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SUMMARY 

this evaluation is based on a ten per:cent sample of drug abusers identified 

into the Community-Centered Drug Program while on parole or in an institution 

and released to parole during the period December, 1972 through July, 1973. 

The sample numbered 163 wards and comparison by backgrQund characteristics 

indicated that it was highly representative of the base population of drug 

abusers from whic.:h it \las drawn. The data indicate that: 

1) Fifty-four of the 163 wards (33.1 percent) became involved with one 

or more community drug programs for at least a two-week period during 

the first eight months from their release to parole or date of 

identification. The mean period of involvement for all program-

involved wards was 20.7 we.eks. 

2) Comparisons of personal and background characteristiQs and Bai:ie 

Expectancy scores between the program-involved and non-involved wards 

revealed no significant differences between the t~vo groups. 

3) Wards who became program involved-failed at the rate of 18.5 percent 

while wards who were not involved failed at the rate of 31.2 percent 

at eight months from release to parole or date of identification. 

At twelve months the rates were 22.2 percent and 41.3 percent respec-

tively, and at 24 months they were 35.2 percent and 52. 3 perc~nt 

respectivElly. 

4) When analyze.d in terms of personal and background characteristics, 

the greatest impact of the program appeared among wards who were male,~ 

21-years-of-a~e and over, narcotic and drug offenders, prior admissions, 

adult court commitments and opiate abusers. 

viii 



5) At twelve months from release to parole or date of identification, 

the program-involved wards had an average length of stay on parole of 

10.9 months compared with only 8.9 months for the non-involved wards. 

That is a mean difference of two months per ward. At 24 months the 

respective mean lengths of stay on parole were 19.4 months and 15.1 

months s fg~ a difference of ~.3 months. 

6) fhe longer a ward was involved with a community drug treatment program 

the less likely was he to become a failure on parole. For wards 

involved less than .l1 weeks the failure rate was 33.3 percent while 

for wards with more than 31 weeks involvement it was Dnly 9.1 percent. 

The data were j,nterpreted as supporting the thr.ee major objectives of the 

program for wards in the population of drug abusers from which the sample 

was drawn. 

Since this is an evaluation t)f the first sample only, no spe:cific recommen-

dations were made. 

ix 

The Community-Centered Drug Program 

Th~ Youth Authority's Community Centered Drug Program began operation 

in December of 1972. Its major goal has, been to involve serious Youth 

Authority drug abusers in community based treatment programs and thereby 

reduce the likelihood of further drug and law 11wolvement. The program 

has three components: 

1) an identification system for sc'reening out serious drug 

abusers within the Youth Authority population, 

2) motivational and educational programs in all YA institutions 

'which expose wards to community program opportunities, as 

well as the opening of a pre--release center designed to 

intensify this exposure, and 

3) provision of maximum access to and involvement in community 

treatment programs for wards on parole. 

The system for identifying drug abush1g wards has been carefully worked 

out. The phi.losophy of the program assumes that it :i.s important to pinpoint 

drug'abusers as soon as they enter the Youth Authority and provide educational 

and motivational services during their entire institutional stay. Ideally, 

therefore, screening would take place almost entirely at the Reception 

Cente-rs and Cl:!,nics. However, in the. early phase of the program it was 

necessary to identify the large number of wards who had already passed through 

the intake process and who were in institutions or out on parole. This 

proved to be a massive job which required reviewing thousands of ward files 

as well as carrying out thousands of interviews. Ultimately about one-third 

of all '>lards in the Youth Authority population were Mentified as drug abusers. 
\-

Motivational and educational programs in institutions have been organ

ized along several different lines. In some cases they may take the form 

of long-term ongoing courses such as those organized by Narcanon at the 

1 
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Ventura School. In others there may be meetings organized by a wide vari-

ety of community treatment programs. Already established Youth Authority 

drug abuse programs such as the Preston Family, Mira Loma Cottage at Ventura, 

and Kennedy Cottage at Nelles have continued their activities. 

The Southern Regional Drug Center in Norwalk had been in operation 

since the beginning of the Community Centered Drug Program. It was a prc-

release center with a capacity for about 40 wards. It was established to 

provide wards w:L.th direct on-street exposure to community treatment programs 

a.s wG,ll as the opportunity for other street re-orienting activities. The 

center was discontinued in early 19751. 

Progrs.m involvement by the ward on parole is facilitated in several 

ways. A Drug Resource Specialist assigned to each area is responsible for 

surveying all available community treatment resources and for organizing 

their work with Youth Authority wards. He establishes a working relationship 

with the staff of various programs and \o1orks out contractual agreements. 

Parole aides aSSigned to each parole office act as the liasons between the 

parole agents and the Community Centered Drug Program. They are supposed to 

assist the parole agent in placing wards in appropriate treatment programs 

and maintaining special records of that involvement. 

As noted, the basic objective of the ptogram is to encourage and facilitate 

the involvement of identified drug abusers in the Youth Authority population 

with various drug treatment and rehabilitation services in the community 

" 
lU1~t'l" the assumption that such involvem(::nt will result in a redUction of 

t.tl1.;t).ir subsequent abuse 6£ drugs and resultant delinquent behavior while they 

are on parole. This objective forms the basic hypothetical framework for 

this evaluation. Specifically, it is hypothesized that: 

1 . 
For an eval~ation of the Center operation, see: Switzer, A. Preliminary 

Report, Southern Regional Drug Center, Community-Centered Drug Program Special 
Report No.2. Sacramento: California Youth Authority, 1973 

- -- ------------______ __o.. ______ _ 
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1) A substantially greater number. of drug abusers than in the past 

2) 

3) 

can be induced to become itlvolvedwith community-btl.Sed drug treatment 

programs through the efforts of the CCDP staff. 

The motivational impact of the CeDl? is not selectivril--i. e. ~ 
that 'vards who bec0111e prog7:am involved do not significantly 

differ f'tom wards who do not become program involvled in terms 

of known background and pet:Mttal characteristics variables. 

Wards who become prograu\ ittvolved will demonstrate a significantly 

lower rate of subsequent drug abuse and/or delinquent behavior 

tht:tn do wards who do not become program involved) and will show 

greater improvement in community adjustment while on pa'tole. 

Approaches to measurement and testing,of each of these hypotheses will 

be discussed below. 

evaltlatl..·on of the Community-Centered Drug Program (CCDP) This preliminar.y 

is based on parole outcome data and parole agent assessments of ward behavior 

on parole for 163 ~vards. These wards were a 10 percent random sample of 

wards who were identified as drug abusex$ while on parole or were identified 

. d to ~arole during the period December 1, 1972 in an institution and release !" 

through July 31, 1973. 
1 

Initial data were gathered for each ward at the end of the eighth month 

f ti if on parole, or from the date of his 
from his date of identi-ica on, 

release to parole. Follow-up checks on parole outcome only were conducted at 

the twelfth and 24th months from identification or release to parole. Parole 

follow-up information ~vas taken directly from the ward I s movement and record 
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card maintained at the cen I::ra1 office. Information on the ward's vehav1lJr 

and adjustment on parol~., and on any involvement with community drug programs 

was recorded in interviews with the ward's paroJ.~ caseworker (Parole agent ot" 

drug parole aide). The interview ~lOrm used can be found in Appendix A. 

Additional background and characteristics data for each ward ,qere derived 

from a basic Drug Abuser record card maintaine·d for each identified drug 

abuser by the CCDP population accounting unit. 

Community Program Involvement 

Fifty-four of the 163 '"ards in the sample (33.1 ) percent became involved 

with one or mlore community drug programs f' or at least a two week period 

during the fb:st eight months from their release to parole or date of identi-
fication. Of these, 48 had become involved with only one program, and 16 

were still involved at the end of the eight month period. Five wards had 

been involved with two programs and one ward was involved with four programs 
during the follow-up period. 

