurring factors 
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 Criminal Involvement: This type has a high criminal involvement and some 

violent history; and a serious history on recurring non-compliance. They have the 

highest score for prison misconduct and also the highest score for substance abuse.  

 Needs: This profile indicates an extreme set of mental health, child and adult 

abuse, very low self-esteem and self-efficacy; poverty, housing problems and extreme 

family conflict. They are also extremely socially isolated and depressed. Additionally, 

these women are fairly highly involved in parenting, but simultaneously report severe 

parenting problems.  
 
Pattern 2: Drugs, non-compliant and some violence. Abused (both as child and adult), 
angry, conflicted relationships and poor support from others. Not parenting. 

 Criminal Involvement: Substance abuse is prominent in this profile. This occurs in 

a context of above average criminal history, substantial non-compliance, some violence, 

juvenile history and a relatively early onset. It may be noted that this group has a 

relatively high score for family criminality and higher than average anti-social 

personality. 

 Needs: This profile is characterized by both childhood abuse and adult 

victimization. Mental illness, anger, conflicted relationships and poor support from 

significant others fill out this profile. These women do not appear to be involved in 

parenting and they do not report parenting problems.  
 

Lower Crime Patterns 
Pattern 5: Low criminal involvement, no clear social, family, financial or emotional 
problems; well behaved while incarcerated; low parenting involvement  

 Criminal Involvement: This group of women has a very low criminal history. They 

fall at the lower end of all the indicators of criminal involvement. There is a lower overall 

criminal involvement, very low history of non-compliance, few indicators of violence and 

almost no indications of any misconduct in prison.  

 Needs: There is a markedly lower set of scores for virtually all of the risk and 

need factors in both inventories for this category. There is no evidence of child or adult 

abuse. Self-esteem and self efficacy are both higher than most other women offenders 

and no indications of mental health, social isolation or other psychological problems. 

Work, finances and housing problems all appear at far lower rates than other types. 

These women may be contrasted to the other ñlow riskò category 8 in that they do not 

have parenting involvement or any parenting stress.  
 
Pattern 8 Low criminal involvement and few risk or need factors; high parenting 
involvement  

 Criminal Involvement: Very low criminal history, low violence, low prison 

misconducts and low substance abuse (essentially the same profile as pattern 5) 
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 Needs: Again, this pattern largely repeats the positive profile that characterizes 

Pattern 5. These women are apparently doing far better than most other women 

offenders on virtually all the need and risk factors. However, it appears that the women 

in this pattern can be differentiated from Pattern 5 on the basis of a marked non-

involvement with parenting and a clear absence of parenting stress. Chart 4.3.6 depicts 

the eight level cluster solution.  

 

 The above chart indicates that a region of the typology has not yet been fully 

established. The three categories 3, 4, and 7 are not described because, as yet, we 

have not established that these actually are stable and robust classes. This will engage 

us on the on-going development of this typology (see below). 
 
On-going tasks with this Classification System 

1. Clarify the stability of Pattern 3, Pattern 4 and Pattern 7: This is currently being 

examined  

2. Refine and clarify the Classification Domain: In these initial approaches we made 

use of the total set of factors in both the Van Voorhis instrument as well as the 

COMPAS RE. There is a good chance that the typology can be made much more 

stable and precise if irrelevant variables and redundant variables can be 

identified and eliminated from the classification domain.  

3. Develop coherent explanations for the processes occurring in each type. The 

above descriptions are only provided as provisional descriptive statements. We 

are only at the beginning stage of developing more coherent and perhaps 

theoretically informed descriptive statements for the final stable set of types. 

4. Develop ñassignment methodsò for routine matching: In any large organization 

the use of classifications requires an efficient method to assign new female 

offenders to their closest type.  With multidimensional or holistic profiles this 

requires a data-based assignment process. A software algorithm will be designed 

to accomplish this task so that mis-classifications are minimized. There will also 

be an ñoutlierò category for those women who do not match any of the final types.  

