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SUMMARY 

This evaluation is based on a ten percent sample of drug abusers identified 

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

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

The sample numbered 163 wards and comparison by background characteristics 

indicated that it was highly representative of the base popul~tion of drug 

abusers from which it was 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 weeks. 

2) Comparisons of personal and background characteristics and Base 

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

revealed no significant dtfferences between the two groups. 

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

4) 

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 percent 

respectively. 

When analyzed 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 
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5) 

6) 

] d te of identifi.cation, 
At twelve months from release to paro.e or a 

1 gth of stay on parole of 
the program-involved ~yards had an average en 

1 8 9 months for the non-involved wards. 
10.9 months compared with on Y • 

d At 24 months the 
That is a mean difference of two months per war • 

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

months~ for a difference of 4.3 months. 
'ty drug treatment program 

The longer a ward was involved with a commun~ 
1 For wards 

was he to become a failure on paro .e. 
the less likely 

involved less than 11 weeks 
the failure rate was 33.3 percent while 

Weeks involvement it was only 9.1 percent. 
for wards with more than 31 

supporting the three major objectives of the 
The data were interpreted as 

f drug abusers from which the sample 
ward s in the population 0 program for 

was drawn. 

of the first sample only, no specific recommen
Since this is an evaluation 

dations were made. 

ix 

The Comml1l1,ity-Centered Drug Program 

The 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 tr.eatment programs and thereby 

reduce the likelihood of further drug and law involvement. The program 

has three components: 

1) an identification system for screening out serio'us 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 abusing wards has been carefully worked 

out. The philosophy of the program assumes that it is 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 

Centers and Clinics. 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 wards in the Youth Authority population were identified as drug abusers. 

Hotivationa1 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 v~lri-

ety of community treatment programs. Already established Youth Authority 

drug abuse programs such as the Preston Family, Mira Lorna 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 p~e-

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

provide wards with direct on-strl~et' exposure to community treatment programs 

as well as the opportunity ior other street re-orienting activities. The 

center was discontinued in early 19751• 

Pr.ogram 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 establi~hes a working relationship 

with the staff of various programs and works 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 ma~ntaining 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 

under the assumption that such involvement will result in a reduction of 

their subsequent abuse of 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: 

1For an evaluation 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 

.. , 3 -

1) A substantially greater numb f " 
, er 0 drug ab 

can be induced to b users than in the past 
aCome involved with 

programs through the effort f community-based drug treatment 
s 0 thEl CCDP staff. 

2) The motivational impact of the CCD~ 
that wards Who b is not solective--i.e 

ecome program i 1 ., 
differ from wards who d nvo Ved do not Significantly 
of known background and

o 
not become program involved in terms 

personal characteristi 
3) Wards Who b cs variables. 

ecome program involved will 
lower rate of subsequent dr b demonstrate a significantly 
th . ug a use and/or d li 

an do wards Who d e nq" .... Llt behaVior 
o not become program in'''01' • 

greater improvement in v ved, and will show 
community adjUStment whil ' 

Approaches to me e on parole. 
asurement and test:J.ng of each of 

be discussed below. these hyPotheses will 

This preliminary evaluation f h 
is bOt e CommunitY-Centered 

ased on parole outcome dato, and parole agent 
Drug Program (CCDP) 

on parole for 163 wards. 
These wards were a 10 

assessments of ward behaVior 

d percent rand war S Who \o1ere identified om sample of 
as drug abuset~ whil 

in an institution and e on parole or were identified 
released to parole d i . 

through July 31, 1973. 1 ur ng the period December 1, 1972 

Initial data were h 
gat ered for each ward t 

from his date of id a the end of the eighth month 
entification if 0 

1 ' n parole, or from the date of his 
re ease to parole. Follow-up h 

c ecks on parole 0 t 
tha twelfth and 24th u come only were conducted at 

months from identification 
follow-up information was 

1 

or release to parole. Parole 
taken directly from the . 

ward's movement and record 

The original sam 1e 
been inappro ria p numbered 165 wards but 
to parole be~or teli identified and anothe; and one ward was found to have 

e go ng AWOL from the South not technically been released 
ern Regional Drug Center. 
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card maintained at the central office. 
Information on the ward's behavior 

and adjustment on parole, and on 
any involvement with community drug programs 

. . ith the ward's parole caseworker (Parole agent or 
was recorded in interv~ews w 

drug parole aide). 
b found in Appendix A. The interview :orm used can e 

f each ward were derived 
Additional background and characteristics data or 

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

1 i accounting unit. abuser by the CCDP popu at on 

Fifty-four of 

Community Program Involvement 

the 163 wards in the sample (33.1 
percent) became involved 

for at least a two week period 
with one or more community drug programs 

release to parol~ or date of ident~
during the first eight months from their 

Of these, 48 had become involved with only one 
fication. 

the end of the eight month period. 

program, and 16 

Five wards had 
were sti11 involve~ at 

d rd was involved· with four programs 
1 d ith two' programs 'an one wa been invo ve w 

during the follow-up period. 
d became involved and the numbers 

The types of programs with which war s 

of wards involved in each are shown in Table 1: 

Table 1 

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

"lards Invol "ed 
Type of Program No. Pct. 

