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Executive Summary 

Unified Government/KCK, Department of Community Corrections began implementation of a project that would 
reduce the revocation rate of probationers through the implementation of Evidence-Based Practices.  A cognitive 
thinking program called T.R.A.C.K. (Thinking Rationally and Committing Knowledge), utilizing the Truthought 
curriculum, was implemented in July 2008. Using data through September 2011, the Department sought outcomes 
assessment from external evaluators connected to Park University. 

Our major findings include: 

• 86.8% of probationers who completed TRACK completed probation 13.4% did not.  
• 64.1% of those who participated in the intervention completed probation and 39.4% did not. 
• Those who completed TRACK were three times more likely to be revoked for condition offenses 

rather than new criminal conduct. Those participating in TRACK but not completing were 
conditionally revoked 95.5% of the time. 

• Overall LSI-R scores for successful T.R.A.C.K. participants improved by a mean 4.72 points while 
overall scores for those unsuccessful in T.R.A.C.K. worsened by 1.12 points for a total mean 
difference of 5.84 point or 10.8%. 

• LSI-R Attitudes/Orientation domain score evidenced a mean 26.85 point shift in the desired direction 
(36.15 for successful probationers), supporting the achievement of program objectives. 

• Because the random data of a cohort group contained only open cases, there were no outcome 
measures for the comparison group and thus only limited information comparing those with and 
without the intervention could be determined. 

• Considering pre- and post- scores for the 95 T.R.A.C.K. participants, no statistically significant 
changes can be observed in the How I Think (HIT) questionnaire. 

Major recommendations: 

• No one took longer than 10 1/2 months to successfully complete the program. The program should pay 
special attention to the early warring signs of probationers who stall in the program. 

• Successful T.R.A.C.K. probationers are marginally more successful at addressing substance abuse 
issues.  The program should consider supplemental intervention for those who miss or fail a screening. 

• The program should consider ways in which T.R.A.C.K. materials can address individual differences 
related to type and Severity Level of offense. 

• Program materials related to Companions and Leisure/Recreation LSI-R domains should be enhanced 
or re-evaluated.  Additional incentives or reasons to change these behavioral patterns could further 
increase the likelihood of probationer success. 

• The use of the HIT questionnaire should be re-evaluated.  This may mean a more detailed item analysis 
of HIT, or its replacement or supplement with another measure of cognitive distortion. 

• While it is difficult, we recommend that additional effort be expended to collect post-data from all 
those who successfully complete or fail to complete the program. 

• Collecting LSI-R and H.I.T. data from a matched sample of probationers not in the T.R.A.C.K. 
program (at both their entry into and exit from probation) will allow for stronger future program 
assessments. 

 
The data demonstrate that the T.R.A.C.K. intervention is having a positive effect on the Wyandotte County 
Probationers and should be continued.  Even though T.R.A.C.K. participants appear to represent a more difficult 
than average probation population, the program has demonstrated success in attaining its stated outcomes. 
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Introduction 

For several years Wyandotte County Corrections has pursued the goal of increased public safety 
through improved offender performance, thus reducing the need to revoke offenders on 
community supervision.  Their method uses evidenced-based practices and community 
partnerships to attain their targeted risk reduction.  An analysis of 2006/2007 records by 
Wyandotte County Corrections revealed that the majority of probationers revoked from 
probation have been assessed at an elevated risk for re-offense based due to “erroneous thinking 
patterns.” Using this information, the T.R.A.C.K. program was created for selected probationers 
and in 2011 an external evaluation team was hired to ascertain if this program has been 
successful and should be continued. 

History of T.R.A.C.K. 

The Governor and the 2007 legislature saw the importance of reducing the number of probation 
violations and, in their desire to increase the safety of Kansas communities, passed and signed 
into law Senate Bill 14. Using the 2006/2007 baseline, one of the goals of the legislation was a 
demonstrated program reducing probation revocations by at least 20%. 

In 2008, with funding from this Senate bill provided by the Kansas Department of Corrections, 
the Unified Government of Wyandotte County/Kansas City Kansas, Department of Community 
Corrections began implementing a project that would reduce the revocation rate of probationers 
through Evidence-Based Practices for Corrections. As a result, the T.R.A.C.K. (Thinking 
Rationally and Committing to Knowledge) Program, a cognitive strategy that uses the 
Truthought curriculum, was implemented to reduce probationer revocation by altering 
“erroneous thinking patterns” common to high-risk probationers. The long-term objective of this 
program is to reduce the future prison population, because offenders who don’t alter their 
thought pattern often recidivate and return to jail or prison. T.R.A.C.K. also seeks to reduce the 
number of probation violations. 

In 2004, The U.S. Department of Justice published a document entitled Implementing Evidence-
Based Practice in Community Corrections: the Principles of Effective Intervention with a project 
vision of building learning organizations that reduce recidivism through systematic integration of 
evidence-based principles in collaboration with community and justice partners.  Community 
corrections have suffered from a lack of research identifying proven methods of reducing 
offender recidivism.  However, more recent research has indicated that some programs and 
interventions, when applied to appropriate offenders, can produce sustainable reductions in 
recidivism.  Only a few community supervision agencies were using these effective interventions 
and their related strategies.  The National Institute of Corrections (NIC) and the Crime and 
Justice Institute have collaborated to develop a model for implementing evidence-based practice 
in criminal justice systems.  The evidence-based model adopted by Wyandotte Community 
Corrections highlights eight principles for effective offender intervention: 

1. Assess actuarial risk/needs 
2. Enhance intrinsic motivation 
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3. Target interventions 
4. Skill train with directed practice, that is, use cognitive behavioral treatment methods 
5. Increase positive reinforcement 
6. Engage ongoing support in natural communities 
7. Measure relevant processes/practices 
8. Provide measurement feedback. 
 

In the Annual Report submitted in January 2011, Acting Secretary of the Kansas Department of 
Corrections, Keven Pellant, reported on the Statewide Risk Reduction Initiative for Fiscal Year 
2011 of Kansas Community Corrections (Appendix A).  She stated that, although there was an 
increase in revocations and a slight decrease in successful completions, there is overall 
improvement from the FY2006 baseline revocations rate with successful completions increasing 
28.1% and revocations decreasing 8.6%.  She attributed the success to collaboration among 
local, state, and national partners and to the implementation of evidence-based practices.   

Specifically the Unified Government/KCK Department of Community Corrections reported it 
has continued to transition from a focus on probation compliance to one of risk reduction by 
incorporating successful aspects of the current program to establish quality assurance measures 
ensuring that the department is responsive to the needs of probationers, staff, and the public.  In-
house resources include Offender Workforce Development Services, GED/education vouchers, 
drug courts, urine analysis screening, substance abuse assessments, treatment vouchers and 
cognitive-based skills training. (Kansas Department of Corrections, Annual Reports for June 
2011 and June 2010) 

After over three years of program operation and data collection, the Unified Government of 
Wyandotte County/Kansas City Kansas, Department of Community Corrections sought the 
services of external evaluators with criminal justice and corrections knowledge to evaluate the 
outcomes of the T.R.A.C.K. Program. Park University was selected to provide the external 
evaluation with Dr. Carol P. Getty, Professor Emeritus of Criminal Justice and Dr. Kevin Payne, 
Assistant Professor of Sociology and Program Coordinator for the Sociology, serving as Project 
Supervisor and Principle Investigator and as Statistician and Technical advisor, respectively, for 
the project.  

Dr. Getty was an Associate Professor of Criminal Justice Administration at Park University for 
14 years before being honored with the Professor Emeritus status. Dr. Getty has a distinguished 
background in corrections including her service as Commissioner for 13 years and Chair of the 
United States Parole Commission for one-and-a-half years (both Presidential appointments). 
Additionally, Dr. Getty served as Vice-Chair and member of the Arizona Board of Pardon and 
Paroles (Gubernatorial Appointment) for five years. 

Dr. Payne has taught almost 100 courses in statistics, research methodology, and program and 
policy analysis at the undergraduate and graduate levels since 1997. He has consulted on dozens 
of research projects across a wide variety of applied fields. His policy evaluation work includes 
designing a study and directing a team who collected data from offenders and then evaluated the 
State of Missouri Department of Corrections "Missouri Re-entry Program" intended to reduce 
recidivism. He is currently the Founder and CEO of a new research technology firm: DART 
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Research, Inc.  DART Research (www.ourDART.com) has developed a complete web and 
mobile platform for organizations and consumers turning human data into better decisions.  Their 
flexible platform offers one solution for surveys, forms, tests, training, monitoring, location-
aware apps, and much more.  They provide the necessary resources to collect the right data from 
the right people, extract the right insights, and support the right real-time decisions. (More 
complete vitas are attached in Appendix B) 

The evaluators have conducted an outcomes assessment to determine whether application of the 
T.R.A.C.K. intervention has impacted the risk level of probationers, reduced the number of 
revocations, or increased the number of successful probation completions. This assessment was 
accomplished by the direct examination of pre-specified outcomes measures for those 
probationers who have received the T.R.A.C.K intervention as compared to a cohort group of 
like probationers not receiving the intervention. Data was received for probationers from July 
2008 through September 2011. Three groups of probationers (probationers who successfully 
completed T.R.A.C.K program, those who were unsuccessful, and those who were unsuccessful 
but terminated by the court) have been compared using pre- and post- scores on two 
measurement instruments.  Data for a cohort group was obtained, but these cases were open; 
thus, outcome measures were unavailable.  Data from the T.R.A.C.K program was supplied by 
the Wyandotte County Community Corrections Department whereas the cohort group data was 
supplied by the Kansas Department of Corrections.   

