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Abstract

Substance abuse drives the correctional populations in California. Recent
estimates indicate that eighty-five percent of the wards incarcerated in Youth
Authority facilities have used some form of illegal substance. Five out of ten
" recent parolee re&ocation.s involved a narcotic or drug offense. The
unsuccessful abuse-prone adolescent parolee will eventually reach an age
threshold when he will fall undef the jurisdiction of the adult correctional
system; an organization that has become the single largest financial drain in

a state plagued by ﬁnahcial disparity.

In an effort to fulfill a legislative mandate to treat and control drug addictive
tendencies among juveniles under its direction, the Department recently
opened two "in-lieu-offreVOcation" treatment facilities for post parole
substance abusers. The following study is the culmination of an eight month

evaluation of the Southern California-based program located in El Centro.

A total of 154 parolees (86 percent) who completed the program, from the first
graduate in August 1990, through the end of December, 1991, were included
in this study. Using a number of data collection techniques, i.e. program
evaluation reports, survey questionnaires, and "OBITS" central computer
information, the subjects were evaluated on a number of characteristics to
effectively assess their treatment success. Pearson correlation coefficients,
crosstabulation, and standardized regression models were used to evaluate
twenty-four predictor variables against three pre-selected outcome variables.

During the fifteen-month evaluation period, 83 individuals were unsuccessful
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and removed from parole status (53.9 pei"cent),._ seven out of ten (69.9 percent)
removed during the first six months of re-parole. Fifty-four percent
- continued to abuse; however, 37.5 percent were considered drug/alcohol

"free".

Projects of this nature have a tendency to evaluate prograrh success
against a measure of recidivism, or revocation. Quantitative measurement
techniques do not accurately reflect 'nor accommodate extraneous
interference. Individual failure is not always indicative of program failure;
success is a measure of program objectives within a specific treatment
paradigm. In the case of substance abuse, one indication of positive
intervention would be the overall reduction in addiction and/or abuse. If
treatment succeeds, we would not necessarily expect a lower rate of removal,
but would expect an overall increase in the number of parole days. A
comparison of pre-ﬁreatment Vs. posztreatment parole days is perhapé the
most disturbing‘ outcome of this study. Pre-treatment days on parole
averaged x = 364 days (sd=338.14), post-treatment results for the same
group averaged x = 150 days (sd=102.67). A t-test measure of X pre vs.
post days for the 83 subjects was significant (t= 6.67, p< .001) with a mean
difference of 214 days.

Overall the results were not very encouraging, however, certain elements of
the program were favorable. Recommendations for program modification are

included in the final chapter of this report.
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Emplrlcal Analys1s and Evaluatlon
- of the ’
Cahfornla Department of Youth Authority's
Post Parole Substance Abuse Treatment Program
El Centro, California

Cha‘pter
1,

| Problem Statement

Introduction

Many centi;ries ago in English'seacoast towns, the Local town crier
would ring a bell if residents of the village were lost or killed at sea. When
the bell sounded, a member of seagoing families would be sent to find out "for
whom the bell toli_ed."1 If the bell signaled the loss of a member of another
village resident, a sense of relief and happiness was experienced by all but
the grieving famili%es. The point of Donne's poem is that each man's death is
a loss to all mankifld. |

It is this tirré‘leless.realization which establishes the necessary focus on
adolescents and -their use, abuse, and dependency on illicit drugs/alcohol.
Each year, studies indicate the mortality rate of adolescents and young adults

- increases. Most 6f these deaths can be attributed directly to drug and alcohol

1 Excerpt from John Donne's poem "No man is an island".



related accidents or situations. These findings are tragic, as our nation's
“most valuable resource, young human life, is diminished by a force which can
be dealt Wlth effectively. | |

| The i'ealization that the existing pi‘oblem can be handled has moved
communities, public schools, and the juvenile justice system to address this
issue. Certain barriers must be overcome and new information must be
pfovided, however, in’ order for old ideas and attitudes to be changed and
- replaced. Where adoIescent chemical abuse is concerned, attitudes still are
marked by rnuch confusion and ambiguity. There is no consensus or
consistent pubhc attitude regardlng adolescent substance abuse. For some,
adolescent drug use has become ' normal or typlcal juvenile behavior."

The primary barrier to overcome, then, is the pervasive denial thaf a
problem does exist. This attitude is evident in almost every community and
family throughout the country. Most will admit that if a problem does exist,
it is probably worse in other families, com‘munities» and sc‘hool districts. The
~ fact remains, the slightest 1nd1cat10n of the ex1stence of a substance abuse
problem must be addressed qulckly and correctly, rather than overlooked or
minimized. Even when 1t is not clearly evident, the chances are great that
there actually is a need for concern and for the creation of some type of
~ program to address the problemsand concerns related to substance abuse.
Among adolescenfs, the use and abuse of illicit drugs and alcohol has reached
almost epidemic proport_ions, with far-reach_ingvand devastating results.
Aggressive and disruptive behavior, deterioration of academic performance,
juvenile justice ad3ud1cat1ve interdiction, as well as other problems related to

adolescent addiction continue to increase at an alarming rate.