54 100.0 
Total 

3.7 
Methadone M~i~tenance Clinics 2 

Residential Therapeutic Communities 18 .33.3 

27.8 
Short Term outpatient counseling 15 

19 35.2 
Urinalysis Testing 

II 
It 
1 ! 

\ 1 
H 
i \ 
1'\ 
\j 
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I 
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The methadone clinics, one in San Diego and the other in Stockton, 

both provide one-to-one and group counseling as an adjunct to the maintenance 

program. The residential programs range from long-term, heavy attack therapy 

programs, such as Tu'um Est in Venice and Delancey Street 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 or psycholo-

gists to group and individual counseling such as provided by para-professionals 
\ 

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

Urinalysis samples were usually collected on a weekly baSis, although 

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

larly. Involvement with cultural enrichment, recreational or vocational 

training programs were·not counted as drug program involvement. .. . 

The minimum period of involvement in a program for accounting purposes 

was arbitrarily set at two weeks. A numher qf 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 ~ot considered as constituting lIinvolvement." Most 

of the wards who are counted as program-involved spent consider~bly longer 

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

wards were involved with a program throughout the entire eight-months follow-

up period. The mean period of involvement for all 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 outpatient counseling. The mean period for residential programs was 

20.8 weeks and :tor '1lethadone maintenance was 21.0 weeks •. Type of program 

involvement and length of involvement will 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 community agencies. That was 

31.5 percent of the total of 1930 identified drug abusers on parole at that 

time. In comparison, a survey taken in 1970 shows that only 98 wards of an 

estimated 4820 drug abusers (2.0 percent) were involved in various community 

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

additional wards involved with such programs unbeknownst to their parole agents, 

but due to the nature of parole monitoring of wards, particularly wards known 

to be drug abusers, that additional unknown number cannot have been very great. 

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

the number of drug abusers involved with community treatment programs, was more 

than fulfilled. The program demonstrated during its first year that through 

its motivational and facilitating efforts more than five times as many wards 

as previously could be induced to become involved for substantial periods of 

tllne with community service facilities. 

Ward Characteristics 

Selected personal and background characteristics are maintained on all 

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

for the program-involved and the non-program wards separately in Table 2. 

There were no statistically significant differences between program-

invqlved wards and non-program wards on anyone of the characteristics reviewed 

Th~ greatest difference was found relative to Area of Commitment (x
2 

= 3.921, 

(3 d.f., p = n.s.) where greater proportions of Central Valley wards and lower 

proportions of Bay Area wards were found to be program involved. Any significant 

differences found in parole performance between the two groups, then, should not 

be attributable to differences in basic personal and background characteristics. 

, 

\ 
II 
'1 

I 

\ 

'I 

" 

Personal 
In the 

Characteristics 

TOTAL 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Race 
White 
Mexican American 
Black 
Other 

Age 
20 or less 
21 or more 

Commitment Offense 
Narcotic/Drug 
Persons Crimes 
Property Crimes 
Other 

Admission Status 
First Admissioll 
Pri!or Admission 

Court of Commitment 
Juvenile 
Adult, 

, . 
Area of Co~itment 

Southern California 
Bay Area 
Central Valley 
Other counties 

Major Drug of Abuse 
Opiates 
Depressants 
Stimulants 
Hallucinogens 
Marijuana 

"(>' , '\ 
, "i1 

't ,'. , 
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, 

\ 
Table 2 

:~d Background Charac'teristics of W'ards 
J.rst Sample, by Program Involvement 

Total Program Involved Not Involved 

No. Pet. No. Pet. No. Pet. 
" 

" 
, 

163 100.0 54 100.0 109 100.0 t1 

132 81.0 46 85.2 86 78.9 
d 
~' 

31 19.0 8 14.8 23 21.1 

106 65.0 36 66.7 70 64.2 
27 16.0 7 13.0 20 18.3 
27 16.6 9 16.7 18 16.5 
3 1.8 2 3.6 1 .9 

79 48.5 
84 

28 51.9 51 46.8 
51.5 26 48.1 58 53.2 1 

.~ , 
i 

56 34.4 19 35.2 37 33.9 l 
) , 

22 13.5 6 11.1 
57 

16 14.7 
35.0 22 

' ~ 

28 
40.7 35 32.1 I 

17.2 7 13.0 21 19.3 'I I 
II 
i ~ 

82 , 50.3 31 57.4 
:! 

51 46.8 I,: 

81 49.7 23 42.6 58 53.2 
, !, 
I; 
)/ ~ 

79 48.5 29 53.7 
84 

50 45.9 
~ ; 

51.5 25 4'6.3 59 
!i 

54.1 &1 
Ii 
\: 

99 60.7 34 63.0 I 30 18.4 
65 59.6 

8 14.8 
25 15.3 

22 20.2 
11 20.4 

9 5.5 
14 12.8 

l' 1 1.9 8 7.3 
Ii 
I' 

58 35.6 23 42.5 
69 42.3 

35 32.1 
t: 

21 38.9 
~ ~ 

48 44.0 !i 
I 

9 5.5 3 5.6 
13 8.0 

6 5.5 
4 7.4 

I: 

14 8.6 
9 8.3 i. 