The types of p7:ograms with which wards became involved and the numbers 

of wards involved in each are shown in Table 1: 

T'ab.le 1 

types of Drug Treatment Programs and 
Numbers of Wards Involved in Each 

Type of Program {-lards Involved 
No. Pct. 

Total 54 100.0 
Methadone Maintenance Clinics 2 3.7 
Residential Therapeutic Communities 18 33.3 
Short Term Outpatient Counseling 15 27.8 
Urinalysis Testing 19 35.2 

- 5 -

'.ella methaQ.on~ clinics, one in San Diego and the other in Stockton, 

both provide one-to-one and group cot;\nseling as S.l\ adjunct to th·~ maintenance 

program. The residential programs range fr~m long-term, heavy attack therapy 

programs, such as Tu'um Est in Venice and Delancey Screet in San Francisco, 

to mild encounter approaches such as at Genesis House in Vallejo, to Simple 

halfway houses with no specific therapeutic. approach. Outpatient counseling 

included individual psychotherapy by professional psychiatrists ot' psycholo-

gists to group and individual counseling such as provided by pa.ra-professionals 

at the Aquarian Effort in Sacramento or .Project Identity in Stockton. 

Urinalysis samples were usually collected on a ~Y'eckly basis, although 

in some situations, particularly rural areas, they were collected less regu-

1a·r.1y. Involvement with cultural enrichment, recreational or voct:itional 

training programs were not counted as drug program in.volvement. 

The mini.mum period of involvement in a program for a.ccounting purposes 

was arbitrarily set at two weeks. A num~er of wards in the sample were re-

ferred to programs and either visited once or twice or lived in for a day 

or two, but these are not considered as constitu.ting ifinvolvement." Most 

of the wards who are counted as program-involved spent considerably longer 

than. two weeks with their program of cholce. Thirty-seven percent of the 54 

~qards were involved with a program throughout the entire eight-months fo1low-

up period. The mean period of involvement for a.ll program-involved wards 

was 20.7 weeks. The longest mean involvement period was 24.9 weeks for those 

in testing programs, the shortest was 15.4 weeks for those involved in short,,;, 

term outpatj.ent counseling. The mean per:l.od for residential programs was 

20.8 weeks and for '1lethadone maintenance we~ 2:1.. 0 weeks. Type of program 

involvement and length of involvement ~il1 be related to parole outcome 

criteria in later sections of this evaluation. 
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By the end of October, 1973, some 608 identified drug abusers were re-

ported receiving drug treatment services from cemmunity agencies. That was 

31.5 percent of the to1:al ef 1930 identHied drug abusers en parole at that 

I,:::f.me. In comparison, a survey taken in 1970 shows that o.nly 98 wards of an 

estimated 4820 drug abusers (2.0 percent) were i~velved in varieus community 

drug programs while on parele. It is quite possible that there may have been 

additional wards involved with such programs unbeknewnst to. their parole agents, 

but due to the nature of parole menitoring ef wards, particularly wards known 

to. be drug abusers, that additional unknown number cannet have been very great. 

It Would appear then that one of the major goals of the program, to increase 

the number of drug .abus~~s involved with community treatment programs, was more 

than fulU1J,ed. The ,program demonstrated during its first year that through 

its motivational and' facilitating efferts mere than five times as many ,,,ards 

as previeusly could be induced to. become involved fer substantial perieds ef 

time with community service facilities. 

Ward Characteristics 

Selected persenal and backgreund characteristics are maintained en all 

identified drug/abusers. These are presented fer the sample as a whole and 

for the progra,tn-invel ved and the non-program wards separately in' Table' 2. 

There were no. statistically significant differences between pregram-

involved wards and non-pre gram wards en any ene ef the characteristics reviewed 

Tho greatest difference was feund relative to. Ar~a ef Cemmitment (x2 = 3.921, 

3 d.f., P = n.s.) where greater prepertiens ef Central Valley wards and lewer 

proportions ef Bay Area wards were feund to. be pt'ogra~ invelved. Any significant 

differenc.e$: found in parele perfermance between the two. greups, then, sheuld net 

be attributable to. differences in. basic persenal and background characteristics. 

- 7 -

Table 2 
Persenal and Background Characteristics of Wards 

In the First Sample, by Program Invelvement 

Characteristics 

TOTAL 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Race 
White 
Mexican American 
Black 
Other 

Age 
20 or less 
21 or more 

Commitment Offense 
Narcotic/Drug 
Persons Crimes 
Preperty Crimes 
Other 

Admission Status 
First Admission 
Prior Admissien 

... Ceurt ef Cemmitment 
Juvenile 
Adult 

Area ef Cemmitment 
Seuthern Califernia 
Bay Area 
Central Valley 
Other ceunties 

Majer Drug ef Abuse 
Opiates 
Depressants 
Stimulants 
Hallucinegens 
Marijuana 

Total 

No. Pct. 

163 100.0 

132 81.0 
31 19.0 

106 65.0 
27 16.0 
27 16.6 

3 1.8 

79 48.5 
84 51.5 

56 34.4 
22 13.5 
57 35.0 
28 17.2 

82 50.3 
81 49.7 

79 48.5 
84 51.5 

99 60.7 
30 18.4 
25 15.3 
9 5.5 

58 35.6 
69 42.3 

9 5.5 
13 8.0 
14 8.6 

Program Involved 

No. Pct. 

54 100.0 

46 85.2 
8 14.8 

36 66.7 
7 13.0 
9 16.7 
2 3.6 

28 51.9 
26 48.1 

19 35.2 
6 11.1 

22 40.7 
7 13.0 

31 57.4 
23 42.6 

29 53.7 
25 46.3 

34 63.0 
8 14.8 

11 20.4 
1 1.9 

23 42.5 
21 38.9 
3 5.6 
4 7.4 
3 5.6 

Net Invelved 

No. Pct. 

109 100.0 

86 78.9 
23 21.1 

70 64'.2 
20 18.3 
18 16.5 

1 .9 

51 46.8 
58 53.2 

37 33.9 
16 14.7 
35 32.1 
21 19.3 

51 46.8 
58 53.2 

50 45.9 
59 54.1 

65 5'9.6 
22 20.2 
14 12.8 
8 7.3 

35 32.1 
48 44.0 

6 5.5 
9 8.3 

11 10.1 
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The cb.llttU!tllr!l1tic8 tnviewed a:~.:so provide a. test. of the reliability of 

the tuu.ilpljl ..... ~1te extent to INhich it trulyraflects the characteristics of 

thfJ blUJe population from INhieh it WAS drawn. .'Oata for the comparable total 

dru" nbtump,opulntion are available from two sources: 1) a characteristics 

f)UtilItUU:y of the 1664 WardfJ in the drug abuse population at the end of May, 

1973. and 2) a our-vcy of idQnt:ified d1:'ug alllusers on parole (n=1863) as of 

October 31, 197.3~ Uf.loed on different e'utting dates, neither is strictly 

eor,ljrmrfil,l~ to the ~llmple., which WliS accumulated over the eight months period 

tro/t} Dncembe.r. 1972, through July, 1973, but they do provide valid estimates 

{)f the true Chlll:Cu:.teriat;l.cs of the base pt'pulation from which the sample was 

drnwn. The appropdnte coml>arisons are shown by percentages for the sample 

iUld the two popul(l.t~.on, analyses in '£able 3. 