As proposed in the contract between Park University and Wyandotte County, this formal report 
provides answers to the following questions: 

1. At what rate did probationers who completed/participated in the T.R.A.C.K. 
intervention successfully complete probation? 

 
2. At what rate did probationers who completed/participated in the T.R.A.C.K. 

intervention get revoked from probation? 
 
3. Did the revoked probationers who completed/participated in the T.R.A.C.K. 

intervention get revoked for conditional or new offense violations? How does this 
compare to those who did not receive the intervention? 

 
4. At what rate did the application of the T.R.A.C.K. intervention affect the risk level of 

the probation as gauged by the LSI-R risk assessment tool?  
 
5. How has the application of the intervention affected the “way” the probationers think 

as gauged through the HIT (How I Think) questionnaire? 
 

T.R.A.C.K. is an acronym created by the Unified Government of Wyandotte County, Kansas 
City, Kansas, Department of Community Corrections that stands for “Thinking Rationally and 
Committing to Knowledge.”  This is a cognitive behavioral treatment program for adult 
probationers using the Truthought curriculum for corrective thinking.  This program was chosen 
by Crystal Sprague, Administrator of Criminal Justice Programming, and Sara Toms, TCTP, 
Program Facilitator, because it is an evidence-based instructional curriculum that allows for 
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implementation at different levels of programming; it is intended to address thinking errors and 
teach responsible decision making skills. 

After being trained and certified in the Truthought curriculum, Ms. Toms developed the 
T.R.A.C.K program by selecting appropriate parts of the standard Truthought curriculum. Her 
design is a 14 week program which does not use a workbook.  Examples of the weekly subjects 
include: “Closed Thinking,” “Instant Gratification,” and “Possessive Attitude” (see Appendix C 
for Charting a New Course – Truthought). 

The Truthought Course draws on work of Dr. Stanton F. Samenow in applying Corrective 
Thinking process to instill positive behavioral changes. The process is based on the recognition 
that an individual develops positive and negative behavioral patterns to explain, support, and 
validate the worldview of the individual.  Rogie Spon wrote Blueprint for Change to assist 
individuals in affecting the change.  “Truthought’s programs, tools, and techniques are effective 
for prevention and intervention and have tremendous potential for reaching and influencing 
behavior changes in the most ‘at risk’ populations as well as the ‘minimally irresponsible’ 
persons in our schools, our businesses, and our wider communities (pp. 1-2).”  The course 
summary which Ms. Toms completed is included in Appendix C.  After being trained and 
certified in Truthought Ms. Toms developed the 14 week program by pulling out material which 
would be relevant to the Wyandotte County Probation population and also determined an 
appropriate time frame.  

Drs. Yochelson and Samenow have studied the cognitive styles of criminals to look for patterns 
in how they process information and have concluded that criminals are master manipulators, 
compulsive liars, and people in control of their own behavior. These researchers further claim 
that their critical thinking is consistent but erroneous and irresponsible. A serious discrepancy 
exists between a criminal’s view of reality and those of society generally. Rehabilitation is re-
teaching someone to do something; habilitation is teaching for the first time. For Dr. Samenow 
and others, the problem for criminals is that their errors in thinking were developed early in life 
so that they have no positive, constructive state to return to. Criminals must first be habilitated, 
that is learn to change the erroneous thinking patterns they learned early in life. Preemptive 
thinking is necessary for criminals to exist in society responsibly.  (Genre) 

Probationers are referred to the program by their probation officer (PO), the Violations Review 
Panel, or the court.  Ms. Toms uses a screening tool, the “How I Think” (H.I.T.) questionnaire, to 
look for evidence of cognitive distortions.  It is not, however, the deciding factor for 
recommendation into the program.  She also uses “Level of Service Inventory-Revised” (LSI-R) 
scores and input from the PO and the panel. The T.R.A.C.K. referral form can be found as 
Appendix D.   

The T.R.A.C.K. program can be used as intervention or to fulfill cognitive/life intervention 
skills/Street Smarts orders of probation.  Class size is limited to eight participants, and all 14 
classes from start to finish are mandatory for successful class completion.  The T.R.A.C.K. 
program of conduct includes: respecting staff and other group members at all times, reporting on 
time, remaining in the group for the entire session once the class has started, maintaining 
confidentiality with information shared in the group, being honest, and making reasonable effort 
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to participated in group discussions and/or activities. To reiterate, Wyandotte County 
Community Corrections has implemented the eight evidence-based principles for effective 
interventions Evidence-Based Practice Practices (EBP), because scientific learning is impossible 
without evidence. “Community corrections will only develop into a science as it increases 
commitment to measurable outcomes.”   

The T.R.A.C.K. program originally planned to operate two groups: intensive and regular.  
However, the intensive course was dropped because of staffing problems.  The researchers 
looked at all the data provided for T.R.A.C.K. probationers and used relevant data for their 
evaluation.  Then, using the Department of Corrections database, a similar group of probationers 
who had not received T.R.A.C.K were identified.  Unfortunately the non T.R.A.C.K. 
probationers were all open cases, and were therefore without outcome measures.  Thus, the 
comparisons between T.R.A.C.K. participants and non-T.R.A.C.K. participants were not as 
robust as those between those who did and did not successfully complete the T.R.A.C.K. 
program. 

The state of Kansas was congratulated in a Pew Center Report on the States entitled One in 31 
for Senate Bill 14 which provided $4 million annually in performance based grants to 
community corrections programs that increased probationer and parolee success rates by 20%.  
Kansas was facing a spike in prison population and high rates of failure by community-based 
offenders. The legislature had recognized that about two thirds of all prison admissions were 
probation and parole rule-breakers and that more than half of the violators needed substance 
abuse or mental health treatment.  As stated in the Pew Center report, Kansas supports efforts to 
train supervision staff in evidence-based practices for effectively managing offenders in the 
community. 

This reports further acknowledges that the state’s prison population has dropped 3.6% between 
midyear 2007 and year end 2008 with the primary contributor to the drop being a 7% reduction 
in  FY2008 of the number of probationers sent to prison for conditional violations; this had been 
the top source of prison admissions in FY 2007.  The report cautions that, though the tight 
budgets and the recent legislative sentencing enhancements could derail the progress, reforms 
and incentives that served to reduce the prison population put Kansas on stable footing. 

It is important to note a few highlights of the One in 31 report.  For the past 20 years, corrections 
has been the second largest share of state budgets, second only to Medicaid.  State corrections 
costs are over $50 billion annually and consume one in every 15 discretionary dollars.  The rise 
in corrections expenditures was a result of state policy choices that sent more people to prison 
and kept them there until the prison population reached 2.3 million — a 500% increase in the last 
30 years.  

However, most non-correctional professionals do not realize that the largest growth in the 
criminal justice system is in probation and parole. Over 5 million people are now on probation or 
parole, which is one in every 45 adults. If one counts prison and jail population on any given 
day, then 1 in every 31 adults is under correctional control.  While crimes have increasingly been 
federalized primarily due to wars on drugs and terrorism, the bulk of correctional expenditures 
remain with the states. In Kansas 1 in every 53 adults is under correctional control while in 
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Missouri the numbers are 1 in 36.  Nationally one in every 11 young African American males is 
under correctional control. See Appendix E for more information about Kansas. (Pew Center 
Study on the States) 

 

Methods 

Data was obtained from Sara Toms, T.R.A.C.K. Program Director, from 94 probationers who 
successfully completed the 14-week program and 58 who were unsuccessful between 15 July 
2008 and 21 September 2001.  Data were obtained from Crystal Sprague through the Kansas 
Department of Corrections of a randomly selected group of males in the Community Corrections 
System. As previously stated, probationers who experienced the program had been referred by 
Probation Officer, Violation Review Panels, and the court.  Ms. Toms screens these referrals 
using the “How I Think” questionnaire, (H.I.T.), “Level of Service Inventory – Revised” (LSI-
R), and referral recommendations. Participants in T.R.A.C.K were administered pre- and post- 
LSI-R inventories.  All participants also have pre-measures for the H.I.T. and most successful 
completers have post H.I.T. measures, as well. 