3 5.6 11 10.1 t 
j 

11 
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Provide a test; of the reliability of The characteristics reviewed also 

truly reflects the characteristics of the samp1e--the extent to which it 

Data for the comparable total the base population f~om which it was drawn. 

drug a use b populat ion are available from two sources: 1) a characteristics 

1 tion at the end of May, f the 1664 wards in the drug abuse popu a summary 0 f 

of identified drug abusers on parole (n=1863) as 0 1973, and 2) a survey 

October 31, 1973. Based on different cutting dates, neither is strictly 

comparable to the th ight months period sample, which was accumulated over e e 

from Dece~ber 1972, through July, 1973, but they do provide valid estimates 

Population from which the sample was of the true characteristics of the base 

drawn. The appropriate comparisons are shown by 

population analyses in Table 3. 

percentages for the sample 

and the two 

Table 3 

For 
k round Characteristics 

Comparisons of Ba~d:ntified Drug Abuse Population 
the Sample N°i9~3 t:~d the Identified Population. 

On Ma~ 31, b' 31 1973 by Percentages On Octo er, , 

Characteristics Sample May '73 Pop. October '73 Pop. 
Proportions Proportions Proportions 
(n == 163) (n = 1664) (n = 1863) 

Sex. 
--Male 8LO 83.1 85.5 

Female 19.0 16.9 14.5 

Race 
---white 65.0 6L1 57.8 

Mex. Amer. 16.6 21.9 21.6 
15.1 18.1 16.6 

2.4 
Negro 

1.8 1.9 Other 

Primary Drug 
32.3 31.8 35.8 

39.8 
Opiates 

42.6 42.4 
28.4 

Depressants 
21.6 25.3 Other 

Commitment Offense 
30.8 26.9 34.4 

73.1 
Drug 

65.6 69.2 Non-Drug 

Court of Commitment 
Juvenile 48.5 45.7 47.0 
Criminal 51.5 54.7 53.0 

- 9 -

Comparable data were not available fat: Age, Admission Status and Area 

of Commitment. On those stable characteristics for which valid comparisons 

can be made, the proportions are neal'ly all within al10\.;rable ranges of vari-

ation. The gl:eat.est disagreement was between the sample and the October 

population on Commitment Offense and Race. Only the diffel:ence on Commitment 

Offense was statistically significant. (x2 = 5.09 p. <. • 05) and that differ-. 

e !l C e can readily be explained in terms of differences in patterns of identi-

fication procedure ovel: 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 rel1.able in other respects. 

Parole Outcome 

The first Sample was originally selected to provide a short-term 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 eight 

months follow-up period. It was felt that in this way early estimates 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 and released to parole during the first eight 

months of 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 rather than the date of their release to parole. This procedure would 

" 

d 

h , 
I 
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seem to introduce a source of possible bias in subsequent ,a.nalyses, but 

this did not prove true as will be shown later. 

Three criteria of parole performance are used in the analyses: 1) general 

recidivism, 2) drug-related recidivism, and 3) parole agent's assessments of 

wards' adjustment on parole. For the first of these, "Failure" is defined 

as being placed on violation status during the follow-up period, leading to 

revocation, recommitment or discharge. For the second criterion, "Failure" 

is defined as being placed on violation for an offense during the follow-up 

period, in which the ward was identified as being associated with a drug and 

which led to his revocation, recommitment or discharge. 1 For the third criterion 

the ward's adjustment in terms of continuing drug abuse, employment, education 

or training and general behavior are assessed by the caseworkers and inter-

preted as "poor," "adequate," or "excellent." The report on the eight months 

follow-up will utilize all three of these criteria. 2 Following the collection 

and analysis of data for the eight months follow-up it was decided to cbeck 

the reliability of the eight months follow-up by conducting subsequent fol10w-

ups of parole performance at the twelfth and twenty-fourth months. For th2se 

latter analyses data were readily available on the general recidivism cr'iterion 

only. Analysis of the eight months data will be reported first, then the 

twelve and 24 month follow-ups. 

1For both of the above criteria, wards on parole or honorably discharged 
at the end of the follow-up period are considered IISuccesses." Wards placed 
on violation leading to revocation, recommitment, or discharge before the 
end of the follow-up period are considered "Failures." Wards "On Violation," 
are considered "Successes" until such time as they are removed from "On 
Vio1ationll status and either returned to parole, revoked or recommitted, or 
discharged. Not until disposition has been made on a11,II0n Violation cases 
can ultimate parole outcome statistics be determined. Until that time all 
statistics must be considered preliminary and subject to consi9tent change 
as dispositions are made of the "On Violation" cases. 

2For a critique of these criteria, see Appendix B. 
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~e Eighth Month Follow-uE 
Of the 163 wards i 

n the sample, 25 wards 
at t'lere in "On Violation" status 

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

cation. Although the follow-up 
period for all wards had t i d erm nated by the 

en of March, 1974, it was not unt 
i1 April, 1975, that final disposition had 

been made f 11 o a wards previously in "0 
n Violation" 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 h eac ward +n the sample 

for the eigh t month fo110w·-up is 
shown in Table 4: 

Table 4 
Status of Wards in S 
From Release ample No. 1 at Eight Months 

to Parole or Date of Identification 

Status 
~ Pet. 