Table 3 
Comparisons of Bnckground Chnrncter:Lstics 

For the. S.umpl0 No.1, the. Ide.ntified Drug Abuse Population 
On Hay 31), 1973, nnd the Identif.ied Population 

On Octobe.r 31, 1973, by Percentages 

- 9 -

ComlJarable data were 'not availa.ble for Age, Admission Status and Area 

of Commitment. On those stable characteristics for "Which valid comparisons 

can be made.) the proportions are nearly all "Within allowable ranp;es of vari

ation. 'fhe greatest disagreement was between the sample and the October 

population on Commitment Offense and Race. Only the difference on Commitment 

Offense ,,'as statistically significant (:x2 = 5.09 p. <. .05) aud that differ-

en c e can readily be e:xplained in terms of differences in patterns of identi

fication procedure over time, i.e., drug offenders were simply the most obvious 

targets for identification during the early months of the program! It would 

appear that the sample is a reliable unbiased predictor of the parameters of 

its parent population in terms of known characteristics and there is every 

reason to believe that it is equally;. reliable in other respects. 

Parole Outcome 

The first Sample. was originally selected to provide a short-tern\ follow-
. ' 

up and feed-back to administrators of the CCDP. Practice in the Youth Authority 

has been to allow a 15 month interval from release to parole for outcome 

follow-up, but for this sample it was decided to experiment with an e~ght 

months follow-up period. It was felt that in this way early estiruates 'of 

parole performance could be developed and utilized administratively. As 

has been noted, the sample is composed of wards identified as drug abusers 

on parole or in institutions.!lnd released to parole during the first e~ght 

months or the program. Of the total sample, 47 wards (28.8 percent) were 

identified while in an institution and released to parole. The remaining 116 

wards (71.2 percent) were already on parole at the time of identification. 

For these wards, their follow-up period starts on the date of their identifi-

cation rathE!r than thf.\ date of their release: to parole. This procedure would 
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Gcml'1 to '1ntroduc~ (1 Goutee of possible bfa!s in subsequent analyses j but 

this d:1d not prove true as will. be sho~m later. 

Three critcri.a o.f parole pe.rf.ormanca are used in the analyses: 1) general 

t'l!dtlfv'1r:rn, 2) drug ... reluted recidivism, and 3) parole agent's assessments of 

wtlfds J adjUfJt:mcHl.t on pn:r,olH. 1"or the first of these, ".Failure" is defined 

lU; being placed on violation stat:\lS dori.ng the follow-up period, leading to 

r(,ivc)(;ntlo11! recomrn:J.tmcnt or discharge. For the second criterion, "Failure" 

itt unfined CIS bn:tng placed on violation for an offense during the follmY'-up 

ptlr~od, In which tho ward was identified as being associated with a drug and 

which 1'1<.1 Co his 'ravo~Hl.tion, 'rec.ommitment or dis,Glharge. 1 For the third 'criterion 

ehe ward I S adjustment i.n tcrms of continuing drug; abuse, employment, education 

or training nnd (~(meru.l behavior are assessed by the caseworkers and inter-

pt'~t:ad as "POO):', II Hodclqutlte.," or "e:x:cel1(~nt." the report on the eight months 

f:ollow .... up will utilize. all three of these criter1.a. 2 Following the collection 

llud unn.lyais of datu for the eight: months follc;lW"'UP it was decided to check 

the rcHohiHty of the eigbt 111011ths follow-up t,y conducting subsequent follow-

upe of put't)le pcrfot'monM at the. twelfth and twenty-fout'th months. For these 

latter a.nalyaes data were readily available on thEI general recidivism criterion 

only. i\nulynis of tlH! eigh t months data will be reported first, then the 

twelve flud 24 1110\\l:h follow-ups. 

$'~I'<J I ~ ~- ~_.;~_, ___ ......... 

l~~or b01:1\ of the above criterill~ Wards on parole or honorably discharged 
at tho end of tbe follow ... up period are considered "Successes. 1I Wards placed 
onv:tolneion lending to revocnt:!on,. re,commitment, or discharge before the 
~nd o.C the folloW-Up pet'iod ~lre considered tiFa:i.1Ul~es." Wards "On Violation," 
ura conSidered "Successes" until sllch time as they a,:e removed from liOn 
Violnt:lonll status l!l.nd either teturne.d to parole, revoked or recommitted, or 
diac1\a:rgcd ..Not un.til disposition has been made on all "On Violation cases 
ean ult:bnntn lUn:ole outeOmo statistics be detennined. Until that time all 
Gtnt:l.si.:ies ntuat be considered pre.lainnry and subject to consistent changl:!. 
as dispositions ata made of tlie HOn Violation" cases. 

2Fo r' n ericiq,uo. of these criteria) see Append:lx. B. 

.1 

The E1.ghth 1:'1011 th Follotv-uE 

Of the 163 '(yards in the sample, 25 vtards tlle.re in "all Violationlt status 

at the end of eight months from their release to parole or date of identifi.

cation. Although the follo~y-Up period for all ~Y'ards' had terminat~d by the 

end of Harch, 1974, it was not until April, 1975, that final disposition had 

beeu made of all wards previously in "On V:tolatioll" status. Of these 25 'Wards, 

four were subsequently revoked, recommitted or discharged while on violation, 

and 21 were returned to parole. The final status of each ward in the sample 

for the eight month follow-up is shown in Table 4: 

Table 4 

Status of Wards in Sample No. 1 at Eight Mm;Lths 
From Release to Parole or Date of Identifi~ation 

Status No. Pet. 

On Parole 102 62.6 
Honorable Dischal:"ge 17 10.6 
Revoke/Recommit 22 l3.5 

Discharge after Violation 22 13.5 

TOTAL 163 100.0 

For the sample wards, then, 119 were classified as "Successes" and 44 

tY'ere classified as "Failures. II That is an overall failure l:"ate of 27.0 percent. 

The differentiated failure rates for wards who were invo],ved with community 

drug programs and those who were not i~volved are shown in Table 5. 

- 11 -
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Tabla 5 

Farole Outcoll1e for Wards in Sample No. 1 
At l~ight 110nths from Release to Parole or Date of 

lilentificaHon, by Program In',olvement 

l':r;ogrrul1 Involvement 

Success 

'!O'l'Ar.. 119 

Involved 
Not; involved 

44 
75 

Pron'C'illn ... 1.lwolved warda in the sample failed at a much lower rate than 

dJd wnrdtl t-lith no program involvement. The percentage point difference is 

12.7 points. 

l1u.il1,.n:e rnt::ea for program-in.volved and non-involved wards by personal 

tutu bnckllround characteristics are shown in Table 6. 

For Seveu of the characteristics subgroups the significance level is 

le~w tlulU .050. In each of these significant comparisons the program-involved 

wl.n:da show llluch lower failure rates thou do the non-involved wards. This 

tluggeota that the major impact of program involvement is related to being 

13il op1t\te abusins male oVer twenty years of age who has been recommitted to 

tb~ Youth Authority from Souchern California by an adult court on a narcotic 

or drus of.fllttse. this some''lhat oversimplified pt'ofile probably describes no 

pnl:'Cicular ·\tlt\.rd in all details, but t11e pattern of characte-ristics clearly 

indicllttH'l that ,for those ,.;nrdsin the sample \'Yho became program-involved, 
, 

tlla St'cncer effect: is to be found among older males. there is, of course, 

n utrong interaction between age, court of commitment, prior admission status 

1 
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Table 6 
'Program-Involved and' Not IIlVolved 

Failure Rates for Wards. in Sample No. 1 
by Personal and Background Churacteristics 

--------------------~-----.---~~~ 
Personal and 
Background 
Characteristics 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

.~ 
White 
Mexican-American 
Black 
Other 

!s.£ 
20 or less 
21 or lnore 

Commitment Offense 
Narcotic/Drug 
Persons Crimes 
Property Crimes 
Other 

Admission Status 
First Admission 
Prior Admission 

Court of Commitment 
Juvenile 
,Adult 

N 

132 
31 

106 
27 
27 
3 

56 
22 
57 
28 

82 
81 

79 
84 

Area of Conmlitment 
Southern California 99 
Bay Area' 30 
Central Valley 25 
Other 9 

Major Drug of Abuse 
Opiates 58 
Depressants 69 
Other 35 

Total 
Wards 

(N=163) 

29.5 
16.1 

23.6 
L,0.7 
29.6 

26.6 
27.4 

19.6 
27.3 
35.1 
25.0 

IS.9 
38.3 

25.3 
28.6 

28.3 
,26.7 
16.0 
44.4 

29.3 
24.6 
28.6 

* = Significance Level less than .0:50. 