-Magnitude of Adolescence Substan ce ‘Abugg

Just how prevalent is adolescent drug abuse within our society?
Consider the following data. Almost all young people in the United States
‘are exposed to illicit drugs, and a high percentage experiment with them
during adolescence. By .the seventh grade, about half of all studehts feel
pressured to try marijuana. By twelfth grade, more than half (57 percent)
have succumbed to this pressure (Johnson, O'Malley, & Bachman, 1986), and .
5.5 percent use marijuana daily. Marijuana experimentatioh and abuse is
only one element of the problem. Accbrding to Beschner & Friedman (1986),

a survey of high school seniors revealed the following:2

93 percent had used alcohol

27 percent had used stimulants

16 percent had used cocaine

15 percent had used hallucinogens

* 14 percent had used sedatives or
barbiturates, and an equal percentage
had used inhalants

¢ 13 percent had used tranquilizers

* 10 percent had used opiates other
- than heroin

¢ 9 percent had used LSD

* 8 percent had used amyl and butyl
nitrates. | ‘

2 Beschner & Friedman Teen Drug Use, (1986) p.2.



Surveys generally do not 1nclude dropouts who are even more llkely to. have
expernnented with and abused drugs, Wlllch Would increase the percentages
v ‘quoted | | |
The magmtude of adolescent drug use is frlghtemng to most adults
part1cularly to parents who reahze that thelr children probably will be
exposed to drugs at a very young age Most parents are 1neffect1ve in trymg
to convince their chlldren that drug use is hazardous. Part of this 1nab111ty is
‘the result of a lack of 1nformat10n and understandlng about drugs and their
‘effects. By hlgh school, «most chlldrenv, know more about illicit drugs than
~ their parents. | - | | _ . | | |
Communities, school districts, and certain organizations within the
criminal justice system, experienced. a sense of hopelessness and helplessness
over the issue of adolescent drug use and abuse As these groups became
more aware and more concerned with the senseless loss of human life and
potentlal and as alarming numbers of 1ncarcerated Juvenlles and young |
adults were 1dent1ﬁed as substance abusers actlve treatment programs
B began to emerge. Through the coordinated efforts. of a few dedicated
individuals, acceptable treatment standards were developed to deal W1th the
| issues surroundlng juvenile abuse tendenc1es and the social and personal

 problematic causal factors associated W1th abuse. ‘
nsequences of Adolescent D

Adolescents use drugs for many reasons, not all of which relate to the

anticipated or known psychoactive effects of the substance. As with all other



human behavwr motivations are complex and not always consc1ously
.understood by the individual. Motlvatlons for adolescent drug use include
expressing opposition to adult authority, identifying with a peer group,
attempting to exhibit a desired personal attribute such as being "cool" or -

"macho", marking emergence from childhood and dependence into a more
mature and adult status, and coplng with problems or painful experiences in
one's life. However, regardless of motivation, drugs of abuse affect the user's
thinking and perception. Although the effects, or consequences, are different
for different types of drugs, there is mﬁch overlap ef effects across drugs. A
single drug most often has multiple effects and at times these effects are
contradictory. Such effects vary from individual to individual and even
within the same individual at different times and in different settings.

Many drugs are capable of producing a euphoric high.2 The most
familiar of which is the feeling of well being and exhilaration produced by
alcohol. Other substances, in particular amphetamines, cocaine, and the
opiates may produce a more intense euphoria which contributes to repetitive
use, habituation, and addiction. Feelings of euphoria can also occur after
taking barbiturates or hallucinogens. Although most non-users would regard
such effects as frightening and unpleasant, some users report feelings of
elation and "mind-expansion." Many teenagers use drugsto feel better or to

escape the problems associated with the adolescent maturation process.

3 Primary data source for background information on various drug actions and consequences of their
use and abuse was Julien's A Primer of Drug Action, 5th Ed. New York: Freeman Co. (1988), and
Beschner & Friedman, Teen drug use. Mass: Lexington Books (1986).