H.I.T is the primary method used to measure cognitive change.  H.I.T. is a 54-item measure that 
can be administered to individuals or groups; it typically requires 5 - 15 minutes to complete and 
requires a fourth grade reading level.  Scoring is by assigning numbers to responses for each item 
according to a six point Likert-type scale. Instructions may be chosen for a determined time 
span. For example: “Is it fair to say that this statement describes my thinking during the last six 
months, two weeks, one month?” H.I.T. measures four attitudinal dimensions: “Self-centered,” 
“Blaming Others,” “Minimizing/Mislabeling,” and “Assuming the Worst.”  Examples of 
prompts include: “Sometimes you have to get what you want,” or “everyone has the right to be 
happy.” 

The LSI-R is a quantitative survey of offender attributes and offender situations relevant to 
making decisions about levels of supervision and treatment. “The LSI-R is a validated risk/need 
assessment tool which identifies problem areas in an offender’s life and predicts his/her risk of 
recidivism.  The 10 LSI-R domains include: “Criminal History,” “Education/Employment,” 
“Financial,” “Family/Marital,” “Accommodation,” “Leisure/Recreation,” “Companions,” 
“Alcohol/Drug Problem,” “Emotional/Personal,” and “Attitudes/Orientation” (Level of Service 
Inventory – Revised).  The instrument can be used in assessing allocation of resources, helping 
make probation and placement decisions, making appropriate security and level classifications, 
and assessing treatment progress.  Probation officers and correctional staff in facilities complete 
the semi-structured interview (Assessment.com).  According to the T.R.A.C.K Program Guide, 
students entering the 14-week group program must be on supervision level 2 or 3, meaning they 
must be employed or full-time students or a combination and have an elevated LSI-R score in the 
Attitudes/Orientation, Criminal History, Companions, and Leisure/Recreation domains.  Other 
high-risk domains must have been previously addressed.  (See Appendix F for further 
explanation of LSI-R.) 
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In an article comparing actuarial instruments on risk assessment, Dr. Charles Webster 
summarized the Psychopathy Check List – Revised (LSI-R) by saying research has shown that 
the 20 item rating scale is a relatively good predictor of violence across diverse populations.  He 
further stated that the Level of Service Inventory (LSI-R) has been validated for use with adult 
male and female correctional offenders.  

“Meta-analytic techniques were used to determine which predictor domains and actuarial 
assessment instruments were the best predictors of adult offender recidivism. One hundred and 
thirty-one studies produce 1,141 correlations with recidivism.  The strongest predictor domains 
were criminogenic needs, criminal history/history of antisocial behavior, social achievement, 
age/gender/race, and family factors.  Less robust predictors included intellectual functioning, 
personal distress factors, and socioeconomic status in the family origin.  Dynamic predictor 
domains performed at least as well as static domains.  The LSI-R was identified as the most 
useful actuarial measure (Gendreau, et al.).” 

 

Results 

The researchers received data for 152 probationers participating in the TRACK program from 
July 2008 to September 2011. The data consisted of demographics (such as race/ethnicity, age, 
education level, marital status), criminal history (number of charges, type of crime, severity of 
offense), probation conditions (supervision level, fines, community service), assessments (H.I.T. 
and LSI-R), drug test results, and program and probation outcomes. 

As is customary, Dr. Payne cleaned the data: integrating multiple data sources, coding variables, 
and preparing it for analysis.  He also constructed several additional variables by scaling or 
calculating difference scores.  Our results focus on answering the five questions set forth in our 
contract, which we supplement with addition recommendations from the data.  To accomplish 
this, we calculated well-accepted descriptive statistics, measures of association, and measures of 
statistical significance.  In all cases, we calculated several measures to confirm each conclusion.  
However, for clarity, our custom is to report the simplest and most commonly accepted 
technique that substantiates each point. 

The first three questions in the contract between Park University and Wyandotte County are as 
follows.  

1. At what rate did probationers who completed/participated in the T.R.A.C.K. 
intervention successfully complete probation? 

2. At what rate did probationers who completed/participated in the T.R.A.C.K. 
intervention get revoked from probation? 

3. Did the revoked probationers who completed/participated in the T.R.A.C.K. 
intervention get revoked for conditional or new offense violations? How does this 
compare to those who did not receive the intervention? 
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Chi-squared and Cramer’s V were calculated for the 152 cases. Chi-squared is a common 
statistical method used to measure the goodness of fit between the observed distribution and the 
theoretical distribution one would expect if there were no relation between the variables.  
Cramer’s V is derived from Chi-squared and estimates the degree of association between two 
nominal variables.  As with most coefficients of association (such as Pearson’s r), it is scaled 
between zero and one with 0 indicating no agreement and 1 indicating perfect agreement.  The 
square of Cramer’s V can be interpreted as a measure of associated variance explained (see 
Figure 1). 

	  
Probation	  completion	  

	   	   	   	  TRACK	  
completion	   open	  

revoked-‐
felony	  

revoked-‐
condition	  

court	  
closed	   successful	  

Grand	  
Total	  

	  unsuccessful	   15	   2	   25	   2	   1	   45	   29.6%	  

expected	  	  	  	  	  	   14.8	   1.2	   9.5	   3.3	   16.3	   	  	  
	  difference	  	  	  	  	  	   0.2	   0.8	   15.5	   -‐1.3	   -‐15.3	   	  	  
	  administrative	   1	   0	   0	   2	   10	   13	   8.6%	  

expected	  	  	  	  	  	   4.3	   0.3	   2.7	   0.9	   4.7	   	  	  
	  difference	  	  	  	  	  	   -‐3.3	   -‐0.3	   -‐2.7	   1.1	   5.3	   	  	  
	  successful	   34	   2	   7	   7	   44	   94	   61.8%	  

expected	  	  	  	  	  	   30.9	   2.5	   19.8	   6.8	   34.0	   	  	  
	  difference	  	  	  	  	  	   3.1	   -‐0.5	   -‐12.8	   0.2	   10.0	   	  	  
	  

	  
	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

	  Grand	  Total	   50	   4	   32	   11	   55	   152	  
	  

	  
	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

	  

	  
32.9%	   2.6%	   21.1%	   7.2%	   36.2%	  

	   	  

	   	   	   	   	   	  
Chi2	  =	  	   65.18	  

	   	   	   	   	   	  
p<	  	   0.0000	  

	   	   	   	   	   	  
V	  =	  	   0.4631	  

Figure	  1:	  T.R.A.C.K.	  Outcomes	  by	  Probation	  Success	   V2	  =	  	   0.2144	  
	  

Of the 152 total cases, 94 or 61.8% were successful in the program by T.R.A.C.K standards, 45 
(19.6%) were unsuccessful, and 13 (8.6%) did not complete the program due to administrative 
termination by the court — the latter are counted as program successes.   Thus, 70.4% of those in 
the TRACK program are classified as having successful T.R.A.C.K. outcomes. 

Of the 152 T.R.A.C.K. participants in our data set, 102 of these had already reached the 
completion of their probation period.  According to these probation outcome measures, 36 
(23.7%) of those in the T.R.A.C.K. program had their probation revoked, 11 (7.2%) were court 
closed, and 55 (36.2%) successfully completed their terms of probation.  Fifty (32.9%) were still 
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open at the time these data were collected.   Of those who were unsuccessful and revoked only 
two had new felony convictions whereas 25 were revoked for violating the terms and conditions 
of probation, two were closed by the court, and one was unsuccessful in the TRACK program 
but successfully completed probation. 

From the 102 cases whose probation had been resolved, we can also use the distribution of the 
resolved probation cases to hazard a projection regarding the probation outcomes of the 
remaining 50 open cases.  Following the same proportions established among those already 
completing probation, we would project that 24.9 of those successfully completing T.R.A.C.K. 
will also successfully complete their terms of probation, 4 will be court closed, and the 
remaining 4 will have their probation revoked due to a probation violation.  Of those who failed 
to complete the T.R.A.C.K. program, 1 will likely be court closed, 1 will probably violate 
probation due to a new offense, and the remainder stands to have their probations revoked due to 
condition violations.  There is a 3.33% chance that one of these 15 will successfully complete 
probation.  The 1 probationer administratively withdrawn from the T.R.A.C.K. program has an 
83.33% chance of successfully completing probation (see Figure 2). 