5. Develop prototype treatment plans for each type: Each type, when finalized and 

validated, will describe a prototypical category of female offenders. These might 

offer a starting point for the development of treatment plans for those women 

who may strongly match the type. Thus, a default or prototypical treatment plan 

should be developed for each of  
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these types. However, we also acknowledge that each individual woman will 

have her own unique differences from these central prototypes and that a second 

stage of treatment planning must involve the individualizing these default plans to 

address the uniqueness of each womanôs situation.   
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Chart 4.3.10: Eight level Solutions ï this figure illustrates the average of each variable in each cluster. The data has 
been normalized to Z-Scores. A bar extending to the left indicates that the cluster has a lower mean input score 
compared to the grand mean for the input. If the bar extends to the right this indicates that the cluster has a higher 
mean input score compared to the grand mean for the input. 
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5. Discussion and Conclusions: Scale Selection based on 
Theoretical and Empirical Considerations 
 

 The COMPAS Re-Entry instrument has been developed for soon to be released 

prison inmates or parolees. It includes standard risk scales such as Criminal 

Involvement, History of Violence, and Substance Abuse as well as several other factors 

that consistently emerged as major risk factor for predicting recidivism in various meta-

analysis studies (Gendreau, Goggin, & Little, 1996; Andrews & Bonta, 1994). Moreover, 

it is specifically tailored to the reentry population by also including scales such as Early 

Onset (of criminal offending), History of Non-Compliance and occurrences of Prison 

Misconduct.   
 

5.1. Essential Risk Factors for a Reentry Assessment 

 
 Criminal Involvement 
 History of Non-Compliance 
 History of Violence 
 Substance Abuse 
 Early Onset  
 Gang Affiliation 
 Prison Misconduct 

 

Most of these measures have been described more closely in section 2.5 of this 

report and a discussion of their relevance need not be repeated here. The findings of 

this report provide considerable support for their relevance when assessing for risk and 

needs of women offenders. The following factors seem particularly critical: 
 

The History of Violence scale has been shown to have the strongest relationship 

with prison misconducts with a correlation coefficient of .32. Prison misconducts can be 

seen as an interim criterion behavior of interest. A risk assessment that can predict this 

criterion may be important in determining security levels in prison. In fact, no individual 

scale of either instrument is as closely correlated with the including factors such as 

number of prior arrest or previous returns to prison. 

 

Criminal Involvement, History of Non-Compliance, and History of Violence 

emerged as the second factor in the combined factor analysis (as described in more 

detail in section 4.2.3 of this report). In that analysis the first and second factors come 

from COMPAS Reentry scales, and jointly explain (20%) of the overall variance 
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amongst all scales (before rotation). This indicates the high relevance of the latent 

concepts captured by these factors i.e. ñEconomic Marginalizationò and ñCriminal 

History,ò for assessing women offenders. 

 

The Substance Abuse, Early Onset, Gang Affiliation, and Prison Misconduct 

scales all display correlations of considerable size with several criminal history 

indicators (as discussed in section 4.3). An excerpt of the respective table is provided 

here for ease of interpretation. Furthermore, all of these risk scales have also been 

shown to have significant correlations with prison misconducts. 

 

Table 5.1: Correlations of COMPAS Reentry Risk Scales and Criminal History 

Indicators 

Listwise N=718 
Age at First 

Arrest 

N of 

Previous 

Arrests 

N of 

Previous 

RTP 

N of Previous 

Arrests for 

Violent Felony 

Any  

Infractions 

for Fighting 

Substance Abuse -.049   .234**   .174** -.035 .056 

Early Onset n.a. -.006 -.040 .088*   .128** 

Gang Affiliation -.160
**
 -.064 .024 .080

*
 .157

**
 

Prison Misconduct   -.167** .005     .129**   .184** n.a. 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level, ** at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
n.a. = not applicable; scale includes identical or similar item. 
 

5.2. Needs Factors as Identified by Combinations of COMPAS Reentry 
and the Gender-Responsive Assessment 

 
The main questions addressed in this report are: 

 
1. How the COMPAS Reentry and the Gender-Responsive assessment 

complement each other?  
2. Does each instrument have something ñuniqueò to contribute and where are 

redundancies that need to be minimized in a combined application?  
 