On Parole -
Honorable Discharge 

102 62.6 

Revoke/Recommit 
17 10.6 

Discharge after 
22 13.5 

Violation 22 13.5 
TOTAL 

163 100.0 

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

were claSsified as IIFailures." 
That is an overall failure rate of 27 0 

Th • percent. 
e differentiated failure 

rates for wards Who were invOlved with 
drug community 

programs and those who were not involved 
are shown in Table 5. 

- 11 -
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Table 5 

Parole Outcome for Wards in Sample No. 1 
At Eight Honths from Release to Pa'tole or Date of 

Identification, by Prog'tam Involvement 

Program Involvement 

TOTAL 

Involved 
Not involved 

Success 

119 

44 
75 

-~ 

Parole Outcome 

Failure Total 

44 163 

10 54 
34 109 

x2 := 2.97 p < .05 

Pet. Failure 

27.0 

18.5 
31. 2 

(one-tailed) 

P'rogram-involved wards in the sample failed at a much lower rate than 

did wards with no program involvement. The percentage point difference is 

12.7 points. 
Failure rates for program-involved and non-involved wards by personal 

and background characteristics are shown in Table 6. 

For seven of the characteristics subgroups the significance level is 

less than .050. In each of these significant comparisons the program-involved 

wards show much lower failure rates than do the non-involved wards. This 

suggests that the major impact of p'togram involvement is related to being 

an opiate abusing male over twenty years of age who has been recommitted to 

the Youth Authority from Southern California by an adult court on a narcotic 

or,drug offense. This somewhat ove'tsimplified profile probably describes no 

particular ward in all details, but the pattern of characteristics clearly 

indicates that for those wards in the sample who became program-involved, 

the greater effect is to be found amon~ older males. There is, of course, 

a strong interaction between age, court of commitment, prior adm).ssion status 
i) , 

- 13 -

Table 6 
Program-Involved and Not Involved 

Failure Rates for Wards in Sample No 1 
by Personal and Background Characteri~tics J 
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and opiate abuse (over 60 percent of the identified opiate abusers a-re 

more than twenty years of age). The data also suggest that those wa-rds who 

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

1 i.e • • opiate abusers who had been committed 
the most in need of such he p, • 

on narcotic offenses. 
This is possibly a partial explanation of the wide 

difference in failure rates shown in TableS, since this sample was d-rawn 

from among the first wardS identified and could be expected to include a 

heavy concent-ration of the more deeply involved drug abusers as parole agents 

and institutional personnel would likely be more aware of them. It also 

implies that as (and if) greater proportions of less deeply involved drug 

abusers are identified into the drug population, the differences in failure 

rate between program involved and non-involved wards overall will become 

smaller. This effect would be due to the overloading of wards with both a 

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

successes. 
This will be tested in the anaiyses of subsequent samples.' 

An attempt was made to assess the impact of program involvement on re-

ki only at those violations of parole in which 
ducing drug-involvement by 100 ng 

the wards were reported to have been using drugs at the time, or the violation 

was a drug offense. 
This information was extracted from the wards' Master 

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

there was little consistency in repOiing. Where the violation was, indeed, 

i f i the violation as "drug
a drug offense there is no problem i class Y ng 

- f h the drug involvement 
involved. 11 In the case of non-drug 0 enses, owever, 

is less clearly classifiable. 
In some cases the reports only state, lilt is 

believed .•• " or, "The arresting officers found a small bag of marij uana in 

the car." In the latter case, it is not clear whether the bag belonged to 

- 15 -

the ward or not. If all of tht~ ml':~n~ta:l.n cUS(~S had been eliminated frOin 

the analysis, there would not have been enough cases to a11m., adequate com" 

parisons. Therefore~ the analysis preseni.:ed tIl Table 7 includes ns drug

involved violations all those cases 'whm:e drugs were at all mentioned, even 

though the analysts are Cluite certain that a number of those wards were not 

really using drugs at the time. One consequence of this is that the indic;;lted 

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

it is assumed, therefore, that the inflatio11 applies equally among both the 

program-involved and the non-involved lV'ards. 

Table 7 
Drug-Involved Failure for Wards in Sample No. 1 

At Eight Honths from Release to Parole or Date of 
Identification, by Program Involvement 

Parole Outcome 
Program Involvement (Drug-involved Violations Only) 

TOTAL 

Involved 
Not Involved 

Success 

136 

47 
89 

Failure Total Pct. Failure. 

27 

7 
20 

163 16.6 

54 13.0 
109 18.3 

1 

x 2 = .799, p. i~ n.s. 