 

	  
Probation	  completion	  

	   	   	  TRACK	  
completion	  

revoked-‐
felony	  

revoked-‐
condition	  

court	  
closed	   successful	  

Grand	  
Total	  

	  unsuccessful	   3.0	   37.5	   3.0	   1.5	   45	  
	  expected	  	  	  	  	  	   1.8	   14.3	   4.8	   24.1	   	  	  
	  difference	  	  	  	  	  	   1.2	   23.2	   -‐1.8	   -‐22.6	   	  	  
	  administrative	   0.0	   0.0	   2.2	   10.8	   13	  
	  expected	  	  	  	  	  	   0.5	   4.1	   1.4	   7.0	   	  	  
	  difference	  	  	  	  	  	   -‐0.5	   -‐4.1	   0.8	   3.9	   	  	  
	  successful	   3.1	   11.0	   11.0	   68.9	   94	  
	  expected	  	  	  	  	  	   3.8	   30.0	   10.0	   50.3	   	  	  

	  difference	  	  	  	  	  	   -‐0.7	   -‐19.0	   1.0	   18.7	   	  	  
	  

	  
	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

	  Grand	  Total	   6.1	   48.5	   16.1	   81.3	   152	  
	  

	  
	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

	  

	  
4.0%	   31.9%	   10.6%	   53.5%	  

	   	  All	  T.R.A.C.K.	   35.9%	   64.1%	   Chi2	  =	  	   86.43	  
Successful	  T.R.A.C.K.	   15.0%	   85.0%	   p<	  	   0.0000	  

Successful	  +	  
Withdrawn	  	  
T.R.A.C.K.	   13.2%	   86.8%	   V	  =	  	   0.5332	  

Figure	  2:	  T.R.A.C.K.	  Projected	  Probation	  Success	   V2	  =	  	   0.2843	  
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Altogether, once the remaining 50 open T.R.A.C.K. probation cases in this set are resolved, we 
would expect about 81 to successfully complete probation and 16 to be closed by the court — for 
a total probation success rate of about 64% for all T.R.A.C.K. program participants, and an 85% 
probation success rate for those who have also completed the T.R.A.C.K. program.  If we add the 
court-closed cases to the successes, then we would expect almost 87% of those exposed to some 
or all of the T.R.A.C.K. program (even if unsuccessful) to avoid having their probations revoked. 

 

 

Figure	  3:	  Probation	  Results	  by	  Actual	  T.R.A.C.K.	  Outcomes	  

The relations in these data are clear: Those who succeed in the T.R.A.C.K. program are 
overwhelmingly more likely to succeed in completing their probations, while we would expect 
only about 13% of T.R.A.C.K. success stories to have their probations revoked.  Conversely, 
only about 3% of those who are unsuccessful in the T.R.A.C.K. program successfully complete 
probation, while we would expect about 90% of these to eventually have their probations 
revoked for condition violations or for new felony convictions.  We emphasize that success in 
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the T.R.A.C.K program associates with 28.4% of the total variance in successful probation 
outcomes.  This is an exceptionally large proportion in this area of research. 

While these patterns are encouraging, it is important to note that these results are associations 
and there could be at least two major factors at work.  First, the program demonstrates a 
beneficial effect on the majority of participants.  And second, there is a selection bias toward 
selecting individuals into the program who are already likely to succeed on probation.  We will 
return to this second possibility, below. 

The analysis thus far answers Questions 1, 2, and the first part of 3: (1.) Probationers who 
completed or participated in the T.R.A.C.K. intervention successfully completed probation at the 
rates of about 86.8% and 64.1%, respectively.  (2.) The compliment is that probationers who 
completed or participated in the T.R.A.C.K. intervention got revoked from probation at the rates 
of about 13.2% and 35.9%, respectively.  (3.) Revoked probationers who completed the 
T.R.A.C.K. intervention were revoked for conditional violations by a 3-to-1 margin over new 
offense violations (although we project that only about 14 total revocations will occur for 107 
successful T.R.A.C.K. completions).  Revoked probationers who only participated in (but did not 
successfully complete) the T.R.A.C.K. intervention were revoked for conditional violations 
92.5% of the time, compared with only 3 projected new violation revocations of the 152 cases 
(or 2 actual new violations of the 102 who have already reached some probation resolution). 

Unfortunately, the second part of Question 3 (“How does this compare to those who did not 
receive the intervention?”) cannot be answered from the data presented.  We did receive data for 
a comparison set of 155 probationers, but they were all currently open cases and so we had no 
outcome variables to assess.  We did have access to a number of demographic and offense-
related variables for both groups. So, in lieu of our preferred course of analysis, we compared 
those in the T.R.A.C.K. program with probationers not in the program on those variables we had 
available. 

Figure 4 summarizes these results.  We identified 14 variables of interest for both the T.R.A.C.K. 
participants and the regular probationers.  Seven were demographic characteristics: gender, race, 
ethnicity, age, educational level, substance abuse history, and marital status.  Eight were offense 
characteristics: length of intervention, number of charges, offense level, person crime, drug 
crime, severity level of offense, and supervision type.  Data were not present for the non-
T.R.A.C.K. probationers for two of the offense characteristics (length of intervention and 
supervision type), so only the within-T.R.A.C.K. comparison could be made. 

The figure presents a basic descriptive summary and two types of statistical significance test for 
each variable.  Descriptive data includes sample size (Valid N), mean, and standard deviation, as 
well as a five-number summary (minimum, value at the 25th percentile, median, value at the 75th 
percentile, and maximum).  Taken in order, the five-number summary is a thumbnail of the 
overall distribution for each. 

Additionally, two-sample t-tests were calculated comparing those within T.R.A.C.K. to those not 
in the program.  “Student’s t-distribution” approaches the normal distribution as sample size 
increases.  This is a standard test of significance for smaller sample sizes.  However, an 
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inspection of the table reveals that normality is a questionable for many of these variables.  
Therefore, we also calculated the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test for the between groups (in 
T.R.A.C.K. vs. out of T.R.A.C.K.) and within groups (successful T.R.A.C.K vs. unsuccessful 
T.R.A.C.K.) conditions.  For this within group test we applied a more stringent standard: 
“successful” was defined as only those who had completed all 14 weeks of the program.  The K-
S test is one of the most robust and commonly used nonparametric tests of statistical 
significance. 

Several of these variables are dichotomous (binary or two-valued) and the mean can be 
interpreted as a proportion for gender, ethnicity, substance abuse history, offense level, person 
crime, drug crime, and supervision type. 

First, we compare those in the T.R.A.C.K. program to those who are not.  According to the t-test, 
six variables identify sample differences significant at p < 0.05: race, ethnicity, substance abuse 
history, number of charges, offense level, and severity level of offense.  Educational level does 
not quite attain statistical significance (p = 0.064), but probably would, given a larger sample 
size.  The between groups K-S test confirms significance on only three of these variables: race, 
number of charges, and severity level of offense. 

Race: We = 0, Asian = 1, American Indian = 2, and Black = 3.  There is only one Asian and one 
American Indian in these data, so the important difference is between the White and Black-
identified probationers.  Blacks are the majority in both groups, however, they make up an 
appreciably greater proportion of those in the T.R.A.C.K. program, including over 75% of the 
“unsuccessful” T.R.A.C.K. group. 

Ethnicity: Non-Hispanic = 0, Hispanic = 1.  Hispanics comprised only 3% of the T.R.A.C.K. 
sample (4% of the “successful” sub-sample and 2% of the “unsuccessfuls”), but they comprised 
12% of the non-T.R.A.C.K. sample. 

Substance Abuse History: No documented substance abuse history = 0, documented substance 
abuse history = 1.  68% of the T.R.A.C.K. sample (63% of those successful vs. 76% of those 
unsuccessful) had a documented substance abuse history.  In contrast, only 55% of the non-
T.R.A.C.K. sample had a history of substance abuse. 

Number of Charges: Over 75% of the non-T.R.A.C.K. sample had only one charge.  In fact, the 
mean number of charges for this group was only 1.05 and the high number of charges was only 
3.  Over 25% of the T.R.A.C.K. group had at least 2 charges, their mean was 1.36, and their high 
was 4. 

Offense Level: All participants in the T.R.A.C.K. sample had at least one felony charge, while 
3% of the non-T.R.A.C.K. sample only had misdemeanor convictions.  By the t-test, this is only 
significant at p = 0.045 and it is as far from significant as one can get by the K-S test (p = 
1.000). 