The factor analyses in chapter 4.3 address these questions. Of particular importance is 

the factor analysis of the combined Gender-Responsive and COMPAS Reentry 

assessment.  These analyses may provide guidance for a potential combined 

application that carefully integrates both assessment instruments. 
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The eight factors discovered when combining scales from both assessments are as 

follows: 
 

1. Economic Marginalization 
2. Criminal History 
3. Parenting 
4. Lack of Empowerment 
5. (Low) Family Support 
6. Relationship Quality 
7. Human Capital 
8. Abuse/Trauma 

 

Economic Marginalization is a well-established risk domain and is included in most 

conventional risk needs assessments. However, it has also been discussed as being of 

particular importance for women in the criminal justice system, many of whom have little 

education or work experience and are therefore vulnerable to economic marginalization 

(Owen & Bloom, 1995; Owen, 1998; Chesney-Lind, 1997; Bloom, 1996). Employment 

problems, more so than educational deficiencies, are even more pronounced among 

women than men (Finn et al. 1999; Motiuk & Blanchette, 2000). Moreover, women are 

often the sole caregiver of their children, which can make their efforts of finding or 

keeping steady employment even more difficult or problematic, considering that they 

have to balance work and family demands. The factor solution revealed that the 

COMPAS Reentry scales Financial Problems, Housing Problems, Social Isolation (and 

to a more limited degree) Vocational Educational Problems8 capture this domain very 

well for women. The Gender-Responsive scales that measure similar concepts such as 

Vocational/Financial Problems or Educational Strength Problems were more relevant for 

describing women that have some strengths in this area as demonstrated by their 

loadings on factor 7  

Human Capital.  

 

Criminal History is one of the strongest predictors of recidivism and has already 

been discussed as a risk factor in the above.  

 

Parenting comprises the scales Parental Involvement and Parental Problems of 

the Gender-Responsive scale set. Parenting constituted the most important factor in the 

GR-specific factor analysis (i.e. in explaining the largest proportion of the overall 

variance amongst its scale set; see Table 4.2.1), and again emerged as one of the more 

important factors when the two assessments were combined. This factor clearly 

                                                 
8
 Please note that the Vocational Educational Problems scale is listed in brackets only. It has a higher loading on 

factor 7 ñHuman Capitalò but is also above .32 for factor 1 and is mentioned here for the purpose of interpretation.  
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constitutes a gender-responsive need that is not adequately tapped by the COMPAS 

Reentry instrument. Therefore these scales make a unique contribution to the 

assessment of women offenders. 

  

Lack of Empowerment: Self-esteem has been related to the notion of 

ñempowermentò in the gender-responsive literature. Empowerment is reflected in the 

belief that oneôs life is under oneôs own power and control. These needs are often cited 

by correctional treatment staff, researchers, and women offenders themselves as critical 

to their desistance (Carp & Schade, 1992; Case & Fasenfest, 2004; Chandler & 

Kassebaum, 1994; Koons, Burrow, Morash, & Bynum, 1997; Morash, Bynam, & Koons, 

1998; Prendergast, Wellisch, & Falkin, 1995; Schram & Morash, 2002). The fourth 

factor ñLack of Empowermentò combines scales from both instruments. It consists of the 

Gender-Responsive scales Self-Efficacy and Self-Esteem (loading negatively indicating 

the absence of these strengths) together with the COMPAS Reentry scale Life 

Goals/Aimless. While the two GR scales seem to represent this concept best, the RE 

scale Life Goals/Aimless seems to be contributing a unique, component of 

disorientation or confusion which seems likely to be accompanying a lack of 

empowerment. All these scales could probably be combined to capture this treatment 

need more accurately.  

 

Low Family Support concerns the role of the family of origin as a source of 

support or conflict for women. Relationship Quality refers to the degree of support or 

conflict a person finds in the relationship with a significant other. The gender-responsive 

literature cites relational theory and its main emphasis on a high importance of good 

relationships for a womenôs growth and development or even her path to maturity (Miller 

1976). Many of womenôs psychological problems on the other hand can be traced back 

to disconnections or dysfunctions within these relationships Bloom, Owen, Covington 

(2003). Low family support is captured by the fifth factor and suggests some 

redundancies between the two assessments. Both family support scales of the Gender-

Responsive and COMPAS Reentry instrument have loadings of similar size. 