'!nvolved 
Hards 

(Nr;SlfY 

17.4 
25.0 

16.7 
28.6 
22.2 

21.lf 
15.4 

0.0 
16.7 
36.4 
14.3 

16.1 
21. 7 

27.6 
8.0 

: 14.7 
37.5 
9.1 

100.0 

17.4 
19.0 
20.0 

I 

Not Involved 
Wards 

(N=109) 

36.0 
13.0 

27.1 
45.0 
33.3 

29.4 
32.8 

29.7' 
31.2 
34.3 
28.6 

15.7 
44.8 

24;0 
37.3 

3-5.4 
22.7 
21.4 
37.5 

37.1 
27.1 
32.0 

Significonce 
Level 

(x2. one tailed) 

.013~'( 

over .200 

.115 
over .200 
over .200 

over .200 
.049* 

.004* 
over .200 
over .200 
over .200 

over .200 
.027"c 

over .200 
.00l,* 

.017* 
over :200 
over .200 

.118 

.050* 
over .200 
over .200 

~ 

I 
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and opiate abuse (over 60 percent of the identi£ied opiate abusers are 

mote than twenty years of age). The data also suggest that those wards who 

were the most helped by program involvement were. those who were probably 

the most in need of such help, i.e., opiate abusers who had been commit.ted 

em lHlrrJotic offenses. This is possibly a partial explanation of the wide 

d:LJ!f' .. l'rence in fnilute rates shown in Table 5, since this sample waS drawn 

fr:om cultong the first wards identified and could be expected to include a 

hcnvy conccntrac1tn of the more deeply involved drug abusers as parole agents 

ilnd institutional porsonnel would likely be more aware of them. It also 

~,mplic.a t;lla t as (and if) greater propor tions of -lMs deeply inval ved drug 

obugato ate identified into the drug population, the differences in failure 

rllta bet~<taelt progl:alU involved and nou->involved ,wards overall will become 

smaller. Thia of.feet -would be due to the overloading of wards ~vith both a 

lo~ recidivism potential and low program amenability among the non-program 

successes. 'Ellis will be tested itt the analyses of subsequent samples. 

An nttemPt Was made to aSsess the. impact of p:togram involvement on re-

ducing drug-involvement by J.ooking only at those violations of parole in which 

the wa~d.s wute 'reported to have been using drugs at the time; or the violation 
1 

was n drug of,ecm~(l. This infor.mation was extracted from the wards I Master 

Files. III the course of extracting this data, however; it was found that 

thel:'C1 was little (lanais cency in l:'eporting. Where the violation was, indeed, 

n drug offonse there is no problem in classifying the violation as "drug

itwol.ved./f In the case 01: lion-drug offenses, however, the drug inVolvement 

ia less clem:ly classifiable. In some cases the reports only state, "It is 

believed ••• " or, "The. atresting officers found a small bag of marijuana in 

the car. 1I In the lattet cnse, it is \lot clear \llhether the bag belonged to 

~-------~:.a __ ~ ________ :~ ____________ ~ ___________________ __ 

I 
. ! 

., 
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the. ward or not. If all of the uncertain cuses had be.en eliminated :from 

the iUli:llysis, there would not have heen enough cases to allow adequate. com

pa):'isons. 'l.'herefore, the analysis presente.d :in Table 7 illcludes as drug

involved violations all those C'asl1s where drugs t-1ere at all ulent.ioned) even 

though the a11~:J:yats are quit~ certain that a. 11llmber of those wards were not 

really using drugs at the lime. One COt1sequence of this is that the indicated 

failure rates are excessively inflated. In the absence of: other information 

it is assumed, therefore, that the inflation ul)plies equally among both the 

program-involved and the non-iuvolved wards. 

'l.'able 7 

Drllg-Involved Failut'(!! for Hm:ds in Salllple No. 1 
At Eight Months ftom Release to Parole or Date of 

Identification, by Program Involvement 

Parole Outcome 
1?rogram Involvement (Drug~involved Violations Only) 

TOTAL 

Involved 
Not Involved 

SUCCess 

136 

47 
89 

'Failure Total Fet, Failur~ 
....... ____.... 4 

27 163 16.6 

7 54 13.0 
20 109 18.3 

x2 = .799, p. is n.s. 

Sixty-one percent of the total failures in the sample werE:! identified as 

drug-involved at the time of violation. No significance was found in the 

difference in failure rates for program-involved and non-involved wards, 

although a difference of 5.3 percentage points in favor of the program ... 

involved wards is shown. Knowing the lack of reliability of the data s,ources 

it would be invalid to attempt to base any generalizations concerning program 

effectiveness on this analysis. 

1 



, 

- 16 ... 

],innlly~ an attelllpt was made to evaluate program effect on wards in 

ter.ms of t.:heir community adjustment while on. parole. For those wards who 

were still on parole and not on violation status at the end of the follow-up 

period, tho wbrds' caseworkers were asked to rate the ward's current drug use, 

current employment status, current education and training, and his overall 

adjuAtment while on parole. Comparisons for the ratings between program

involved and non-program wards ar.e shown irt Table 8 : 

Table 8 

Community Adjustment on Parole for Hards in Sample No.1, 
Drug Usage, Employment Status, Education and General 

Adjustment Ratings by Program Involvement 

Program Involvement 

Not 
Rutings Total Involved :Lml"olved 

No. Pet. No. Pet, No. Pet. 

Significance 
Level 

(x2) 

----,--------------------------------------------------------
'rOTAL 

Current Drug US,e 
None/Low 
Hoderate/High 

Current E1!\plo~ent 
Unemployed 
Full/Fnrttime 

Current Bducation 
Attending School 
Not in SC11001 

Status 

Current Parole AdjJ.1stment 
Acceptable 
Near Failure 

90 

58 
3.2 

39 
51 

8 
82 

67 
23 

100.0 

64.4 
35.6 

43.3 
56.7 

8.9 
91.1 

74.4 
25.6 

35 100.0 

23 65.7 
12 34.3 

16 45.7 
19 54.3 

5 14.3 
30 85.7 

25 71.4 
10 28.6 

55 100.0 

35 63.6 
20 36.4 n.s. 

23 41.8 
32 58.2 n.s. 

3 5.4 
52 94.6 

. n.s. 

42 76.4 
13 23.6 n.s. 
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Ott no one of the four indicators of parole adjustment is there any 

significant difference between the status and ratings for program-involved 

~oJ'ards and non .... program wards. It was perhaps unrealistic in retrospect to 

have anticipated any superior employment or educat:Lonal achievement fro1!\ the 

program~'involved since a third of these wards were involved ~dth therapeutic 

commurtit:r pro~rams which typically do not encourage outsid~ ac.tivities for 

their me.mbers. The ratings do clearly suggest that in the eyes of the case-

workers the wards who became involved w'ith community programs were no more 

basically motivated toward acceptable parole adjustment thart were the non-

involved wards. This view is supported by an examination of the Base Expectancy 

scores1 for males in the tioJ'O groups, as presented in Table 9: 

Table 9 

Base Expe.ctancy Scor~~s for Wards in the 
First Sample, by Pl~ogram Involvement 

(males only) 

------------------------------/~----------------------------
B. E. Scores 

Total 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Total 

No. Pct. 