Most illicit drugs help to allev1ate anxlety All adolescents suffer from |
anxieties and pressures as they attempt to cope W1th profound physical and
psychologwal changes. - Lack of parental support, guidance, and
understanding may weaken the adolescent's ability to cope. For some
~adolescents, the repetitive use of drugs represents self-medication for anxiety,
tension, and/or depression. .They may gravitate toward a substance which,
they feel, relieves anxiety or in some other Way enhances their ability to meet
~ the demands of day-to-day life, such as improVing their p‘erformance. These
: juueniles often believe that they function better, rather than worse, while
self—treating with a drug of abuse. Amphetarnines are frequently used to
counteract feelings of fatigue, in the quest for psychic energy, or in alleviating
_ the depression encountered among abusers (J ulien, 1988)

Once the adolescent begins to use drugs for producing good feelings at
a time of stress he or she is in trouble (Brook, Whiteman & Gordon, 1983).
Most drugs lead to psychological and emotional dependence. The concept of
using a drug to achieve normal function, rather than a state of euphoria or
mind expansion, is even more applicable to those Who become drug abusers - :
compulsiire, uncontrollable, or irrational users. When the abusert_ries to stop

“ using, withdrawal or abstinence syndrome can develop Feeling ill physically
and/or mentally, is a part of all abstinence syndromes and results in a strong
' deS1re to continue drug use in order to feel well. It' s this v1c1ous circle that

sustains abuse and addiction.



- Background - Intérdig;ign Techniques

The addiction treatment field is a little more than two decades old. As
medical care professionals developed a disease approach to understanding the
addictive process, financial resources, time, talént and research went into an
exploration of the adult alcoholic.# Recently, this same field of professionals
recognized adolescent chemical dependency as a sub-specialty, in the
addiction treatment field, with its own unique set of associated problems.
Prior to this development the reasonable approach was to neglect adolescent
abuse as nothing more than a short-term, non-addictive circumstance of
juvenile adolescence.® After all, wasn't the use of alcohol and the
experimentation with drugs a natural consequence of the maturation
process? Just as serious for the adolescent diagnosed with an addiction
problem was the treatment methodology used within the medical profession.
Little distinction was made between adult and adolescent addiction;
therefore, whatever worked for one group should work for the other. Naive
ideology was commonplace until the subjective orientation of a few began to
understand and accept research which addressed the dynamics of normal
adolescence, together with the distructive attributes associated with regular
and prolonged use of mood-altering chemicals and their impact upon these

processes.

4 See for example, Practical approaches in treating adolescent chemical dependency: A guide to
clinical assessment and intervention. P.B. Henry (Ed.), (1989).

5 Source material for this section primarily based on Fagan & Hartstone (1984). Dilemmas in

juvenile corretions: Treatment interventions for special problem youths. California: URSA Institute.



Those of us who have gone through a re_lativeij normaﬂ adoleScencé can
‘rememl‘oe'r the difficulties of growing up. Adolescence is a t?ime in our lives
when our behavioral patterns are most susceptible to suggeétive influences.
The transitional years are often accompanied by new Warglts and desires,
sexual and drug expéi’imehtation, loss of respect for:authoritsir, peer pressure,
recognition of differences in opportunity among our c?ontemporaries,
frustrations of various kinds,k;a yearning fdr adventﬁré ané,d loneliness - a

search for one"sb identity. The pressures of adoles’cence today 8%1'6 intensified in
a society characterized by high mobility, ffagmented ‘.familiies, »sexual and
physical ébuse, inconsistent child disciplinary practices, social changes, high-
crime neighborhoods, doublé standards, racial pféjudices,? affluence, and
- poverty (Flowers, 1990). Given that most juveniles must confront some
| combination of thése elemenfs during their teenage- years, it 1s reasonable to
suggest that, fqrvmany; délinquent béhavior and adolescent siubstané’e abuse
expeﬁméntation are ineviﬁable.

Adolescence is a difficult time fOf most. But thesé struggles are
important' and necessary to thé"developing adolescent if he drv she is to
mature as a responsible young adult. Yet some juveniles do not get this
chance. Théy become emotionally bonded to chemicals. In the midst of these
struggles, they try a mood alterihg chemical and they experience a euphoric
feeling almost immediately. This allows them to escape from their 'struggles;
it allows them to lay’éside the pai‘nfulv _seafching for identity, relatiohships
and values that aré a necessary part' of the adolescent maturation pf'r’oc"ess.

They give in to a chemicalrhigh as the solution to their seemingly impossible



struggles and in so doing, they often give up essential elements in the growth
process of adolescence
| The adult who beglns using alcohol or other drugs after the adolescent
tasks are completed, has already established an identity and has begun to
form interpersonal relationships that are based upon ‘interdependenCe.
Recovery for the adult is a process, of rehabilitation, a time for rebuilding
his/her life. The Juvemle who begms us1ng chem1cals in early adolescence or
~in the preadolescent years has little or no 1dent1ty or stable relat10nsh1ps
upon Wh1ch to build in therapy Therefore, W1th the chem1cally dependent
adolescent, the process of rehab111tat1on should be cons1dered a process of
habilitation, a del1neat1on that requ1res a d1fferent set of treatment
modal1t1es from the add1cted adult counterpart
This study of adolescent substance abuse is concerned Wlth the State
of Cal1forn1a s attempt to deal W1th, treat, and re-1ntegrate one adolescent
sub-populatlon, the male juvenile on parole from, and assigned to, the |