  



Figure	  4:	  Demographic	  Group	  Comparisons
Valid	  N Mean Std	  Dev Min 25th	  % Med 75th	  % Max t-‐test K-‐S	  test

Gender 307 0.18 0.38 0 0 0 0 1 -‐0.976 0.0425
In	  TRACK 152 0.20 0.40 0 0 0 0 1 0.330 0.999

successful 94 0.23 0.43 0 0 0 0 1
unsuccessful 58 0.14 0.35 0 0 0 0 1 301.0 0.0961

Not	  in	  TRACK 155 0.15 0.36 0 0 0 0 1 0.895
Race 307 1.98 1.42 0 0 3 3 3 -‐2.894 0.1563

In	  TRACK 152 2.22 1.32 0 0 3 3 3 0.004 0.047
successful 94 2.15 1.35 0 0 3 3 3
unsuccessful 58 2.33 1.26 0 3 3 3 3 302.2 0.0631

Not	  in	  TRACK 155 1.75 1.48 0 0 3 3 3 0.999
Hispanic 307 0.07 0.26 0 0 0 0 1 2.810 0.0832

In	  TRACK 152 0.03 0.18 0 0 0 0 1 0.005 0.662
successful 94 0.04 0.20 0 0 0 0 1
unsuccessful 58 0.02 0.13 0 0 0 0 1 242.1 0.0253

Not	  in	  TRACK 155 0.12 0.32 0 0 0 0 1 1.000
Age 307 33.42 10.61 18.62 24.32 31.53 40.34 73.23 0.114 0.0880

In	  TRACK 152 33.35 10.61 19.36 24.23 30.62 41.11 67.89 0.909 0.592
successful 94 33.55 10.12 19.36 25.42 31.34 40.30 67.89
unsuccessful 58 33.01 11.44 19.56 23.22 29.32 43.53 65.54 304.9 0.1401

Not	  in	  TRACK 155 33.49 10.66 18.62 24.57 32.08 39.85 73.23 0.433
Length	  of	  Intervention 152 148.08 101.21 28 96 116.5 161.75 690

In	  TRACK 152 148.08 101.21 28 96 116.5 161.75 690
successful 94 133.80 51.84 63 98 117 148 316
unsuccessful 58 171.22 147.89 28 79.25 116.5 176.25 690 0.3089

Not	  in	  TRACK 0 – – – – – – – 0.002
Substance	  Abuse	  History 293 0.61 0.49 0 0 1 1 1 -‐2.246 0.1271

In	  TRACK 146 0.68 0.47 0 0 1 1 1 0.025 0.188
successful 88 0.63 0.49 0 0 1 1 1
unsuccessful 58 0.76 0.43 0 1 1 1 1 290.1 0.1336

Not	  in	  TRACK 147 0.55 0.50 0 0 1 1 1 0.560
Educational	  Level 272 1.30 0.80 0 1 1 1 4 1.861 0.0770

In	  TRACK 137 1.21 0.73 0 1 1 1 4 0.064 0.815
successful 88 1.24 0.77 0 1 1 1 4
unsuccessful 49 1.16 0.66 0 1 1 1 4 261.6 0.0364

Not	  in	  TRACK 135 1.39 0.86 0 1 1 2 4 1.000
Marital	  Status 291 0.36 0.88 0 0 0 0 3 1.041 0.0474

In	  TRACK 145 0.31 0.80 0 0 0 0 3 0.299 0.997
successful 90 0.34 0.84 0 0 0 0 3
unsuccessful 55 0.25 0.73 0 0 0 0 3 280.0 0.0455

Not	  in	  TRACK 146 0.42 0.96 0 0 0 0 3 1.000
Number	  of	  Charges 307 1.21 0.52 1 1 1 1 4 -‐5.455 0.2508

In	  TRACK 152 1.36 0.65 1 1 1 2 4 0.000 0.000
successful 94 1.37 0.72 1 1 1 2 4
unsuccessful 58 1.34 0.51 1 1 1 2 3 202.8 0.0616

Not	  in	  TRACK 155 1.05 0.27 1 1 1 1 3 0.999
Offense	  Level 306 0.99 0.11 0 1 1 1 1 -‐2.020 0.0260

In	  TRACK 152 1.00 0.00 1 1 1 1 1 0.045 1.000
successful 94 1.00 0.00 1 1 1 1 1
unsuccessful 58 1.00 0.00 1 1 1 1 1 153.0 0.0000

Not	  in	  TRACK 154 0.97 0.16 0 1 1 1 1 1.000
Person	  Crime 306 0.43 0.50 0 0 0 1 1 0.247 0.0140

In	  TRACK 152 0.42 0.50 0 0 0 1 1 0.805 1.000
successful 94 0.45 0.50 0 0 0 1 1
unsuccessful 58 0.38 0.49 0 0 0 1 1 304.0 0.0675

Not	  in	  TRACK 154 0.44 0.50 0 0 0 1 1 0.997
Drug	  Crime 306 0.38 0.49 0 0 0 1 1 -‐1.383 0.0769

In	  TRACK 152 0.42 0.50 0 0 0 1 1 0.168 0.756
successful 94 0.39 0.49 0 0 0 1 1
unsuccessful 58 0.47 0.50 0 0 0 1 1 303.2 0.0719

Not	  in	  TRACK 154 0.34 0.48 0 0 0 1 1 0.992
Severity	  Level	  of	  Offense 307 5.36 2.61 0 4 5 7 10 -‐2.723 0.1708

In	  TRACK 152 5.77 2.60 0 4 6 8 10 0.007 0.023
successful 94 5.47 2.55 0 3.25 5.5 7 10
unsuccessful 58 6.26 2.63 3 4 7 9 10 304.6 0.1999

Not	  in	  TRACK 155 4.97 2.56 0 4 5 7 10 0.114
Supervision	  Type 152 0.02 0.14 0 0 0 0 1

In	  TRACK 152 0.02 0.14 0 0 0 0 1
successful 94 0.03 0.18 0 0 0 0 1
unsuccessful 58 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0.0319

Not	  in	  TRACK 0 – – – – – – – 1.000
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Severity Level of Offense:  For the variable, only the highest severity level for multiple charges 
was considered, and misdemeanor A/B was recoded into “0” at the base of the 1-10 felony 
severity scale.  Mean severity level for non-T.R.A.C.K. probationers was 4.97, while for 
T.R.A.C.K. participants was 5.77.  Again, this was significant by both the t-test and the K-S test.  
The ranges of their distributions were the same (0 through 10), but the internal shapes of their 
distributions were markedly different. 

The strongest similarities between T.R.A.C.K. and non-T.R.A.C.K. probationers were gender 
(20% of T.R.A.C.K. and 15% of non-T.R.A.C.K. were female), age (mean T.R.A.C.K. age = 
33.35 years, mean non-T.R.A.C.K. age = 33.49, and their overall distributions remained quite 
similar throughout their ranges), marital status (well under 25% of each group identified the 
presence of a committed relationship in their lives), person crime (42% of T.R.A.C.K. and 44% 
of non-T.R.A.C.K. probationers were convicted of person crimes), and drug crimes (42% of 
T.R.A.C.K. and 34% of non-T.R.A.C.K. probationers were convicted of drug-related crimes). 

If the randomly selected non-T.R.A.C.K. group was representative of the county’s probation 
population, then it would appear that, by and large, the T.R.A.C.K. population is approximately 
similar to the larger probation population.  There is one important caveat to this: for almost every 
statistically significant difference, it could be said that the samples systematically differ in ways 
that make the T.R.A.C.K. population more challenging than mainstream probationers. 

Second, we compare those who successfully completed all 14 weeks of the T.R.A.C.K. program 
to those who did not.  For this within group comparison, the successful and unsuccessful only 
distinguish themselves from one another on one of the variables: length of intervention — but, 
given a larger sample size, severity level of the offense would probably also become statistically 
significant. 

Length of Intervention: 14 weeks is 98 days.  Most of the successful T.R.A.C.K. participants 
spent at least that long in the program, although the minimum intervention length for the 
successful group is 63 days.  The maximum length of time for a completer is 316 days, their 
median is 117 days, and their mean is 148 days — in fact, more than three-quarters are 
successful in less than 150 days.  Contrast this with the “unsuccessful”, where their minimum is 
28 days, their 75th percentile has already extended to 176 days, and their maximum is 690 days.  
An appreciable number of those who wash out of the program do so in relatively short order, but 
there also appears to be a point of diminishing marginal returns after which the likelihood of 
successful completion quickly drops.  This phenomenon should be examined in more detail to 
optimize program resources. 

Returning to the second part of Question 3: how do revoked probations compare between 
T.R.A.C.K. and non-T.R.A.C.K. probationers?  We cannot answer this directly, due to the lack 
of comparable outcomes data.  But we can say that the two populations appear comparable (save 
that the T.R.A.C.K. participants appear to be more challenging in important respects).  We can 
also probably infer, based upon on patterns seen through comparison of those who successfully 
complete the T.R.A.C.K. program vs. those who do not, that successfully completing the 
T.R.A.C.K. program likely has a marked positive impact on a probationer’s chances of 
successfully completing their probation. 
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While this effect is real and robust, we cannot determine whether this higher rate of probation 
completion is entirely due to the T.R.A.C.K. program or also includes some latent selection 
effects.  However, since those who complete the program appear to be, on average, at least as 
challenging as the typical probationer (as profiled from our comparison data) it is likely that any 
selection effects are minimal and that the program itself has real and positive effects. 

One further effect can be noted.  If we compare the total revocation from T.R.A.C.K. participants 
to statewide figures from the Community Corrections 2009 Annual Report, we see that 
unsuccessful T.R.A.C.K. participants mirror the state average of 29.2% of all probations being 
revoked.  However, successful T.R.A.C.K. participants (who, as we’ve noted, tend to be more 
“difficult” cases in several respects) have their probations revoked at a substantially lower rate of 
about 13.2%. 