132 100.0 

23 17.4 
70 53.1 

6 4.5 
14 10.6 
19 14.4 

--

Involved Not Involved 

No. Pet. No. Pet. 

46 100.0 86 100.0 

10 21.7 13 15.1 
25 54.3 45 52.3 
1 2.2 5 5.8 
5 10.9 9 10.5 
5 10.9 14 16 .. 3 

x2 = 2.273, p :::I n.s. 

IThe Base Expectancy Score is compulted for each male ward only from various 
\<I'eightings for such background charactedstics as court of commitment, admission 
status, prior r~ord, age at admission and sex. The scores run from 1 to 5, 
with the low scores indicating a low likelihood of becoming a recidivist and 
the high score indicating a high recidivism potential. For wards in the 1971 
parole relea.se cohort those wards with a B. E. score of 1 had a 21..7 percent 
violation rate, while those scoring 5 had a 63.6 percent violation rate. 

J 

~ 
I 
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The ccmparison of maan Base Expectancy scores indicates no tendency 

for wards who bec.ame involved with community programs to have been predict

ably less prone to become failures than were the non-involved wards. 

Since the numbers of wards involved with the various types of programs 

are quite small,it is not possible on the basis of the first sample to assess 

the relative effectiveness of different types of programs. The data regard

ing this is given, however, in Table 10: 

Table 10 

Type of Program by Parole Outcome for 
Wards in the First Sample 

Type of Program Parole Outcome 
Success Failure Total 

'rOTAL 44 10 j(~ 

Methadol\e Mai!:ltenance 2 2 
Residential 14 4 18 
Outpatient Counseling 13 2 15 
Urinalysis Testing 15 4 19 

x2 

Pct. Failure 

18.5 

22.2 
13.3 
21.0 

= . 852, p is n.S. 

From previous studies1 it had been anticipated that urinalysis testing 

would result in a high rate of failures since it is most directly oriented 

toward detection and apprehension. This expectation did not materialize 

for the first sample. The 10t"er failure rate for wards in outpatient 

counseling relative to those in residential programs is suggestive and will 

be examined closely in future sample analyses. 

1 
Roberts, C. A Final Evaluation of the Narcotic Control Prog'ram for .. 

Youth Authority Parolees, Research Report No. 58. Sacramento: 
California Youth Authority, February, 1970. 

p -

Ii 
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It seems logical that the longer a. ward is involved '''ith a program the 

greater the posit:i.ve impact of that program should be on his behavior. 'rhus, 

it was expected that lo,,,er failure rates would be associated with longer tiUle 

in program involvement. The data are shown in Table. 11 : 

Table 11 

Length of Time in Program Involvement 
by Parole Outcome, for Program involved Wacds 

Time in Program Total Successes l!'ailures Percent Failed 

TOTAL , .. 
54 44 10 18.5 

2 - 10 weeks 9 6 3 33.3 
11 - 20 weeks 15 11 4 26.7 
21 - 30 weeks 8 7 1 12.5 
31 - 40 weeks 22 20 2 9.1 

The expectation was confirmed. Unfo17tunate1y, it can be equally well 

argued that wards who stay on parole longer also have more time in which 

to maintain their prpgram involvement. In which case the above data ~olou1d 

be interpreted as merely reflecting that relationship rather than supporting 

evidence of program impact • 

It was suggested earlier in this report that since a large proportion 

of the wards in the sample (71.2 percent) had been identified while already 

on parole an. d had, presumably, served some time on parole prior to identi-

fication as a drug abuser, that this predisposed them to lower failure rates 

and thus biased the sample estimates. The relevant data are shown itl 

Table 12, ,.,here identification location (institution or on parole) is shown 

in terms o.f parole outcome at eight months: 

// 
it 
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Table 12 

Identification Location by Parole Outcome 
for \-1ards in Sample No. 1 

Identificat:l.on 
Location 

TOTAL 

Institutions 
Parole 

Total 

163 

47 
116 

.successes 

119 

32 
87 

Failures 

44 

15 
29 

, 

Percent Failed 

27.0 

31.9 
25.0 

2 x = .802, p = n.s. 

The wards identified on parole failed at no less significant rate than 

the wards identified in institutions and subsequently released to parole. 

'rhe data do not support the possibility that any systematic bias was intro-

.duced due to the inclusion in the sample of wards identified while on parole. 

It does appear, however, that wards who were identified on parole were 

more likely to become involved with community drug programs than were wards 

identified while in an institution, and subsequently released to parole, as 

~able 13 

Identifica.tion Locl:ition by Program Involvement 
for Wards in Sample No. 1 

Identification 
Location 

TOTAL 

Institutions 
Parole 

Total 

163 

Involved 

54 

9 
45 

Not Involved 

109 

38 
71 

Percent Involved 

33.1 

19.1 
38.8 

x2 = 5.87, p < .02 

It is highly likely that when the availability of services through the 

Community-Centered Drug Program first became available the parole agents 

• 
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tended to utilize them especially ",ith those ,~ards with ,~hom they were 

already acquainted and whom they knew could best benefit from those services. 

This initial emphasis on providing services to those ,~ards already on parole 

can only be considered an explanation of the data in Table 13, however, and 

does not bias the parole outcome findings. 

The Twelfth and 24-Month Follow-ups 

The twelfth and 24-month follow-ups were accomplished by a search of 

each ward's movement and status record card in the Central Office files at 

the appropriate interval from the date the ward was identified or released 

to parole. Of the 163 wards in the sample, 21 wards were on violation status 

at the end of twelve months. Two of these are still on violation status. 

Of the remaining 19 wards, ten were eventually returned to parole and nine 

were revoked, recommitted or ,discharged while on violation status. The 

current status of the sample at twelve months from release to parole or date 

of identification is shown in Table 14: 

Table 14 

Status of Wards in Sample No. 1 at Twelve Months 
from Release to Parole or Date of Identification 

Status No. Pet. 

On Parole 77 47.2 

Honorable Discharge 27 16.6 

Revoke/Recommit 30 18.4 

Discharge after Violation 27 16.6 

On Violation 2 1.2 

163 100.0 
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Comparing Table 14 with 'Iable 4, it is apparent that the number of wards 

HOn l?l1r.oll·~H decilucd sharply during the. intervening four months, whi,le the 

nUlnbe:rB ot' w8.t'da revoked, recomlIiitted at' discharged show an increase) as would 

be expeeted. 

'r.he to;.,o VHlt'ds presently "On Violation" are counted among the "Successes" 

until such time as a final disposition has been made of their cases. If 

eitber or both of these wards are subsequently revoked, recommitted or dis-

charged while on violation, then minor changes in the failure rates reported 

lH.!low Ciln be e'Xpected. 3 Curren.t figur.es for the 163 ward sample then show 

106 wards (65.0 percent) who can be classified as "Successes" and 57 (35.0 

parcent) who can be classified as "Failu.r6s" at twelve months from release 

to parole or date of identification. 

'llhe comparable parole outcomes for wards who were involved with community . 
.drug progt'ams and those not involved are shown in Table 15: 

Table 15 

Fatale. Outcome for Wards in Sample No. 1 
At Twelve Honths from Release to Parole or Date of 

Identification, by Program Involvement 

lh:ogrulU Involvement Parole Outcome 

Success Failure Total Pet. Failure 

TOTAL 
Involved 
Not. !nvolvc,d 

106 

t)2 
64 

57 163 35.0 

12 54 22.2 
45 109 41. 3 

x2 "'" 5.80 p. ~ .01 (one tailed) 

3 I' I I T\ose two wards were each. placed 'On Violation' after the eighth month 
(l.od Ute there.fore not so shown in the eighth montb figures. 
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At twelve months, then, the percentage point difference in failure rates 

has increased to 19.1 points, a gain of 6.4 points over the difference at 

eight months. 