Sixty-one percent of the totllll failures in the sample ,V'ere 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 p~gram

involved wards is shown. Knowing the lack of reliability of the data sources 

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

effectiveness on this analysis. 
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Finally, an attempt was made to evaluate program effect on wards in 

le For those ~ards who 
terms of their cOllUnunity adjustment ,v-hile on para • 

i 1 tion status at the end of the fallow-uP 
werc still on parole and not on v 0 a 

period, the whrds' cascworkers 
were asked to rate the ward's current drug use, 

current employment status, 
current education al'ld training, and his overall 

adjustment while on parole. 
comparisons for the ratings betw'een program'· 

involved and non-program wards are shown in Table 8 : 

Table 8 

Community Adjustment on Parole for Wards in Sample NOi 1, 
Drug Usage Employment Status, Education and Genera 

AdjuS~ment Ratings by Program Involvement 

Program Involvement 
Not Significance 

Total Involved Involved Level 
Ratings (x2) 

No. Pet. No. Pet. No. Pet. 

90 100.0 35 100.0 55 100.0 
TOTAL 

Current Drug Use 
58 64.4 23 65.7 35 63.6 n. s. 

None/Low 32 35.6 12 34.3 20 36.4 
Moderate/nigh 

current El11p10~'ment Status 
16 45.7 23 41.8 

39 43.3 n.s. 
Unemployed 

51 56.7 19 54.3 32 58.2 
~ll/Parttime 

Current: Education 
8 8.9 5 14.3 3 5.4 n.s. 

Attending School 
82 91.1 30 85.7 52 94.6 

NO~ in School 

9urrent Parole Adjustment 
67 74.4 25 71.4 42 76.4 n.s. 

Acc.eptable 
23 25.6 10 28.6 13 23.6 

Near Failure 
1:3 

\ 

\ 

... 17 ... 

On no one of the fou~ indicators of parola adjustment is there any 

significant d1ffere'flc.e between the status and ratinss for program-involved 

wards and non-program wards. It was perhaps unrealistic in retrospect to 

have anticipated any superior employment or educational achievement from the 

program-involved since a third of these wards were involved with therapeutic 

community programs which typically do not encourage outside activities for 

their members. The ratings do clearly suggest that in the eyes of the case

workers the wards who became involved with community programs were no more 

basically motivated toward acceptable parole adjustment than were the non

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

scores1 for males in the two groups, as presented in Table 9: 

Table 9 

Base Expectancy Scores for tvards in the 
First Sample, by Program Involvement 

(males only) 

B. E. Scores Total Involved Not 

Total 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

No. 

132 

23 
70 

6 
14 
19 

Pet. 

100.0 

17.4 
53.1 

4.5 
10.6 
14.4 

No. Pet. No. 

46 100.0 86 

10 21.7 13 
2S 54.3 4S 
1 2.2 5 
5 10.9 9 
5 10.9 14 

x2 
l: 2.273, 

Involved 

Pet. 

100.0 

15.1 
52.3 
5.8 

10.5 
16.3 

p = n.s. 

1The Base Expec.tancy Score is computed for each male ward only from various 
we1ghtings for such background characteristics as court of commitment, admission 
status, prior record, age at admission and sex. The scores run from 1 to 5 t 

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 release cohort those wards with a 13. :£~ score of 1 had a 21.7 percent 
violation rate, while those scoring 5 had a :63.6 percent violation rate. 
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The comparison of mean Base Expectancy scores indIcates no tendency 

tor wards who became involved with community programs to have been predict-

ably less prone to become failures than '17ere 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 

Parole Outcome 
Type of Program 

TOTAL 

Methadone Maintenance 
Residential 
Outpatient Counseling 
Urinalysis Testing 

Success 

44 

2 
14 
13 
15 

Failure 

10 

4 
2 
4 

Total Pct. Failure 

54 18.5 

2 
18 22.2 
15 13.3 
19 21.0 

x2 = .852, p is n.s. 

From previous studies1 it had been anticipated that urinalysis testing 

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

toward detection and apprehension. This expectation did not materialize 

for the first sample. The lower failure rate for wards in outpatient 

coun~eling relative to those in residential programs is suggestive and will 

be examined closely in future sample analyses. 

1Roberts, G. A Final Evaluation of the Narcotic Control Program for 
Youth Authority Parolees, Research Report No. 58. Sacramento: 
'California Youth Authority, February, 1970. 
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It seems logical that the longer a ward 'is involved with a program the 

greater the positive impact of that program should be on his behavior. Thus, 

it was expected that lower failure rates would be associated with longer time 

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

Table 11 

Length of Time in Program Involvement 
by Parole Outcome, for Program Involved Wa'rds 

Time in Program Total Successes Failures 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 weekI;; 22 20 2 9.1 

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

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

to maintain their program involvement. In which case the above data would 

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 and 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 in 

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

in terms of parole outcome at eight months: 

! 
"~ 
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Table 12 

Identification Location by Parole Outcome 
for I-Iards in Sample No. 1 

Identification 
Location 

Total Successes Failures Percent Failed 

TOTAL 163 

Institutions 47 
Parole 116 

119 

32 
87 

44 

15 
29 

27.0 

31. 9 
25.0 

x2 = .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. 

The 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 

shown in Table 13: 

Table 13 

Identification Location by Program Involvement 
for Wards in Sample No. 1 

Identification 
Lf.cation 

TOTAL 

Institutions 
'Parole 

Total 

163 

47 
116 

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 

J 
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tended to utilize them especially with those w' ards with whom they were 

already acquainted and whom they knew could b ' est benefit from those services. 