Question 4 asked, “At what rate did the application of the T.R.A.C.K. intervention affect the risk 
level of the probation as gauged by the LSI-R risk assessment tool?”  To measure any possible 
program effects, we computed the difference scores for the LSI-R, LSI-R Level, and 10 
component domains.  108 of the 152 T.R.A.C.K. participants had both pre-program and post-
program LSI-R evaluations.  74 of these had successfully completed the full program while 34 
had not.  Figure 5 presents a similar analysis of these difference scores as were presented for the 
participant characteristics in Figure 4.  In the final column, we have also included the Shapiro-
Wilk (S-W) test, which checks whether the data are likely to have been drawn from a normal 
distribution. 

All difference scores were computed using time 1 as the base; this means that (except for LSI-R 
Level) positive values indicate a change in the desirable direction and negative numbers indicate 
a change in the undesirable direction.  LSI-R is given on the raw 54-point scale.  LSI-R Level 
has 5 categories, from “low” to “high.”  And the 10 domains are given on a 100 percentage point 
scale. 

S-W indicates that none of these results come from normally distributed data.  Further, the 
“skewness” of these variables is also confirmed by an examination of the five-number 
summaries.  Most of the difference scores are “heavy-tailed” with outliers exhibiting large 
changes in both directions.  There is little consistency in the patterns of participant change. With 
only one pre- and one post- measure, there is also likely some random fluctuation. 

However, several of the domains, when broken into their “successful” and “unsuccessful” 
components, evidence interesting patterns.  Most of the successful group’s changes tended to 
skew in the desired direction, but always with a proportion of the outliers moving counter to the 
group (in the undesirable direction).  The unsuccessful group members tended to move in the 
undesirable direction, again with a countervailing minority trend. 

Both the t and K-W tests confirm that changes in the overall LSI-R and LSI Level are significant.  
Changes in the Education/Employment, Leisure/Recreation, Companions, Alcohol/Drug 
Problem, and Attitudes/Orientation domains are also significant. 

  



Figure	  5:	  LSI-‐R	  difference	  scores	  for	  TRACK	  Participants
Valid	  N Mean Std	  Dev Min 25th	  % Med 75th	  % Max t-‐test K-‐S S-‐W

Δ	  LSI-‐R 108 2.88 6.95 -‐18 -‐1 3 8.25 17 4.31 0.4110 0.98
successful 74 4.72 6.24 -‐11 0.25 6 9.75 17 0.000 0.001 0.066
unsuccessful 34 -‐1.12 6.80 -‐18 -‐4.5 -‐0.5 1.75 14 107

Δ	  LSI-‐R	  Level 108 -‐0.34 0.93 -‐2 -‐1 0 0 3 -‐3.83 0.4046 0.87
successful 74 -‐0.59 0.83 -‐2 -‐1 -‐1 0 2 0.000 0.001 0.000
unsuccessful 34 0.21 0.91 -‐1 0 0 0.75 3 107

Δ	  Criminal	  History 108 -‐1.39 6.76 -‐20 0 0 0 10 -‐2.13 0.1391 0.76
successful 74 -‐1.89 6.34 -‐20 -‐7.5 0 0 10 0.035 0.758 0.000
unsuccessful 34 -‐0.29 7.58 -‐20 0 0 0 10 107

Δ	  Education/Employment 108 4.26 24.50 -‐60 -‐2.5 0 10 70 1.81 0.2878 0.90
successful 74 7.97 24.27 -‐60 0 0 27.5 50 0.074 0.042 0.000
unsuccessful 34 -‐3.82 23.36 -‐60 -‐10 0 0 70 107

Δ	  Financial 108 -‐2.78 37.96 -‐100 -‐50 0 0 100 -‐0.76 0.0827 0.85
successful 74 -‐2.03 40.91 -‐100 -‐50 0 0 100 0.449 0.997 0.000
unsuccessful 34 -‐4.41 31.06 -‐50 0 0 0 50 107

Δ	  Family/Marital 108 3.70 28.15 -‐50 0 0 25 75 1.37 0.1860 0.91
successful 74 7.09 26.98 -‐50 0 0 25 75 0.174 0.997 0.000
unsuccessful 34 -‐3.68 29.60 -‐50 -‐25 0 0 75 107

Δ	  Accomodation 108 1.28 32.89 -‐100 0 0 0 100 0.40 0.1661 0.88
successful 74 5.89 31.92 -‐67 0 0 33 100 0.687 0.541 0.000
unsuccessful 34 -‐8.76 33.20 -‐100 -‐33 0 0 67 107

Δ	  Leisure/Recreation 108 6.94 50.45 -‐100 -‐12.5 0 50 100 1.43 0.3148 0.91
successful 74 16.89 50.53 -‐100 0 0 50 100 0.155 0.020 0.000
unsuccessful 34 -‐14.71 43.57 -‐100 -‐50 0 0 100 107

Δ	  Companions 108 10.19 33.66 -‐80 0 0 40 80 3.15 0.2917 0.94
successful 74 13.51 35.52 -‐80 0 20 40 80 0.002 0.038 0.000
unsuccessful 34 2.94 28.34 -‐40 -‐15 0 0 80 107

Δ	  Alcohol/Drug	  Problem 108 8.62 25.23 -‐45 0 11 22 67 3.55 0.3394 0.97
successful 74 13.53 23.82 -‐45 0 11 23 67 0.001 0.009 0.016
unsuccessful 34 -‐2.06 25.26 -‐45 -‐22.75 0 11 67 107

Δ	  Emotional/Personal 108 -‐0.37 22.87 -‐60 -‐5 0 20 60 -‐0.17 0.1049 0.91
successful 74 0.81 23.04 -‐60 -‐15 0 20 60 0.867 0.960 0.000
unsuccessful 34 -‐2.94 22.63 -‐60 0 0 0 40 107

Δ	  Attitudes/Orientation 108 26.85 45.82 -‐100 0 25 56.25 100 6.09 0.2941 0.95
successful 74 36.15 40.36 -‐75 0 37.5 75 100 0.000 0.036 0.001
unsuccessful 34 6.62 50.87 -‐100 -‐25 0 25 100 107
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Overall LSI-R scores for successful T.R.A.C.K. probationers tended to improve by a mean 4.72 
points, while overall scores for the unsuccessful probationers tended to worsen by about 1.12 
points, for a total mean difference of 5.84 points (10.8%).  Although it does not seem large, for 
this kind of measure over a timespan of a few short months, this is an appreciable change. 

The problematic measure is LSI-R Level.  LSI-R Levels moved in the opposite directions one 
would expect.  That is, those successfully completing the program actually had their average 
LSI-R Levels rise (even though their average LSI-R score fell).  The opposite is true for those 
who did not successfully complete the program. 

Actually, this is a curious artifact of aggregating such skewed and bimodal data.  A few 
unsuccessful T.R.A.C.K. participants had appreciable drops of 2 or 3 levels, but their median 
was no change, and relatively few raised the seriousness of their level (never by more than one).  
Successful T.R.A.C.K. participants were far more variable, exhibiting positive and negative 
variations of 2 levels each way. 

The most important change in the domains was in Attitudes/Orientation.  Both successful and 
unsuccessful T.R.A.C.K. participants tended to evidence changes in the desirable direction, with 
unsuccessful probationers changing this domain by an average of 6.62 percentage points and 
successful probationers change by an average of 36.15 percentage points.  It appears that the 
T.R.A.C.K. program’s emphasis on influencing cognitive and affective processes is generally 
effective to many who participate, although this is a rough measure and there is a great deal of 
internal variation and statistical noise. 

In all, probationers’ LSI-R scores do seem to be affected by exposure to the T.R.A.C.K. 
program.  Yet these effects are inconsistent and tend to drive successes in opposite directions to 
failures.  There are several reasons why this might be the case: for example, resistant individuals 
may become more entrenched in the face of program materials.  These data are not sufficient to 
support a more detailed analysis of this interesting phenomenon. 

Question 5 asked, “How has the application of the intervention affected the way the probationers 
think as gauged through the H.I.T.(How I Think) questionnaire?”  Pre- and post-intervention 
H.I.T. scores were available for 93 of those probationers who successfully completed the 
T.R.A.C.K. program.  Post-intervention H.I.T. scores were not available for unsuccessful 
T.R.A.C.K. participants or for other probationers in our sample. 

The “How I Think” questionnaire was developed to measure self-serving cognitive distortions, 
that is, the ways in which people systematically misinterpret the world by shifting the 
responsibility for their own problem behaviors to external factors.  We had access to the overall 
H.I.T. scores, as well as 10 derived sub-scores, for our analysis. 

Figure 6 summarizes the results of our analysis of the H.I.T. data.  For the overall H.I.T. scores, 
as well as all 10 derived scores and sub-scores, the results are equivalent: there is no significant 
change.  Mean and median differences are all around zero.  Even for the largest outliers, the 
change scores are only on the order of one-and-a-half points.  Those changes are close to 
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balanced in the positive and negative directions.  Although these small changes are, on average, 
slightly tilted in the positive direction, they are relatively close to normal and not significant. 