All of the wards in Sample No. 1 had had a potential parole exposure of 

24 months at the end of July, 1975. Their status at the time is shown in 

Table 16: 

Table 16 

Status of Wards in Sample No. 1 at 24 Months 
from Release to Parole or Date of Identification 

Status No. Pet. 

On Parole 25 15.3 
Honorable Discharge 56 34.4 
Revoke/Recommit 34 20.8 

Discharge after Violation 42 25.8 
On Violation 6 3.7 

TOTAL 163 100.0 

Two of the wards shown in "On Violation" status are program-involved 

wards, four are non-involved wards. Parole outcome for program-involved and 

non-involved wards is shown in Table 17 (wards in "On Violation" status are 

counted as HSuccess"): 

Table 17 

Parole Outcome for Wards in Sample No. 1 
At 24 Months from Release to Parole or Date of Identification 

by Program Involvement 

Parole Outcome 

Program Involvement Success Failure Total Pct. Failure 

TOTAL 87 76 163 46.6 
Involved 35 19 54 35.2 
Not Involved 52 57 109 52.3 

x2 = 4.28 p. <. .025 (one-tailed) 
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'thO' IH!retmt:ng(~ r)()~.nt dHferenee :i,n faihl're 1:ates is 17.1 points, a 

~lm~r{!lU1C (if tWfJ 1'01Ut:6 from the rH£.feren,;!e at 12 months. 

In 1:li:l.~Jrc 1 tlH~ failure t'ut.eG for the program-involved and non-involved 

'W.1rdo m:t" plotted nl.: the nighth, t~elfth and twenty-fourth month intervals 

from Mtih w(Jl."d' fJ dlltc of rolease eo pa'tole or date of identification. Based 

{In tht'HHl po:ttlt~ emnul.at;.ive trencl lines can be drawn beginning at "zero" months 

ml(l Il~H~roH fll:i1m,"tH) thl,"tiUgh the eighth month rtlte, the twelfth month rate, 

Itnd on thrm,tgh tho CWl~t1t:y-fourt;h mauch 'rate for each group. Failure rates 

uver d;ttc flu1te typicnlly present the t'eguJar l'rogress:t.ons shown in Figure 1. 

J~!l J:t!;lt#o",9.J.t~J.:~m!t~~J1jl.~!!...B?J'_!1l!!m 3. o. ~E...:-l 
Hl.'il"Uure" ItnCt;'s tot: .1lrOf.n:am""Xnvolved 
m:ul Ntm"'lH'QgrOll) WllJ.'du at: J~1nhtt Twelve 
lmd 't'wrnt:Y .... xOtlt' Honthaf'rOIl1 Relense to Parole 
or Vntn of Idrntificatlon. I 
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.Once a clear divergence in cumulative failure rate between two groups appears, 

other conditions remaining relatively stable, it is highly unusual for the 

trend lines to show sudden or dralnatic departures from the established general 

direc.tion at later points in time. It is impossible, of course, for /l CUID\.l

lative failure rate to decline. Xt can be expected, then, that the differenc.e 

in failure rate between the pLogram-involved and the non-involved wards ~vil1 

not suddenly decrease at some future point in time. It may, in fact, very 

well increase. 

The continuing relationship of the two lines shown itt Figure 1 throughout 

the 24 mor!.th period suggests the possibility that the ulti1))/lte failure rates for 

the two gl:OUpS could have been predicted at a much earlier point in time, 

ce:r'tainly before the expiration of 15 or even tW'elve months. It would seem a pre

liminary estimate c.ould be calculated from curvilinear regression equations 

within the first four months and then subjected to reestimation in successive 

months. This WQuld provide much earlier feedback to administrators and allow 

greater predictability for future program planning. 

Comparisons of Length-of-Stay on Parole 

Recidivism comparisons as a method of evaluating an action program 

leave much to be dE!sired. They not only t'end to mask other desired or un

desired 'effects, but primarily they serve as a poor basis fer cost/effec.tive

ness comparisons. A more meaningful indicator of program effectiveness has 

been suggested based on comparisons of mean length of stay on parole for 

different groups·. ,It is quite possible, for instance, for two groups to have 

identical failure rates within the same base follow-up period, but signi£i-

cantly different mean months-ofi-parole. As an extreme example, assume two. 

groups of 100 wards, each with a 50.0 percent failure rate at twelve mouths 
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t:rClll t'cleKllJc to parole J yet in one group all the Failures are removed from 

t~rlrole :In the .tllit'd month, whlie in the other. they are all removed in the 

nintb month. !nthi,8 imaginary situation, the mean months on parole for the 

£irnt group would be 7.75 months (SO x 12 + 50 x 3.5/100) while for the second 

g.toup it would be 10.7.5 rnortths~ a me~m differen.ce of three months longer on 

ptlt'olc per ward for the second Sroup, or an accumulated total of 300 addi

t;~,omJl, wtlt'd mouths on para).e per twelve months period. This time is contri'

butcd by the Inter date of failure for the Failures in the second group-

the SUCC(~allCO l.n both groups contributed exactly equal amounts of time-on

parolo. In 0 similar manner it is also possible for two groups to have 

identical IIlCUU\ lllonths em parole and greatly dissimilar failure rates. Thus, 
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'rable 18 

Hean Months on Parole for Wards in Sample No, 1 
At Twelve and 24 Nonths from Release to Parole 

or Date of Identification, by Program Involvement 

Program 
Involvement 

and 
Outcome 

TOTAL 

Involved Wards 
Successes 
Failures 

Not Involved Wards 
Successes 
Failures 

N 

163 

54 
42 
12 

109 
64 
45 

Follow-up Interval 

Twelve Months 24 Months 

Cumulative 
LOS 

1558 

586 
504 

82 

972 
768 
204 

Mean 
Months 

9.6 

10.9 
12.0 
6.8 

8.9 
12.0 
4.5 

N Cumulative 
LOS 

163 2698 

54 1050 
35 840 
19 210 

109 1648 
52 1248 
57 400 

Hean 
Hontha 

16.5 

19.4 
24.0 
11.0 

15.1 
2if.0 
7.0 

mCtnl. montha on pnl:ole is an independent measure of parole performance, At twelve months the program involved wards had accumulated an average of 

nlt:hough) obv;louoly, the greater the proportion of successes within a group, 

tho largor its mean months on parole will be, since each success contributes 

ehe accumulnted months from the entire follow-up period to the total months 

on pllt'olc. 

Hc:tln lI101\\:h9 on pa1:010 nt the end of both the twelfth and twenty-fourth 

11iOUtll frolll )"oleasa to pnrole or date of identification was calculated for 

Ilt'OS·rI1lUAinvolved and 'oon.-;l.lwolved wards in the first sample. The results 

nr(~ nhcwn in Tobla 18.. 

two months additional time on parole over the non-involved wards. At twenty-

four months the difference is 4.3 months. At twelve months, wards who failed 

among the involved group failed an average of 2.3 months later than the failures 

among the not-involved group. At twenty-four months this lag amounts to an 

average of 4.0 months. For each such failure the additional time on parole 

represents an equal number of months that the ward was not in custody during 

the period concerned. Thus, it can be said that the non-involved failures spent 

an average of 2.3 more months in custody during their f+rst year on parole than 

did the involved wards. This difference can then be translated into direct 

dollar savings. 