This initial emphasis on providing service~ to those wnrds ~, already on parole 

can only be considered an explanation of the d~ta in Ta'ble ~ 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 ~earch of 

each ward's movement and status record d i h car n t e Central Office files at 

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

to parole. Of the 163 wards in the sampl.:>_', 21 wards were on violation status 

at the end of twelve months. T f h wo 0 t ese 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. Pct. 

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 Table 4, it is apparent that the number of wards 

"On Parole" declined sharply during the intervening four months, while the 

numbers of wards revoked, recommitted or dl.scharged shm ... an increase, as would 

be expected. 

The two wards presently "On Violation" are counted among the "Successes" 

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

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

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

below can be expected. 3 Current figures for the 163 ward sample then show 

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

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

to parole or date of identification. 

The comparable parole outcomes for wards who were involved with community 

drug programs and those not involved are shown in Table 15: 

Table 15 

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

Identification, by Program Involvement 

Program Involv'emerlt Parole Outcome 

Success Failure Total Pct. Failure 

TOTAL 

Involved 
'Not Involved 

106 

42 
64 

x2 .: 

57 163 35.0 

12 :>4 22.2 
45 1M 41.3 

5.80 p. <. .01 (one tailed) 

3These two ~ ... ards were each placed "On Violation" after the eighth month 
and are therefore not so shown in the eighth month figures. 

j 
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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 Jllly, 1975. Tl i h le r status at t e 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. R£h 
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 progr:=tm-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 "Success"): 

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 1.6.6 
Involved 35 19 54 35.2 
Not Involved 52 57 109 52.3 

x2 = 4.28 p. ..( .025 (one-tailed) 
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The percentage point difference in failure rates is 17.1 points, a 

decrease of two points from the difference at 12 months. 

In Figure 1 the failure rates for the program-involved and non-involved 

wards are plotted at the eighth, twelfth and twenty-fourth month intervals 

from each ward's date of release to parole or date of identification. Based 

on these points, cumulative trend lines can be drawn beginning at "zero
ll 

months 

and "zero" failures through the eighth month rate, the twelfth month rate, 

and on through the twenty-fourth month rate for each group. Failure rates 

over time quite typically present the regular progressions shown in Figure 1. 

Pnrole Outcome Data for Sample No.1 

"Fuilu"Ce" Rates for Program-Involved 
nnd Non-program Wards at Eight, Twelve 
and Twenty-four Months from Release to Parole 
or Date of Identification. I 

I I I 
I I + 
j I I 
I I I 
I Non-P1ogram Wards I 
I I I 

I 
: ~I + 
+~ I I 
I I I 
I I I 
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+~ram-inVOlved Wards : 
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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 dramatic departures from the established general 

, direction at later points in time. It j.s impossible, of course, for a cumu-

lative failure rate to decline. It can be expected, then, that the difference 

in falHllte rate between the program-involved and the non-involved wards wHl 

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

~.;rell increase. 

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

the 24 month period suggests the possibility that the ultimate failure rates for 

the two groups could have been predicted at a much earlier point in time, 

certainly before the expiration of 15 or even twelve months. It would seem a pre-

liminary estimate could be calculated from curvilinear regression equations 

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

months. This would 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 desired. They not only tend to mask other desired or un-

desired effects, but primarily they serve as a poor basis for cost/effective-

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 signifi-

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

groups of 100 wards, each with a 50.0 percent failure rate at twelve months 
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from release to parole, yet in one group all the Failures are removed from 

parole in the third month, while in the other they are all removed in the 

ninth month. In this imaginar.y situation, the mean months on parole for the 

first group would be i.75 months (50 x 12 + 50 x 3.5/100) while for the second 

group it would be 10.75 months, a mean difference of three months longer on 

parole per ward for. the second group, or an accumulated total of 300 addi

tional ward months on parole per twelve months period. This time is contri-

buted by the later date of failure for the Failures in the second group--

the Successes in both groups contributed exactly equal amounts of time-on-

parole. In a similar manner it is also possible for two groups to have 

identical mean months on parole and greatly dissimilar failure rates. Thus, 

mean months on parole is an independent measure of parole performance, 

although, obviously, the greater the proportion of successes within a group, 

the larger its mean months on parole will be, since each success contributes 

the accumulated months from the entire follow-up period to the total months 

on parole. 

Mean months on parole at the end of both the twelfth and twenty-fourth 

month from release to parole or date of identification was calculated for 

progranl-invo1ved and non-involved wards in the first sample. The results 

ar~ shown in Table 18. 
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Table 18 

Mean Months on Parole for Wards in Sample No. 1 
At T~ .. elve and 24 Months 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 
L08 

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 
1;08 

163 2698 

54 1050 • 
35 840 
19 210 

109 1648 
52 1248 
57 400 

Mean 
Months 

16.5 

19.4 
24.0 
11.0 

15.1 
24.0 
7.0 

At twelve months the program involved wards had accumulated an average of 

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

four months the difference is 4.3 months. At t, .. elve months, wards '''ho 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 first year on parole than 

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

dollar savings. 