Figure	  6:	  Difference	  scores	  for	  Successful	  TRACK	  Participants	  
	   	   	  

	  
Valid	  N	   Mean	   Std	  Dev	   Min	   25th	  %	   Med	   75th	  %	   Max	   t-‐test	   S-‐W	  

HIT	   93	   0.03	   0.56	   -‐1.26	   -‐0.26	   0.07	   0.41	   1.59	  
0.51	   0.98	  

0.612	   0.202	  

92	   	  	  

HITOV	   93	   0.00	   0.58	   -‐1.25	   -‐0.35	   0.05	   0.30	   1.40	  
-‐0.04	   0.98	  

0.965	   0.341	  

92	   	  	  

HITCOV	   93	   0.07	   0.60	   -‐1.29	   -‐0.17	   0.06	   0.46	   1.77	  
1.09	   0.98	  

0.280	   0.318	  

92	   	  	  

HITSCD	   93	   0.06	   0.68	   -‐1.67	   -‐0.25	   0.11	   0.56	   2.44	  
0.82	   0.98	  

0.414	   0.108	  

92	   	  	  

HITBOD	   93	   0.01	   0.66	   -‐1.50	   -‐0.30	   0.00	   0.30	   2.10	  
0.17	   0.98	  

0.864	   0.103	  

92	   	  	  

HITMMD	   93	   0.03	   0.60	   -‐1.33	   -‐0.33	   0.00	   0.45	   1.78	  
0.51	   0.99	  

0.609	   0.452	  

92	   	  	  

HITAWD	   93	   0.01	   0.56	   -‐1.45	   -‐0.28	   0.09	   0.36	   1.28	  
0.21	   0.98	  

0.831	   0.323	  

92	   	  	  

HITODD	   93	   0.01	   0.65	   -‐1.30	   -‐0.40	   0.10	   0.50	   1.50	  
0.22	   0.99	  

0.830	   0.389	  

92	   	  	  

HITPAD	   93	   -‐0.03	   0.62	   -‐1.40	   -‐0.40	   0.00	   0.40	   1.60	  
-‐0.50	   0.98	  

0.616	   0.200	  

92	   	  	  

HITLD	   93	   0.08	   0.73	   -‐1.75	   -‐0.25	   0.12	   0.62	   2.00	  
1.02	   0.98	  

0.310	   0.311	  

92	   	  	  

HITSD	   93	   0.06	   0.54	   -‐1.09	   -‐0.18	   0.00	   0.36	   1.64	  
1.07	   0.96	  

0.287	   0.006	  

92	   	  	  
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The overall evidence is that the T.R.A.C.K. program has a large, positive association with the 
successful completion of probation.  However, the H.I.T. questionnaire does not capture where 
or how the cognitive changes that contribute to this success are occurring.  The program should 
explore alternative cognitive batteries to better identify the mechanisms for T.R.A.C.K. program 
success. 

 

Summary 

The Unified Government of Wyandotte County/Kansas City, Kansas, Department of Community 
Corrections sought to reduce the revocation rate of probationers through the implementation of a 
strategic evidence-based practice for corrections with evidence from outcomes.  The Department 
developed and implemented a program called the “Thinking Rationally and Committing 
Knowledge” Program (T.R.A.C.K.). The department has continued to focus on risk reduction 
rather than probation compliance with the long-term objective of reducing prison populations.  

After more than three years of program operation, the Department contracted with Park 
University evaluators to consider outcomes of the T.R.A.C.K program using data from July 2008 
through September 2011.	   	  Specifically, they determined whether application of the T.R.A.C.K. 
intervention has impacted the risk level of probationers, reduced the number of revocations, or 
increased the number of successful probation completions. This assessment identifies whether 
the probationers who participated/completed in the intervention successfully completed 
probation, the rate at which probationers who completed/participated in the intervention get 
revoked from probation, differences between revocations (whether conditional or for a new 
offense) for probationers in the intervention, rate at which the intervention affected the risk level 
of probation as gauged by the LSI-R tool, and whether or not the intervention affected the 
probationers’ thinking as gauged through the H.I.T. questionnaire. 

 

Major Findings 

From limited data, it appears that T.R.A.C.K. participants are, on the balance, a more challenging 
group than typical Wyandotte County probationers — although they are also appreciably similar 
in major respects. 

86.8% of probationers who completed TRACK completed probation 13.4% did not. 64.1% of 
those who participated in the intervention completed probation and 34.9% did not.  Those who 
completed TRACK were three times more likely to be revoked for condition offenses rather than 
new criminal conduct. Those participating in TRACK but not completing were conditionally 
revoked 95.5% of the time. Because the random data of a cohort group contained only open 
cases, there were no outcome measures and thus only limited information comparing those with 
and without the intervention could be determined. 

74 of the 108 T.R.A.C.K. participants who had both pre and post program LSI- R scores had 
successfully completed the full program.  Several of the 10 domains, when separated into 
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“successful” and “unsuccessful” groups indicate interesting patters.  Most of the successful 
groups’ changes tend to skew in the desired direction although a portion of the outliners move in 
an undesirable direction, while most of the unsuccessful groups’ changes tended in the 
undesirable direction.  Both the t and K-W tests confirm that changes in the overall LSI-R and 
LSI Level are significant.  Changes in the Education/Employment, Leisure/Recreation, 
Companions, Alcohol/Drug Problem, and Attitudes/Orientation domains are also significant. 

Overall LSI-R scores for successful T.R.A.C.K. participants improved by a mean 4.72 points 
while overall scores for those unsuccessful in T.R.A.C.K. worsened by 1.12 points for a total 
mean difference of 5.84 point or 10.8%.  The most striking change, as measured by the LSI-R 
domains, was in “Attitudes/Orientation.” Both successful and unsuccessful T.R.A.C.K. 
participants tended to evidence changes in the desirable direction, with unsuccessful probationers 
changing this domain by an average of 6.62 percentage points and successful probationers 
change by an average of 36.15 percentage points.  Therefore, the LSI-R “Attitude/Orientation” 
domain is a particularly sensitive measure.  Since it targets the focus of the T.R.A.C.K. program 
more than any of the other available measures, it should be taken as an encouraging measure.  
Those who successfully complete both the T.R.A.C.K. program and probation tend to have large, 
desirable changes in this domain. 

Considering pre and post scores for the 95 T.R.A.C.K. participants, no statistically significant 
changes can be observed in the How I Think questionnaire overall or domain measures.  Put 
simply, the H.I.T. questionnaire appears to not measure the crucial cognitive changes occurring 
in successful T.R.A.C.K. participants. 

Additionally, using t-tests comparing those in T.R.A.C.K. with those who were not, six variables 
demonstrated sample differences significant at p<0.05: race, ethnicity, substance abuse history, 
number of charges, offense level and severity level of offense.  The between groups K-S test 
confirms significance on only three of these variables: race, number of charges, and severity 
level of offense. 

Assuming the randomly selected non T.R.A.C.K group was representative of Wyandotte County 
probationers and both groups are similar to each other.  However, the T.R.AC.K. group appears 
to be more challenging than the overall Wyandotte County probation population. 

The data reflects that the T.R.A.C.K. intervention is having a positive effect on the Wyandotte 
County Probationers and should be continued. 

Major Recommendations 

The data reflects that the T.R.A.C.K. intervention is having a positive effect on the Wyandotte 
County Probationers and should be continued.  Those who successfully complete the T.R.A.C.K. 
intervention are overwhelmingly likely to also successfully complete probation. 

No one took longer than 10 1/2 months to successfully complete the program.  Those in danger 
of not completing either tend to drop out early or stall in their progress.  The program should pay 
special attention to the early warring signs of probationers who stall in the program and consider 
supplemental habilitation to encourage them through this period. 
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Unsuccessful probationers may be slightly more likely to have greater substance abuse problems.  
The majority of T.R.A.C.K. participants have substance abuse problems.  However, successful 
probationers are marginally more successful at addressing these issues.  The program should 
consider supplemental intervention for those who miss or fail a screening. 

Unsuccessful probationers may be slightly more likely to have committed offenses at a slightly 
higher Severity Level.  This difference is not statistically significant with our small sample size 
(and probationers at all Severity Levels successfully complete the T.R.A.C.K. Program), but it 
would be significant at a larger sample size.  The program should consider ways in which 
T.R.A.C.K. materials can address individual differences related to type and Severity Level of 
offense. 

The T.R.A.C.K. Program appears to excel at addressing issues related to Attitudes/Orientation.  
Change in the other emphasized domains of Companions and Leisure/Recreation are less marked 
or consistent.  Program materials related to these domains should be enhanced or re-evaluated.  
Additional incentives or reasons to change these behavioral patterns could further increase the 
likelihood of probationer success. 

The use of the HIT questionnaire should be re-evaluated.  The H.I.T questionnaire, as 
demonstrated by an analysis of the overall scores and its major subdomains, does not capture 
attitude changes in successful participants. The reason why this is the case is unclear from the 
available data.  It may be that the H.I.T. items are identifying change, but that this information is 
being lost in the aggregation of individual items into summary scores.  An item analysis of the 
raw H.I.T. answers can reveal whether this is the case.  It may be that a different configuration of 
H.I.T. items would be more sensitive to program effects. 