Of the 57 failures in the sample at twelve months, both program-involved 

and non.-involved, 30 (52.6 percent) were returned to Youth Authority institutions 
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n.nd 21 (47,4 pc:rccnt) 'Ware -relaased to other jurisdictions. It is estimated 

that tbe COlle of inetitutional COl::a for a ward in the Youth Authority is 

mo\':'e tlum $1000 per month. The coSts per month for other jurisdictions is 

CtH;lm.\lt(~d at: not letw than $600 per month. For each 100 failures, then, a 

total coat of $52,600 (52.6 ~ $1(00) plus $28,440 (47.4 x $600), or $81,040 

pcr r:wnth ann beafJaigncd. 'that is slightly more than $810 per month per 

ward :tn rc1noH~tttionI11:tztlt:ioll cost£J. 

r~Ktri1pol.atj,ns from the anmplc to the popUlation of 1630 which it represents, 

thNlfforth~ Cf1Cim~lt:ed 51,0 progrl.lln ... involved wards in the popUlation a total 

"e 1,21,2 wllrd/montlto were saved duting the ward's fit'st year on parole. At 

11 DIWit1SU :in re:l.natitutionnlizlltion costs of $810 per ward/month, that is 

Nlunl to 11 total .Ill'l'ving of $1,006,020 (1242 :It $810). The cost of delivering 

fJp{H:inl drug trcllttneut services to that population is estimated at $976,507. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This preliminary evaluation is based on a sample of the earliest wards 

identified into the Community-Centered Drug Program. All thre<l of the basic 

hypotheses for the program were confirmed for tlle population represented by 

the sample: 

1) More than five times as many wards became involved with drug programs 

while on parole under the auspices of the Community-centered Drug 

Program than were known to be involved with such programs in preceding 

years. 

2) Wards ,.,ho became program-involved did not differ from wards who did 

not become involved wi~h community programs to any significnnt degree 

when personal and background variables and base expectancy sco·res 

were compared. 

3) Wards who became program-involved demonstrated a significantly lowe'r 

-failure rate than did wards who were not involved with community drug 

programs. This effect did not extend to other behavior measures 

(drug-involved recidivism, behavior ratings; etc.). In addition, wards 

who were program-involved averaged t,.,o more months on parole within 

twelve months follow-up period than did non.-involved wards. 

the 

The differential impact of the program was found to be greatest among those 

wards who were male, 21-years-of-age and over, and who were more deeply involved 

in drug abuse and delinquency. 

It is hypothesized that the effect shown for the first sample will continue 

to be found relative to wards defined by the high impact characteristics and 

- 29 -
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wUl vurt directly with changes in the. proportions of high impact characteristic 

u£lrdo in Dubacq,ue.nt samples and their baSe populations. 

'l'lH~ data fr()Jll' t11i6 firtH! cvaluation suggest: that the program has a differential 

impact not only onwards defined by diffete.nt petsonal and background chatacter

itHd.co but: relative to the type of prog:t"tlm ~ith ~hich they become involved. 

'I'hl!) '.ugsc(Jt:lOl't iWNla furtber confirmation from future evaluations, but if it 

10 found to bn true f t provides a basis for more effective placement of wards 

in optitn{ll trcatment c.nvironments. 

1 
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APPENDIX A 

OFFICE _______ _ AGENT ______ _ 

INSTITUTION - PAROLE 8-MONTH FOttOW-UP 

1. Identification Information 

A. YAif. (1-5) _ _ _ _ Card 1F (6)._ Cyc.le 1! (7) _ 

B. S~mple: l-clinic, 2-institution and parole, 3-drug center,4-clinic, 
and center, 5-institution-parole and centet, 6-other. (8) 

Type of Date: l-parole date, 2~identification date (9) == c. 

D. Date of Parole or ID.: Mo.) Yr' i (10-12) ___ Parole Unit: 

E. Institutional Origin: (16··18) _. _ _ lnstitut:l.onal Program: 

F. Time on Parole: l~less than one month, 2-1 to 3 mo.! 3-4 to 6, 

(13-15 ) 

(19-22) 

4-7 to 9, 5-10 to 12, 6-13 to 15 7-16 to 18, 8-19 to 21, 9-22 to 24. (23) 

II. Fol10w-Q2 One 

A. Parole Status: O-revocation drug related l-revocation non-drug 
2-jail drug. 3-jail non-drug, 4-suspension drug 5-suspension 
non-drug 6-dish. discharge drug. 7-dish. discharge non-drug 
8~stil1 on parole 9-honorable discharge. 

lL Parole Success-FaHure: I-success 2-failure jail 90 days or more 
3-failure violation leading to revocation. 4-failure violation 
leading to dish. discharge 5-failure death violation related. 

c. Parole Drug Success-Failure: I-success, 2-failure jail drug 
3-failure revocation drug 4-failure dish. discharge drug 
5-failure death ~iolation drug. 

D. Total Number Violations: (27) _. Drug Related Violations: (28) 

E:' Current Drug Use: I-none 2-10\-1 3-moderate 
5-hi8h halluc., 6-high dep. I 7-high stirn. 
9-high other. 

4-high alcohol, 
8-high opiates, 

F. Current Employment: I-unemployed, 2-part-time 3-full-time, 

(29) 

4-unemployed student 9-unknown. (30) 

G. Current Educati.on and Training: l-none, 2-secondary 3-semi-
skilled, 1~-skilled 5-college part-tin\e I 6-college full-time 
7-ather 9-unknown. (31) 

H. Overall Parole Adjustment: I-poor, 2-adequate 3-excellent 
9- unknown. (32) 

I .. Overall Drug Use: l-none 2-10~., level, 3-moderate 4-high 
alcohol, 5-high halluc. 6-high dep. 7-h1gh s tim. I a-high 
opiates 9-high other. (33) 

(24 ) 

(25) 

(26) _ 
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A. Current: program '1:ype and Name (34-37) 

(38-39) 

(40-42) 

V. 

8. Month on Parole Entercd~ 

C. 'tot:ol h'CCKt) in Program; 

0. OlltC;OIll(!~ l"faIlure spLIt 2 weeks or less 2-Eaiture other 
' .. 10';1 lmeecnn 4"'mouct'ltte success S"'high success 9-unknown 

B. Participation: I-voLuntary. 2-involuntary board 3-involuntary 
parole 4-invaluntary o~\er 9-unknown 

1.1.. Rcferrdt l"'ll111tIl:utlon 2-ccntcr 3-DRS l~-CPAI S-PA, 6-friend 
ar relatlvR, 7-nolE. a-other 9-unknown 

A. 

n. 
o. 

Type of !nvolvoment: l-preceding. 2~concurrent 
ProgrlUTt Type and Nama: 

Month on Porola Bntarod: 

Total Weckn 1.1:1 Progt"anl: 

(47-50) 

(51-52) 

(53-55) 

O. OutcQme: l ... fnHut'o spUt: 2 weeks or less 2-failure other 
3~low success, 4-modcrnta sUCcess S-high success 9-unknown 

It. P{1.rtiei,patlon: I-voLuntary 2"involuntary board 3-involuntary 
parole 4 .. 1nvolunCary other, 9-unknown 

l~. Rc ferro t: l-institution, 2-ccncer 3-DRS. 4-CJ,'A, 5-PA t 

6-Crland or relative 7-self a-other 9-unknown 

Scaon~. P.t:hCl: progrtltn ltwolvotnent 

A, Progt'nm 'lype amI Name; 

n. Honth em PIl170to El1t:oted: 

C. Total WCHik8 in Program: 

l). Outcome: t ... fnilurc split 2 weeks or less 2-failure other 

(59-62) 

(63-63) 

(65-67) 

3 .. tow !U1~e(lEU1. 4"modct"ll te tHICcess 5M high success 9-unknown 

It. purticil,,..t:ion; t-voluntary. 2-involuntary board 3-invo1untary 

(43) 

(44) 

(45) 

(46) 

(56) 

(57) 

(58) 

----
--
---
(68) 

pn.t'o to 4 -1l\vo tuntnt'y other 9-lInkno\OTn (69) 

vt. 
nl. 