Relationship Quality brings together the two scales Relationship Support and 

Relationship Conflict.  

 

High Social Capital refers to a personôs educational and vocational skills as well 

as their labor force experience. Strengths or deficits in this domain can be crucial for 

parole success or failure. The seventh factor ñHigh Social Capitalò captures vocational 

and educational strengths and suggests some redundancies between the two 

assessment instruments. The Employment/ Financial Problems (GR) scale and the 

Vocational Educational (RE) scale have factor loadings of similar size. However, the 
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Financial Problems scale of COMPAS Reentry seems to capture economic 

marginalization a little more clearly by entering into the largest factor 1 of this analysis. 

This factor explained a larger proportion of variance amongst all scales. The question of 

which scale is more suited for assessing women offenders remains open since the 

Gender-Responsive Employment/Financial Problems scale comprises very similar 

items. 

 

Abuse/Trauma: Associations between abuse and mental health issues or 

resulting trauma conditions are fairly well established in the gender responsive literature 

(Bloom, Owen, Covington, 2003; Raeder, 2003). Factor 8 consists of a complex 

conglomerate of Gender-Responsive and Reentry scales that are capturing this need 

domain very well. Factor 8 brings together Child Abuse with various mental health 

issues and on-going Adult Victimization. Unsafe Housing is also related to these issues 

reflecting a home situation with an abusive partner. The COMPAS Reentry scale Family 

Crime measures the degree of criminality in the family of origin. Criminal parents are 

also often abusive or neglectful to their children (Brennan, Breitenbach and Dieterich 

2008 ï in press).  Additionally, criminal personality displays a close relationship with this 

factor and is likely linked to the Family Crime scale and the likely abuse and neglect that 

would characterize the family socialization and parenting given by such parents.  This 

link would support the well known claim that inept parenting is a major factor in the 

emergence of the criminal personality (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990).  
 
Table 5.3.1 provides a summary of the scale selection recommendation. 

 



  
 

Northpointe ς Evolving Practice Through Scientific Innovation 60 

 

 

Table 5.3.1: Recommended Scale Selection Summary 
Domain Scale Name 

Economic Marginalization 1. Financial ProblemsðRE  
2. Housing ProblemsðRE  
3. Social IsolationðRE  
4. Vocational/Educational ProblemsðRE  

Criminal History 5. Criminal InvolvementðRE  
6. History of Non-ComplianceðRE  
7. History of ViolenceðRE  
8. Substance AbuseðRE  
9. Early OnsetðRE  
10. Gang AffiliationðRE  
11. Prison MisconductðRE  

Parenting 12. Parental InvolvementðGR  
13. Parental ProblemsðGR  

Lack of Empowerment 14. Self EfficacyðGR  
15. Self EsteemðGR  
16. Life Goals/AimlessðRE  

(Low) Family Support **Family Support Needs Specification 

Relationship Quality 17. Relationship SupportðGR 
18. Relationship ProblemsðGR  

Human Capital 19. Educational StrengthsðGR 
**Vocation/Education Needs Specification  

Abuse/Trauma 20. Mental IllnessðGR  
21. Criminal PersonalityðRE  
22. Anger HostilityðGR  
23. Child AbuseðGR  
24. DepressionðGR  
25. Adult VictimizationðGR  
26. Psychotic SymptomsðGR  
27. Housing SafetyðGR  
28. Family CrimeðRE  
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5.3 Scales with Immediate Conceptual Overlap 

 
A selection between the scales that are part of both assessments such as 

Vocational Educational Problems or Family Support, based on the information available 
at this point is rather challenging. The factor analysis did not provide sufficient guidance 
for an informed choice between the following scales:  
 

                 Vocational/         
Educational Problems 

Employment/Financial Problems 
Educational Strengths 
 

Low Family Support    Family Support 
Family Conflict 
 

            Low Efficacy Self-Efficacy 
Self-Esteem 
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Table 5.3.2 provides scale reliability as well as concurrent validity indicators as 
they have been presented throughout this report for these ñoverlappingò scales together 
with individual scales that did not seem closely related to any of the factors discussed in 
the above.  Regarding their psychometric properties, all of these ñoverlappingò scales 
are of similar quality.  
 