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

and non-involved, 30 (52.6 percent) ~ .. ere returl'led to Youth Authority institutions 
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-and 27 (47.4 percent) were released to other jurisdictions. It is estimated 

that the cost of institutional cat'e for a ward in the Youth Authority is 

more than $1000 per month. The costs per month for other jurisdictions is 

estim~ted at not less than $600 per Iltonth. For each 100 failures, then, a 

total cost of $52,600 (52.6 x $1000) plus $28,440 (47.4 x $600), or $81,040 

per month can be assigned. That is slightly more than $810 per month per 

ward in reinstitutionalization costs. 

1~'Ktrapolating from the sample to the population of 1630 which it represents, 

then, for the estimated 540 program-involved wards in the population a total 

of 1242 ward/months were saved during the ward's first year on parole. At 

a savings in reinstitutionalization costs of $810 per ward/month, that is 

equal to a total saving of $1,006,020 (1242 x $810). The cost of delivering 

special drug treatment services to that papulation is estjmated at $976,507. 

CONCLUSIONS 

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

identified into the Community-Centered Drug Progrum. All three of the basic 

hypotheses for the program were confirmed for the population represented by 

the sample: 

1) Hore than five times as many wards became involvlad with drug programs 

while on parole under the auspices of the Community-Centered Drug 
I 

Program than 'o1ere known to be involved with such programs in preceding 

years. 

2) Wards who became program-involved did not differ from ''lards who did 

not become involved with community programs to any significant degree 

when personal and background variables and base expectancy scores 

were compared. 

3) Wards who became program-involved demonstrated a significantly lower 

-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 two more months on parole within the 

twelve months follow-up period than did non-involved '~ards. 

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 
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will vary directly with changes in the proportions of high impact characteristic 

wards in subsequent samples and their base populations. 

The data from this first evaluation suggest that the program has a differential 

impact not only on wards defined by different personal and background character

istics hut relative to the type of program with which they become involved. 

This suggestion needs further confirmation from future evaluations, but if it 

is found to be true it provides a basia for more effective placement. of wards 

in optimal treatment environments. 

- 31 -

APPENDIX A 

OFFICE _______ _ AGENT ______ _ 

Identification Information 

A. YA# (1-5) """'------ Card II (6) _ Cycle 11 (7) _ 

B. Sample: l-clinic, 2~institution and parole, 3-drug center,4-clinic, 
and center. 5-institutj.on M paro1e and center, 6~other. (8) _ 

C. Type of Date: 1-parole date, 2-idetltl£ication date (9) \_ 

D. Date of Parole or 10.: Mo" Yr. I (10-12) ___ Parole unit: 

E. Institutional origin: (16-18) ___ Institutional Program: 

1-' • Time on Parole: l-less than one month, 2"'1 to 3 mo., 3-4 to 6, 
4"7 to 9, 5-10 to 12, 6-13 to 15 7 .. 16 to 18, 8-19 to 21\ 9-22 

II. Fol1ow-Q2 ~ 

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 

(13-15) 

(19-22) 

to 24. 

---
--'/. - --

(23) 

S'-still on parole 9-honorable discharge. (24) 

\ B. Parole Success-Faj.lure: l"success 2~faHure jail 90 days or more 
3-faUure violation leading to revocation. 4-failure violation 
leading to dish. discharge 5-failute death violation related. (25) 

C. Parole Drug Success-Failut'e: I-success \ 2-failure jail drug 
3-failure revocation drug 4-failure dish. discharge drug 
5-failure death violation drug. 

D. Total ~umber Violations: (27) __ Drug nelated Violations! 

Current Drug Use: l-none 2-10t~ 3-moderate 
5-high halluc .• 6-hi811 dep.) 7-high stim. 
9"high other . 

4-high alcohOL, 
a-high opiates, 

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

(28) 

(29) 

4-unemployed student 9-unknolvon. (30) 

G. Current Educat:i.on and TJ.'aining: l-none, 2-secondary 3"'semi
skilled, 4-skllled 5-college part-time. 6-college full-time 
7-nther 9-unknown. (31) __ 

U. 

1. 

Overall Parole Adjustment: 
9- unknown. 

Overall Drug Use: I-none 
alcohol, 5-high halluc. 
opiates 9-high other. 

I-poor, 2~adequate 3-exce11ent 

2-10'" level, 3-moderate 4-high 
6-high del'. 7-hlgh stirn., 8-high 

(32) 

(33) ._ 

(26) _ 

:1 
i 

, 
" 

" 
, 
i 



- 32 -

III. Current Program Involvement 

A. Current Program Type and Name (34-37) 

(38-39) 

(40-42) 

B. Month on Parole Entered: 

c. 

p. 

E. 

F. 