Department of Youth Authority. 6
California's Juvenile Justice System

Not long ago California was considered a model in the juvenile justice
field. By 1970, California's youth corrections admini‘strators could‘p‘oint
proudly at the nat1ons largest and most progress1ve system of training

schools for Juvemle Justlce offenders The state was considered fortunate to

6 Formally recog’mzed as the Sothern California Drug Treatment Program - a voluntary substance
abuse 90.day treatment program for male parolees who have continuing problem with substance abuse
addiction. The program is located at a secure fac111ty in El Centro California. '



have juvenile detention facilitilegs, }s’eparate froln adult lockups and jaiis, in
‘most of its 58 counties, as well as a network of county ranch and ‘camp
facilities for wayward youth (Steinhart & Steele, 1990). Thousands of Youth
Authority employees and county probatlon ofﬁcers ‘were dedlcated to the task
of reforming juvenile offenders, and they had resources to 1nvest in a variety
of rehabilitative programs for youth. 1 |

By the mid 1970s, Cali}fornian}vs had grown angry about cult murders,
political a_s'sass_inatione and ghetto riots that occurred in the late 19608 and
eerly 1970s. 'Elected officials campaigned on "get tough" crime platforms.
Punitive legislation transformed the | adult criminal justice system,
: eliminating‘the indeterminate sentence and restoring the death penalty.?
This wave of reform washed ovér the juvenile justice system as well. The
word "punishment" Wae added to the purpose section of the Juvenile Court
law. The, district attorney was brought into juvenile court proceedings;
Changes in the law made it easier to tiy minors as adults. The Youthful
Offender Parole Board embarked on a new sentencing plan which, within ten
years, would double the length of time s'efved‘ by wards at Youth Authority
institutions. | » |

Just as the new Juvenile Court law changed to reflect new social
values, an economic crises was about to change the"cri‘mi'nal j}ustice system.
In 1978, _C‘alifornia voters passed an extensive property tax reduction»_
initiative (Proposition 13), reSulting in a subetantial reduction in justice
- agency budgets. Innovative yonth programs and services were deleted

without replacement.

7 Aexcellent explanation on thls issue is located in Walker's, Sense and nonsense about crime: A
policy guide, 2nd. Ed. (1989).

-10-



In the decade of the 90s Cahformas _]uvemle Justlce system emerged o
from these two maJor events to face yet another ser10us econom1c setback |
‘.',Program cuts, staff reass1gnment and h1r1ng freeze mandates have created |
substant1al personnel shortages and taxed the del1very ab111ty of the cr1m1nal |
' Justlce system
Unt1l 1990 a protracted dechne in the state's. youth populat1on kept :
‘ Juvemle arrests and referrals to the Juvemle courts at steady levels 8 Now_
the trend appears to have reversed Cahforma S youth populatlon is expected »
to rise by 30 percent over the next ten years 9 The prOJected 1ncrease in the
»youth populatmn will place new demands on a severely stralned Juvemle -
,‘ Just1ce system | | |
| The 1990s present an add1tlonal challenge for the Juven1le justice
, profe‘sslonal. Recent data suggest that approx1mately‘85 percent of all
incarcerated juveniles inbf the state of ’California have a substance abuse
problem 10 Creat1ve programs and constructwe solutions to address and
handle this and other problems will determme if Cal1forn1a S Juven1le Justlce
system can recla:lm its pos1t1on of leadersh1p through example

Some progress in this d1rect1on has already been made During the' '

"‘past decade the Cahforma Youth Author1ty developed a number of un1que

-8 - Between 1960 and 1980, the total number of juveniles arrested increased, reaching a peak in 1974,
* and leveling off somewhat from 1974 to 1980. The latter reduction in the number of persons'arrested
can be partly attributed to a decline in the United States of juveniles aged 10 to 17 after 1974.
However, more recent indicators suggest juvenile crime may well be slowing down or a the very least,
. remaining steady.(Source, Bureau of Justlce Statistics, Department of dJ ust1ce Washmgton D.C.,
(1989).. ' : . ‘

.9 Populatlon management and fac111t1es master plan 1992- 1997 Department of Youth Author1ty,
State of California, (1992).

- 10 Character1st1cs of the CYA populatlon June 30, 1991 Research Division Informatlon Systems :
: Bureau, Department of Youth Author1ty, State of Cahforma, ( 1991b) ,

-11-



intervention programs to identify and treat adolescent substance abuse. ‘By
1989, every institution, camp, and facility under the auspices of the Youth
Authority provided a treatment program for the drug/alcohol user/abuser.11
By 1990, the Youth Authority Department's financial resource appropriation‘
provided the necessary fundingv to provide treatment support for the parole
abuser; a voluntary treatment prograni to provide the parolee an altei'native
to possible parole revocation for a drug-related technical violation. The focus
of this study concerns the efﬁcvacy of one such project that opened in the
summer of 1990-the Southern California Substance Abuse Treatment
program, a ninety-day, sixty-bed, medium security facility for male parole

violators, located in El Centro, California.