V'In: .. 

F. ltt\farral: t-lnscitutioll , 3-ccnter ,j"ORS. 4-CPA, 5-PA, 6-friend 
or 1'lllnt:.lvQ 1-1101£, a-other. g ... unknown (70) 

Program Type & Name: (71-74) 

~lltM\8t'y, A. 'rot:nJ 'prosrams~ (75) _ Totnl 2 weeks or more: 
n. Overa n level of progt:am pat' ticipation: O-unknown 

t .. none.2 .. 1,ow. 3-modcrate 4-h18h 

l1cek Code --
(6) 

(77) 

(SO) 

L 
i 
t 
l' 

I 

Appendix B 

SOME PROBLE~lS OF CRITERIA DEFINITION 

The Connnunity-Centered Drug Program evahtations are essentially baSed on 

three types of definitions: 1) those identifying the wards as a drug abuser 

or non-abuser, 2) t'I,lose identifY~llg the wards as program-involved or not: 

involved, and 3) tho~e iden tifyillg the 'tyards as successes or ful1ures. 

In the preceding report all wards identified into the CCDl? are accepted as 

drug abusers. At the time the first: sample was collected only a few uleo·· 

holies or volatile substance abusers had been identifi~do and none were 

:i.ncluded in the sample, which was completely composed of opiate, depressant, 

stimulant, hallucinogen and marijuana abusers. In future samples, however, 

it can be expected that increasing proportions of alcohol, volatile substance 

and marijuana users will be identified, raiSing Some questions as to the 

homogeneity of the term "drug abuser. 1I It may be possible to c.ontrol homo

geniety to some extent. through the use of Substance Abuse Referral System 

(SARS) scores. This will be attempted in future analyses. 

The identification of a ward as program-involved or not: raises even more 

serious questions. In this report a t·mrd was identified as community program 

involved as long as he was receiving some kind of services relevant to his 

drug abuse, including urinalysis testing. It can well be argued, however, 

that periodiC testing is not a program activity, but rather a surveillance 

technique. Too, although the chemical analysis is carried-out under contract, 

the collection of samples is primarily done by parole agents and not Py any 

connnunlty agencies personnel. Thus, can the inclusion of u1:inalysis testing 

be justified as a connnunity treatment service? The effect of not including 

it is shown in Table 19: 

'rable 19 

Parole Outcome for l'1ards in Sample No. 1 
At Eight Months from Release to Parole or Date of Identification, 

by Program Involvement 
(wards on urinalysis classified as Not Involved) 

Parole Outcome 
Program Involvement 

Success Failure Total Pet. Failure 

TOTAL 119 44 163 27.0 

Involved 30 5 35 14.3 
Not Involved 89 39 128 30.5 

x2 = 3.73, p.<.03 (one-tailed) 

- 33 --
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The nineteen wards involved in urinalysis failed at a rate of 26.3 percent, 

Bome'Vlhnt: highar than the "Involved" group shown in Table 5 of the report, 

but only a lil.ttle lower than the UNot Involved" group. Thus, their removal 

from the former reduced that groupls failure rate by 4.2 percentage points, 

but 'reduc.ed the latter group's rate by only .7 percentage points. The per

centage poine difference thus increased from 12.7 in Table 5 to 16.2 in the 

above t:.abl(~. The inclusion or exclusion of wards in urinalysis is therefore 

a tUN ter of. some importance in assessing program ef.fects. If their failure 

r'.t>f.~ had heen higher than that of the "Not Involved tl wards in Table 5 then 

the effecft. would have been to dras tically increase the difference between 

the two groups; if it had been as l.ow aEl that for the "Involved" wards in 

'ruble 5 t,hen th,e failure rate for the "Not Involvedll would have lowered and 

the perc(mtage point difference between the two groups lessened. 

In a ewm,o.what related sense, four of the wards in the first sample were counted 

as proSt"llm-:Lnvolved wards since'they were in residential programs which function 

aimilinrly to community-operated facilities, although staffed by Youth Authority 

peraont'l.el and restrict1!d to Youth Authority wards;. It is probable that a 

quostion could be ~ais~d over their inclusion since the programs are not 

strictly "community" programs. 'there is no reason t.O believe, however, that 

they llr(~ inherently better or worse in their effectiveness than are the other 

c.ommuuil:y progtams; thus there should be no biasing effect by their inclusion. 

Ut'1less eha 11umbers of wards in such Youth Authority-operated programs increase 

COl\s:lderably, then, they will continue to be counted along with the regular 

community program-involved wards in subsequent evaluations. 

A final p~oblem concerns the criteria of success or failure which has been 

used, It haa been t~ad:l,tional in the Youth Authority to base its recidivism 

:t;'(lte on. th(l definition of lI£ai1ure ll as the occurrence of a violation leading 

to tevocation, recouunitment. or discharge within a certain set period of time 

from the ward's release to parole. In the preceding report the follow-up 

periods \>1e~e respectively e:l,gh t, twelve and twenty-four months. During the 

~o11ect:l.on of data and subsequent analyeis, however, it became apparent that 

lU~~.ng tha t definition the coders \>1ere classifying as "Successes ll a number of 

Wllt'da who hud spent considerable segments of such follow-up periods under 

.. 
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local incarceration. What generally occurred was that the ward would be sent 

to county j ail for some offense for, say) six months. At the tilne of his 

arrest he would be placed on violation. After serving his sentence the case 

would be referred to the Youth Authority Board for Et.:tion and the board ,.,ould 

consider that no purpose would be served by further confinement in a Youth 

Authority institution, so he would be returned to parole status. Out of an 

eight months period, then, he is not only technically a success, but he has 

not even had the opportunity, being in jail nearly the entire time, to commit 

a violation which might lead to his classification as a failure. In this 

sense, then, he is an artificial "success." 

In order to estimate the effect of using different definitions of success or 

failure, an additional analysis of the sample at eight months was made in 

which ten wards who had received 90-day or. longer jail sentenc.es during the 

follow-up period were removed from among ~he Successes and placed among the 

Failures. The results of that analysis are shoWtt in Table 20: 

Table 20 
Parole Outcome for Wards in Sample No. 1 

At Eight Months from Release to Parole or Date of 
Identificat~on, by Program Involvement 

(90-day or more jail sentences included in "Failures") 

Program Involvement Parole Outcome 

Success Failure Total Pct. Failure 

TOTAL 109 54 163 33.1 

Involverd 43 11 54 20.4 
Not Invl'lved 66 43 109 39.4 

x2 = 5.95 i7. <.01 (one-tailed) 

Comparing the above table to Table 5 of the preceding report, it can be seen 

that again the program-involved wards show a much lower failure rate than do 

wards not involved with community drug programs on parole. The confounding 

artifact is, however,the argument that, of course, the longer a ward was 

in jail the less possible was it for him to become involved with a community 

program? thus excessively inflating the non-program failure rate. This 

argument gains some support from the fact that of the ten jailed wards in the 

sample, only one had been involved with a community drug program. The effect 
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of conH'1d(t~lng- jAiled wtn:da as fn:f.lut'M in the sample was to in,crease the 

p(jrcane,llgc point: differcmae between involved and not involved wards from 

12~ 7 lU)intfl ill Table S of thetepc)J:t to 19.0 points in the above table. 
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