Total Weeks in Program: 

Outcome: l-fai1ur~e split 2 weeks or less 2-£ailure other 
3-10w success 4~tnoderate success 5-high success 9-unknown 

Participation: I-voluntary, 2-involuntary board 3-involuntary 
parole 4-involuntary other 9-unknown 

Referral: I-institution 2-center 3-DRS 4-CPA, 5-PA, 6-friend 
or relative, 7-self, 8-other 9-unknown 

IV. First ~ Program Involvement 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

V. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

Type of Involvement: l-preceding. 2-concurrent 
Program Type and Name: (47-50) 

Month on Parole Entered: (51-52) 

Total Weeks in Program: (53-55) 

Outcome: I-failure split 2 weeks or less, 2-failure other 
3-low success, 4-moderate success 5-high success 9-unknown 

Participation: l-voluntary, 2-involuntary board 3-involuntary 
parole 4-involuntary other, 9-unknown 

Referral: l-institution, 2-center 3-DRS, 4~CPA, 5-PA, 
6-friend or relative 7-self 8-other 9-unknown 

Second ot~ Program Involvement 

Program Type ~nd Name: 

Month nn Parole Entered: 

Total Weeks in Program: 

(59-62) 

(63-63) 

(65-67) 

Outcome: l-failure split 2 weeks or less 2-failure other 
3-low success, l~-moderate success 5-high success 9-unknown 

Parl:'icipa l;:1:on: I-voluntary, 2-:~"nvoluntary oosrd3:-.im,10luntary 
parole 4-involuntary other' 9-unknown 

Referral: I-institution, 3-center 3-DRS, 4-CPA, 5-PA, 6-friend 
or relative 7-seIf, a-other, 9-unknown 

(43) 

(44) 

(45) 

(46) 

----
--
-_.- , 

(56) 

(57) 

(58) 

(68) \ 

(69) 

(70) 

VI. Third ~ Program Involvement: Program Type & Name: (71-74) 

VII. Summarz A. 
B. 

VI II . Deck Code 

Total If programs: (75) _ Total 2 weeks or more: 
overall level of program participation: O-unknown 
I-none, 2-1ow, 3-moderate 4-high 

06) 

(77) 

.(80) 

-----_. -------

Appendix B 

~"i 9 .. ""-"' ........ ". ___ , . . . .. 
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SOME PROBLEMS OF CRITERIA DEFINITION 

The Community-Centered Drug Program evaluations are essentially based on 

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

or non-abuser, 2) those identifying the wards as program-involved or not 

involved, and 3) those identifying the wards as succeSSes or failures. 

In the preceding report all,wards identified into the CCDP are accepted as 

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

holies or volatile substance abusers had been identified, and none were 

included 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." It may be possible to control homo

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

.(SARS) scores. This will be attempted :l.n future analyses. 

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

serious questions. In this report a ward 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 by any 

community agencies' personnel. Thus, can the inclusion of urinalysis testing 

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

it is shown in Table 19: 

Table 19 

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

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

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

somewhat higher than the "Involved" group shown in Table 5, of the report, 

but only a little lower than. the "Not Involved" group. Thus, their removal 

from the former reduced that group's failure rate by 4.2 percentage points, 

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

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

above tabl~. The inclusion or exclusion of wards in urinalysis is therefore 

a matter of some importance in assessing program effects. If their failure 

rate had been higher than that of the "Not Involved" wards in Table 5 then 

the effect would have been to drastically increase the difference between 

the two groups; if it had been as low as that for the "Involved" wards in 

T.able 5 then the failure rate for the "Not Involved" would have lowered and 

the percentage point difference between the two groups lessened. 

In a somewhat related sense, four of the wards in the first sample were counted 

as program-involved wards since they were in residential programs which function 

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

personnel and restricted to Youth Authority wards. It is probable that a 

question could be raised over their inclusion since the programs are not 

strictly "community~' programs. There is no reason to believe, however, that 

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

community programs; thus there should be no biasing effect by their inclusion. 

Unless the numbers of wards in such Youth Authority-operated programs increase 

considerably, then, they will continue to be counted along with the regular 

community program-involved wards in subsequent evaluations. 

A final problem concerns the criteria of success or failure which has been 

used. It has been traditional in the Youth Authority to base its recidivism 

rate on the definition of "failure" as the occurrence of a violation leading 

to revocation, recommitment or discharge within a certain set period of time , 
from the ward's release, to parole. In the preceding report the follow-up 

periods were respectively eight, twelve and twenty-four months. During the 

collection of data and subsequent analysis, however, it became apparent that 

using that definition the coders were classifying as "Successes" a number of 

wards who had 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 jail for some offense ~or, say, six months. At the time ,of his 

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

would be referred to the Youth Authority Board for action and the board would 

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 8ample at eight months was made in 

which ten wards ~\~ho had receiv'ed 90-day or, longer jail sentences during the 

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

Failures. The results of that analysis are sho~vn in Table 20: 

Table 20 
Parole Outcome for Wards in Sample No. 1 

At Eight Months from Release to Parole or Date of 
Identification, by Program Involvement 

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

Program Involvement 

TOTAL 

Involved 
Not Involved 

Success 

109 

43 
66 

Parole Ou-tcome 

Failure 

54 

11 
43 

Total 

163 

, 54 
109 

Pet. Failure 

33.1 

20.4 
39.4 

:&:2 = 5.95 p. <.01 (one-tailed) 

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

~:hat 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 considering jailed wards as failures in the sample was to increase the 

percentage point difference between involved and not involved wards from 

12.7 points in Table 5 of the report to 19~. 0 points in the above table . 

" 