Other measures of cognitive distortion can be explored, or a custom instrument, tailored to the 
needs of the T.R.A.C.K. Program, can be constructed and validated.  Other validated cognitive 
distortion instruments to evaluate include: 

 Dysfunctional Attitude Scale (DAS, 1979, Weisman) 
 Cognitive Error Questionnaire (CEQ, 1981, Lefebvre) 
 Automatic Thoughts Questionnaire (ATQ, 1980, Hollan & Kendall) 
 Cognitive Distortion Scale (CDS, 2000, Briere) 
 Inventory of Cognitive Distortions (ICD, 2001, Yurica & DiTomasso) 

In any case, while it is difficult, we recommend that additional effort be expended to collect post-
data from all those who successfully complete and fail to complete the program.  This might also 
be supplemented with an interview regarding why probationers felt they were or were not 
successful in T.R.A.C.K.  These exist assessments should include LSI-R and H.I.T (or another 
cognitive distortion instrument). 

Finally, collecting LSI-R and H.I.T. data from a matched sample of probationers not in the 
T.R.A.C.K. program (at both their entry into and exit from probation) will allow for stronger 
future program assessments. 
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T.R.A.C.K. Referral Forms 
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1 in 31: The Long Reach of American Corrections

Kansas
COSTSPOPULATION

1 in 53 adults1,2

is under correctional control

• Growth over time: in 1982, the figure was 1 in 87
adults1,2

• Percent behind bars: at year end 2007, 44 percent
of the correctional population was in prison or
jail (national rank: 9); the figure for 1982 was 23
percent (national rank: 38)1

$341 million6

spent on corrections

• Share of general fund: 5.6 percent in fiscal year 20086

Detailed correctional cost data for Kansas were not
available.

The Pew Charitable Trusts applies the power of knowledge to solve today’s most challenging problems. Our Pew Center on the
States (PCS) identifies and advances effective policy approaches to critical issues facing states. Launched in 2006 as a project of
PCS, the Public Safety Performance Project seeks to help states advance fiscally sound, data-driven policies and practices in
sentencing and corrections that protect public safety, hold offenders accountable and control corrections costs.

901 E Street NW | 10th Floor | Washington, DC 20004 | www.pewcenteronthestates.org

SOURCES:

1) Bureau of Justice Statistics, Correctional Surveys (U.S. Department of
Justice); 2) U.S. Census, State Population Estimates; 3) Administrative
Office of U.S. Courts; 4) Bureau of Prisons (U.S. Department of Justice);
5) Pew, Original Data; 6) National Association of State Budget Officers,
State Expenditure Reports

Download the full report and explanatory notes by visiting
www.pewcenteronthestates.org/publicsafety

CORRECTIONS COSTSPOPULATION, RATES AND RANKS (YEAR END 2007)

TOTAL CORRECTIONAL POPULATION

Population
Combined 
Population

Share of 
adults

National 
rankState Federal

Probation
Parole
Prison
Jail
Total

16,1311 1363
21,806 1 in 96 45

4,8421 6973

8,6961 1,7514
17,469 1 in 120 34

7,0225

39,275 1 in 53 45
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LEVEL  OF  SERVICE INVENTORY-REVISED:  
A PORTRAIT  OF  RIDOC OFFENDERS  

Rhode Island Department of Corrections, Planning & Research Unit 
For more information contact Bree Derrick @ bree.derrick@doc.ri.gov or Danielle Barron @ danielle.barron@doc.ri.gov. 

The Level of Service Inventory-Revised (LSI-R) is a 
validated risk/need assessment tool which identifies 
problem areas in an offender’s life and predicts his/her 
risk of recidivism. It is a 54-item instrument which 
assesses offenders across 10 domains known to be 
related to an offender’s likelihood of returning to prison. 
Addressing need areas through prison rehabilitative 
interventions can ultimately reduce an offender’s 
probability of re-incarceration. LSI-R’s are completed 
by trained assessors who conduct interviews with 
offenders and verify the information through external 
sources, when possible.  

What Is the LSI-R? INSIDE THIS ISSUE 

What Is the LSI-R? 1 
Who is Assessed? 1 
Average LSI-R Scores 1 
LSI-R Highlights 1 
Summary                                                                        2 

The 10 LSI-R domains include: Criminal History, 
Education/Employment, Financial, Family/Marital, 
Accommodation, Leisure/Recreation, Companions, 
Alcohol/Drug Problem, Emotional/Personal and 
Attitudes/Orientation. Below is a summary of the most 
notable findings from each domain: 

Criminal History  
Approximately three-quarters of the population (74%) 
had two or more prior adult convictions and almost two-
thirds (62%) had 3 or more priors, indicating that most 
offenders surveyed were repeat offenders (see below). 
 

LSI-R Highlights 

LSI-R scores at RIDOC: 
Scores on the LSI-R can range from a low of 0 to a high of 
54. 

• The average LSI-R score is 25.  
• The average score for male offenders is 25, which 

indicates a low/moderate-moderate risk for 
recidivism. 

• The average score for female offenders is 26, 
which indicates a moderate risk for recidivism. 

 
 Who Is Assessed? 

Male Offenders: 

• All male offenders sentenced to 9 months or 
more are targeted for the LSI-R assessment, 
which represents approximately 35% of all 
sentenced commitments.  

• Of those eligible for assessment, about 71% 
were interviewed in 2010. 

• Four counselors in the Intake Service Center 
conduct LSI-R assessments.   

 
Female Offenders: 

• Female offenders sentenced to more than 6 
months (about one-third of all sentenced 
commitments) should receive the LSI-R as well 
as a gender-responsive assessment called the 
“Trailer”. Trailer scores are not included in this 
report; however, trailer data will often impact 
an LSI-R score, increasing it by 1-3 points.  

• Sixty-six percent (66%) of those eligible for 
assessment were interviewed in 2010. 

• Two counselors in the Women’s facilities 
regularly conduct the LSI-R and Trailer. 

 

Between 2008 and 2010, over 2,900 (2,554 men, 356 
women) offenders were assessed using the LSI-R.  
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Education/Employment 
Virtually half of the offenders (48%) reported not having 
a high school diploma/GED, while 20% had not even 
completed 10th grade.  

In the 12 months prior to incarceration, 57% of men and 
64% of women reported being unemployed. One-third 
of the population reported never being employed for a 
full year, while 30% reported having been fired at least 
once.  
 
Financial 
Although nearly half of the offenders assessed (52%) 
reported having financial difficulties, only 25% reported 
relying on some form of social assistance.  
 
Family/Marital 
Most of the population (70%) rated their current 
martial/equivalent situation as satisfactory. However, 
50% reported having an immediate family member or 
spouse/significant other who was also involved in 
criminal activity.  
 
Accommodation 
Between the years 2008-2010, a mere 12% of the 
population reported having 3 or more address changes 
in the previous year. However, when divided by gender, 
a far greater percentage of females had frequent 
address changes compared to males (see below).  
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Leisure/Recreation 
The majority of assessed offenders (81%) reported that 
they could make better use of their spare time, with 
83% of the population having no recent involvement in 
any type of organized activity. 
 
Companions 
Over half of the population (60%) reported having some 
criminal friends, and a like proportion (61%) reported a 
lack of pro-social friends, indicating that offenders tend 
to surround themselves with individuals who have 
similar backgrounds and they do not establish close 
connections with law-abiding individuals.  
 

Alcohol/Drug Problem 
The percentage of the population that reported having an 
alcohol problem within the12 months prior to 
incarceration was 41% in 2008, 42% in 2009 and 49% in 
2010. 
Higher proportions of the population reported having a 
drug problem within the 12 months prior to incarceration:
67% in 2008, 65% in 2009 and 65% in 2010 (see below). 
 
Overall, 71% indicated that their current substance use 
had an impact on their criminal behavior. 

Current Substance Abuse Problem
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Emotional/Personal 
Nearly half of the population (40%) reported having 
mental health issues that moderately interfered with their 
lives. 
 
Only 43% of males, while 81% of females, reported 
receiving past mental health treatment. Similar 
differences exist with current treatment: only 24% of men
reported being presently involved in treatment, 
compared to 63% of women. 
 
Attitudes/Orientation  
A majority of the assessed offenders (66%) were rated 
as being in favor of conventional values (i.e. attending 
school, legitimate employment, etc.). Furthermore, 
almost three-quarters of these offenders reported having 
favorable attitudes toward both their prison sentence 
(73%) and supervision (74%), which should translate to 
better behavior while incarcerated and more successful 
completion of community supervision. 

Summary
Although the average LSI-R score indicates moderate 
risk/needs, data provided from the individual domains 
points to the presence of several destabilizing factors for 
the offender population. Appropriate case planning, 
effective case management and rehabilitation begin with 
an accurate and valid assessment of the individual. 