Adolescent antisocial behavior is one of the most important and
debatable issues we face as a nation in the 1990s. Despite indications that
juvenile delinquency is decreasing, a closer look at the picture gives‘ much
cause for concern. Adolescent crime has become increasingly more
sophisticated, violent and heterogeneous, and its participants younger
(Brazemore, 1991). Gang violence has spread out from urban centers into
suburbia, and gang members have become more organized in their activities.

Unemployment and underemployment have escalated at an unprecedented

11 Astudy of institutions and camps formalized substance abuse programs: A quality enhancement
project of the program review council. Department of Youth Authority, State of California, (1989).
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‘rate while drug and alcohol use among adolescents has reached epidemic
proportions. 12 One obvious aspeot of adolescent misbehavior is how best to
solve it. The juvenile justice system was once thoughtto be the ansWer.
Throughout their relatively short history, state juvenile courts have had a
level of unabated power to intervene in the lives of juveniles believed to be in
need of supervision or protective services. The primary focus of the juvenile
courts system was to identify:and eliminate the underlying causes or
conditions which lead the juvenile into delinquent behavior and not on
‘punitive adjndication. Until the mid-1970s, it was not even necessary for a
“child to ha{re committed a criminal ‘act to be considered as a ward of the court
and, therefore, beyond the control of his/her parent‘s‘. This awesome power of
the state to intervene was just_‘iﬁed'on the .gfounds that it Wae acting out of
concern for, and in tlie best interest of, the child. Procedural cnanges in
juvenile law in the late 196OS and early 1970s; brought about through a
series of Supreme Court deo'isi'oné,13 provided juveniles many of the same
protections afforded adults. These decisions created a major shift in the
application of Jurlsprudence for those accused of dehnquency and in the

treatment of less serious delinquents.

12 An evaluation of the Youth Authorlty s job development program. Department of Youth Authonty,
State of California, (1991a).

13 Starting with Cahfornla in 1961, a number of revisions of juvenile court law were enacted,

providing for closer adherence to standards of due process. The United States Supreme Court followed

California's lead and in a 1967 decision (Kent v. United States) setforth a mandate which entitled
juveniles to a formal hearing, assistance of legal counsel and access to pertinent records. Another 1967
~ Supreme Court decision was In re Gault, in which the court held that due process requires that

juveniles be provided with notice of charges legal counsel, right of confrontation and cross-examination

of witnesses, protection against self-lncrlmmation, a transcript of the hearing, and the right of appeal -
‘the same rlghts afforded adults in criminal courts. In 1970, the Supreme Court decision In re Winship
addressed the issue of proof beyond a reasonable doubt as an essential of due process and fair
treatment required during the adjudicatory stage when a juvenile is charged with an act that would
constitute a crime if committed by an adult. This standard replaced the "preponderance of evidence"
rule which, at the time, was the accepted standard. As a result of the Winship decision, courts could
not easily exercise wardsh1p over Juvemles
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The shift in treatment ptaéti(‘:esvw‘as ‘ stimulated by a broad ,coalition} :
of youth advocacy _groups and federal legislation that eneouraged local
jurisdictions to haridle nonler'itninal truants and runaways through other
yrdneans than the juverﬁle court. Because the increase in procedural protectiori
requires the state to prepare juvenile eases just as diligently as if they Were
adult cases, juvenile courts ».ha'v'e had to narrow their focus te those
delinquents ‘who are. 'charged in serious criminal acts. The jurisdiction of
juvenile courts is also being ’circumscribed by‘new restrictions exeiudiag '
delinquents at the other end of the spectrum. In many states, juvenﬂe courts

NOwW have little if any power over se-called "status effenders,"' who are
primarily truants and runaways. 14 |

- In recent years the juvenile Justlce system has come under attack from
at least two quarters: from those who feel the 'system is incapable of
_responding to the serious, adult-like adolescent offender; and from others who
believe that the Juvenlle justice system has no business defining and v

| governing behavior of juveniles that, even if not always acceptable, would not
be illegal offenses were the perpetrators of adult age.15 In addition, there are
‘charges that sexual and racial discrimination are employed iﬁ juvenile justice
practices. The police are caught in the middle, as they must often fight a
vlosing battle on the front line against jdvenile erime, decide whom to pull into
the justice system and whom not to, and at the same time honor the rights of

juveniles and protect themselves and the community.

»14 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act of 1974 (ammended in 1977), required that federal funds to
. states be subject to their discontinuing detention of status offenders in closed facilities that house
delinquent offenders.