 Table 5.3.2: Scales with Conceptual Overlap 
  

 
 

Alpha 

Correlates with: 

 
Prison 

Misconducts 

N of 
Previous 
Arrests  

N of 
Previous 

RTP 

Load on same factor:     

Family Conflict (GR) .25  .037   .123**   .161** 

Family Support (GR)9 .73 -.037 -.142** -.151** 

Low Family Support (RE) .60 .020   .160**  .174** 

     

Employment/Financial Problems (GR) .68  .017     .169**   .136** 

Educational Strengths (GR) .68 -.051 -.063  -.038 

Vocational Educational 
Problems(RE)* 

.71    .089*    .100**   .133** 

Financial Problems (RE) .78 .070    .097**   .126** 

     

Low Efficacy (RE) .90 .138** .069   .161** 

Self Efficacy (GR) .88 -.101** -.150** -.142** 

     

Load very low on factor:     

Low Empathy (RE) .72     .110** .046 .036 

Social Environment (RE) .65 .032    .108**    .107** 

     

Criminal Attitudes  .66 .055 -.012 .044 

     

Scales with Immediate Overlap 
within the Gender-Responsive 
Assessment 

    

Relationship Problems (GR) .81 .068  .087*   .124** 

Parenting (GR) .84 .013 -.086* -.077* 

Child Abuse (GR) .96 .131** .019  .079* 

Adult Abuse (GR) .96 .037 .069  .088* 

     
* Included in Risk of Violence scale 

 

                                                 
9
 The GR Family conflict scale is a funny combination of differing things e.g. no contact, conflict, etc. 



  
 

Northpointe ς Evolving Practice Through Scientific Innovation 63 

 

 

5. Future Steps 

The next steps of analysis will focus on the primary issue of what scales will be used 

and why.  Further validation is needed to make final judgments in this regard. As a first 

step, external criterion indicators such as official data on prison misconducts will be 

analyzed to further confirm and corroborate these findings. This step enables a more 

informed selection of scales for inclusion in an institutional score for the classification of 

women inmates. As a second step, recidivism outcome measures will be collected for 

the women in this pilot sample to improve and validate the scale selection of the pre-

release/ community risk score. Based on these additional steps of validation the 

assessment scores can be translated into specific guidelines for prison classification, 

supervision, case-management, and informed treatment referral decisions. 

 

 There are a number of different decisions that can be guided and supported using 

assessment. These decisions vary across decision points in the criminal justice process 

and are affected by the principles and purposes of the agency.  These performance 

requirements were discussed above and are listed here as follows: 
 

¶ Comprehensive coverage of criminogenic and need factors 

¶ Gender sensitive coverage of risk and need factors 

¶ Reliable and objective assessment of factors 

¶ Theory-guided assessment 

¶ Balancing ease-of-use versus comprehensive coverage of key factors 

¶ Holistic person-centered assessment versus linear models 

¶ Risk prediction and validation 

¶ Clinical validity and practical usefulness 

 

In addition to these performance requirements, there are a variety of 

opportunities to continue to analytically explore how to understand and use the data.  

These analytic approaches include:  

 

¶ Linear modeling, 

¶ Factor analysis, 

¶ Pattern recognition, and  

¶ Multi-axial classification 
 

Continuing work is needed to refine the scales sets based on a theoretical and 

empirical understanding of the experiences of women and their crime, both in terms of 

their onset and desistance.  This form of guidance is critical as correctional staff work to 

understand the outcomes of the assessment and make meaningful interpretations to 

inform the Offender Accountability and Rehabilitation Plan.  
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Finally, the results of these analyses should be vetted by practitioners in the field 

working with women.  It will be important to consider the supervision and treatment 

dimensions of the assessment result and ensure the data are collected, reported and 

used in ways that support the work of these staff and the women they serve. 
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