15 See for instance, Wolfgang, Figlio, & Sellin, Delinquency in a birth cohort, (1972).
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One of the principal shifts in philosophy that has brought about these
~changes concerns the nature and effectiveness of rehabilltatlve programming.
~ Under the omginal concept of the juvenile court, the purpose of Juvemle
hearings was to ,1dent1fy the underlying causative factors associated with the _
minors' delinquent behavior énd‘ to decide on an appropriate treatment
program designed to reduce or eliminate those factors. The range of possible
~ treatment pregrams was only lirhite'd by the imagination and creativity of the
judicial officer. A_noble edict, the efficacy of which is subject to relentless
~ debate and disagreeme’nt. Under the guise of rehabilitative treatment, many
bdelvinquent or merely troublesome youngsters were arbitrarily and summarily
plaeed_in‘d‘etention centers and state training schools that were little better
than the prisons they were supposed t‘e avoid (Krisberg & Swartz, 1986). In
many states the more extensive forms of "treatn_ient'.' also involved the most
extensive forms of pum'Shment and institutional control. The punitive nature
of these so-called treatment programs were instrumental in the
modernization of the juvenile court system.

-~ The second aspect of rehabilitative treatme_nt that has helped scuttle
traditional juvenile court conce;its is its apparent futility. Nothing seems to
work. Since the 1960s, many c.arefully designed experimental treatment
programs failed to produce any measurable decrease in subsequent arrest
rates Whenv the treated youth were _.cerhpared to simila_r delinquent youths
- who had not received th'e treatment.16 The principal determinant of a

juvenile's future criminality appears to be their previous record and not what

16 See for example, Martinson's What works? Questions and answers about prison reform . (1974),
additional material by the same author in (1979) and Wilson's What works? revisited: New findings on

criminal rehabilitation. (1980)
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treatment program"they are 'eﬁcposed'to .( Steinhart & Steele’,, 1990 ). The
: likelihood of alfuture arrest ,_-beg*vins at :_about 40 percent for youths with no
B pr‘ior"arrests and increa’ses steadily with each 'arrest until it levels out at
about 75 percent for those W1th five or more (Greenwood and Zimring, 1985)
A recent review of randomly selected Juvemle court d1spos1t10ns from‘
‘Riverside and San Bernardino Countles support these findlngs 17 Unless
their offenses are unusually serious, del1nquents w1th minor records are
‘given at least one more chance (diverted or placed on summary probation) in

hopes that they will straighten out on their own. Those who commit more

serious crimes (1nvolv1ng guns or injury to the victims) or Who have’. v

establ1shed a lengthy prior record are subject to periods of conﬁnement from

6 to 18 months

- Treatment In' tgmntion - A Reconsideration of the Past?

A new paradigm has emerged within the State of Califovrnia's
- Department of Youth Authonty, from the ashes of abandoned programs from
the 1970s, the department has recently established a ser1es of streamlined
intervention procedures to address the smgle most important issue facing
corrections today the 1ncreased use and abuse of illicit drugs and alcohol. It .
- is currently est1mated the no less than e1ghty-ﬁve percent of all i 1ncom1ng._
juvenile wards and adult inmates assigned to a corrections fac1l1ty have a

problem with substance abuse.18

17 Files rev1ewed were randomly selected W]thout replacement durmg a two day period in
February, 1992. o

18  Current estimates of the Department of Youth Authomty, 'Charasteristics of the CYA population -
June 30, 1991." Research D1v151on Information Systems Bureau Department of Youth Authority, State
of Cahforma (1991b). _
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Treatment 1ntervent10n 1nvolves an attempt to 1dent1fy those
‘dellnquents who are most hkely to- engage 1n sustained cr1m1na11ty For an
__1ntervent10n Pprogram to be effectlve as a crime control strategy it must
reduce the rate of subsequent crlminahty of its subJects below what Would be
‘ expected Wlthout the 1nterven1ng treatment. The conclus1on that "nothing
- works" is based on certain assumptions about what distlngulshes one
treatment from another namely that the pr1n01pal dlfference among
~ programs is the method of treatment not. the type of staff 1nvolved or the
quality of program leadershlp‘,; or the situation in which it is used, or any of
the other factors that might inﬂuence program outcomes (Ohlin 1983).

. What then constitutes- an effectlve treatment 1ntervention program"
| Theories about What methods should be used can only be a gu1de they cannot |
prov1de clear-cut answers. Unfortunately, there is not a validated paradlgm |
that tells us how to turn dehnquents around, or to treat effectively long-term
illicit use and abuse of drugs/alcohol The practlce of changing peoples
behav1or is as much art as smence Some program 1mplementors will be
~ better than others. Until someone is successful in 1solat1ng those factors that -
1nvar1ably lead to more effective treatment programs over and above the
obvious ingredients of hard work cons1stency, determlnatlon and good
morale, researchers will have to continuously monitor program outcomes to
" know which, if any, effectively deal with the long-term eradication of

substance abuse addiction | i :

Whether or not successful treatment programs are developed and
1mp1emented will greatly depend upon the leglslative mandate of the Juvenile

Justice system. If either the commitment of Juvemle courts to rehablhtatlon
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'or the capab111ty of the system to dehver on that commltment contlnues to._‘ .

S _‘ dechne as 1t has 1n the past then the future careers of most chromc Juvemle'

RN j“.v'uf"offenderS Wlll be falrly predlctable They W111 become the obv10us targets forf

o - longer 1ncapac1tat1ve sentences They w111 spend most of thelr young adult;. o

3 years locked up 1n 1nst1tut10ns or str1v1ng to surv1ve and ﬁt 1nto an urban Tt

' o env1ronment that offers feW productlve roles for 1nd1v1duals w1th the1r skllls _' |

s and background




C»hapter |
| 5

Literature Review
Introduction

At the root of the issue of adolescent deviance and delinquent behavior
are the various causes that are theoriied and proposed by experts from
various disciplines; One such theory concerns the effects of illegal drugs and
- alcohol on juvenile crirne (Elliott, Huizinga, & Ageton, 1985). Does the use
and continued abuse of illegal vsubstances cause, predict, and enforce the
deviant behavior? Or does the criminal activity pattern lead to and reinforce
substance abuse? | | | | |

The problem of substance abuse among youth is a matter of critical
concern that cuts across and throughout American”sOciety. The United States
has the highest rate of adolescent drug use in the industrialized world
(Haggerty, 1989). Studles show that drug use among Juveniles is ten times
more prevalent than parents are aware of (Flower s, 1990). Other studies are
just as revealing about the character and nature of adolescent drug use.
After reviewing a series of studies on drug use and crime rates among
- adolescents and young ‘adults conducted in the m1d-1970s, Cohen (1978)
| concluded that youthful offenders who use hard drugs have significantly

higher arrest records than non-users, and according to self-report studies,
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crime rates attrlbuted to actlve drug -using offenders far exceed recorded
arrests or conthlons = |
Information on the crime rates of drug-usmg youths comes prlmarily

! from data collected in 1980 by Elllott and Hu1z1nga Their Natlonal Youth

Survey, a ‘self-report__ _study of a national probablllty sample of adolescents,

| showed that nearly 50 percent of serious juvenile offenders (who admitted

having committed three or more index offenses in the pre\vrious»yeafr) Were

also multiple, illicit drug users. Eighty-two percent of these chronic serious

offenders reported use, beyond exlperimentation,”of at least one illicit.drug. In

this sample incidence rates of alcoholvusevarnong serious delinquents were
four to nine tlmes those of non—offenders rates of marijuana use were 14

tlmes those of non—oﬁ’enders and rates of use of other 1lh01t drugs Were six to -

36 times those of non-offenders, depending on the drug.1®
The Dg;g[Crimg Connection

Criminal 'behavior and drug use often occur simultaneously. A Rand
survey of prison 1nmates in Cahforma found that over 40 percent reported
usirig drugs such as heroin, barblturates or amphetammes in the 3 years
before their 1ncarcerat10n (Chalken & Chaiken, 1982). A study of 2 000
inmates in Cahforma Michigan, and Texas revealed that 83 percent of
prisoners 1ncarcerated for v101ent offenses were taking drugs daily during the

month prior to their committing an offense.2? In a study of substance abuse

19 Fora complete detailed analysis on the National Youth Survey ,see ‘Elliott, D., & Hu1z1nga D.

The Lelatlonshlp between delinquent behavwr and ADM problems. (1984)

20 See for instance, Bry, B. H "Predicting drug abuse Review and reformulatlon from J ogrna! of
Addictions, Vol.18(2), (1983) PP. :223.-33.
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among Juvenlles adJud1cated for Vlolent crlmes half reportedly used alcohol
or drugs pI‘lOI‘ to the1r Vlolent behav1or 40 percent reported using ‘drugs .
- immediately prior to thelr comm1tt1ng oﬁ'ense (Hartstone & Hansen 1984)
These findings have led to speculation and research regardmg p0551ble

}' causal relationships between drug use and crime. Some have argued that |
drug use causes or exacerbates crime (Gropper 1984' Hartstone & Hansen -
1984; Wish & Johnson 1986) Whlle others suggest that individuals W1th '
~ criminal tendenmes are mclmed to become drug abusers (Gandossy, 1980)
Accordlng to Kandel, Slmcha Fagan & Dawes early 1n1t1at1on of drug use
~ and antisocial behavior in ch1ldhood 1ncreases- the risk of drug abuse and
high-'ratevoffending dunng adole‘scence (Kandel, Simcha-‘Fagan, & Dai?les, v
1986). Elliott " et al. (1985) argue'-that}-delinquency and ‘drug abuse are
deferent behav10ral man1festat1ons of a dev1ance syndrome that results .
from common etlolog1cal factors and processes 21 | =
k During the past few decades a large number of studies 'demonstrated a
- statistical correlation between drug use and cr1me 22 PI‘IOI‘ to 1975, pohcy |
makers and law enforcement ofﬁclals commonly accepted an "inference of |
causality” theory Wthl‘l suggested a drug use causes crlme correlatlon A
~major setback to th1s cla1m ﬁrst surfaced in late 197 5 at a one -day Workshop :
" sponsored by Natlonal Instltute on Drug Abuse (NIDA). Convened for the
- purpose of estabhshmg a federal drugs cr1me research agenda the final

‘conclusion of the panel proved to be poht1cally d1sturb1ng to _.number of

21 Elliott, et al. (1985) p.48.

22 An excellent reference on thls issue is Inc1ard1 's The War on drugs 1L (1992) California: Mayﬁeld
Publishing. _ _ _
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goverﬁmen’t drug and justit:ebfﬁcials.\ On the basis of existing data and pﬁor
reséarcl‘i relat'ing”to ‘thve v".i>nference of causality," the panel suggested that
éubh a relationship (‘:Ouldunot be derflbnstréfed, énd icalllled into questidri the
underlying- fundamental as'sumptii.)n bf fhe Arﬁerican dfugrcontrol policy,
prevalent at the tiine, that by reducing the demand for drugs thro"ug_h
prevention and treatment initiatives, the criminality of the addict could be
eliminated (Gandos"sy, 1980). Nevertheless, the NIDA participants
established a federal drugs-crime re"sevarch'.agenda. ‘A number of subsequent
studies funded through NIDA and more recenﬂy the National Institiite of
Justice, tend to reinforce or perhaps revise the elusive drug-crime, Chicken-
~ egg controversy. | |

During a extenéive follow-up study of addict careers in Baltimore, Béll,
Shaffer, & Nurco (1983) found that there were high rates of criminality
among heroin users during those periods that they were addicted and
markedly IOWer rates during times of non-addiction. A series of studies
conducted in Miami demonstrated that the émount of crime drug users
committed was far greater thatv anyone had heretofore imagined, that drug-
related crime could at times be excéedihgly violent, and that the criminality
of heroin and cocaine users was far beyond the control of law enforcement
(Inciafdi, 1992). Other research investigations were arriving at similar
conclusions.23 What most seemed to be saying was that although the use of
heroin and other dhigs did not necessarily initiate criminal careers, it tended

to intensify and perpetuate them. In that sense, it might be said that drug

23" See for example Speckart, G. & Anglin, M.D. "Narcotics use and crime: An overview of recent
research advances.” Contemporary drug problems (1986), pp. 741-769 and Chaiken, J. & Johnson, B.D.

Characteristics of different types of drug-involved offenders. (1988), Washington D.C.: National

Institute of Justice. ‘
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use freezes its devotees into patterns of criminality that are more acute,
dynamic, unremitting, and enduring than thdse of other offenders.
An understanding of the relationships between delinquency and drug
- use ’amo.ng' adolescents has been made Inore difficult by the fact that both
minor delinquency an'd the occasional use of alcohol and marijuana have
}becdme relatively Widespread among’Am‘eriean adole‘scents‘. The majority of
teenagers commit minor'delinQuéh‘t 6ffenses such as shoplifting'or vandalism
~and try alcohol and marijuana before graduating from high school (Johnston,
" O'Malley, & Bachman, 1986). While not desirable, minor delinquency and
,orccasio’nal use of "alcohol and marijuana have become statistically normative.
' The factors that leadvto these'behaviors are likely vto be quite different from
- factors that lead to senous and per31stent dellnquency or to frequent use of
’IHICIt drugs (Beschner & Fnedman 1986) |
- Evidence suggests that partlclpatlon in dehnquent behav10r generally
precedes drug use chronologlcally 24 Among most youths dehnquent
 behavior peaks between ages 15 and 17, Whﬂe drug 1nvolvement increases
~ during the teen years and peaks in the early 20s. A small proportion of these
| youth_continue both serious criminal behavior and frequent drug use into
adu_ltheod (Elliott, et al., ‘198'5). -This 'smail_ group of ‘drug-using chronic
 offenders is resbonsible for a dispropqrtibnatenumber of violent and property
' crimes (Wolfgang, Figlio, &‘,Sellin, 1972).'} The relationshilp"between crime
and drug use suggests tha_'t.;treatment servi‘ces"f'(‘)r. young offenders should

o include components targeted at both behaviers.

24 An debateable positon supported by HaWkins, Jenson, & Catalano, (1988).
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idivism and the High-Risk nil

A dismal record has beén compiled by-the cdrrectional field in its effdrt
to reduce the recidivism rate" ‘of juvenile offenders released from secure
correctional confinement. This failure appears fo occur at a faster rate for
juveniles than for their adult counterparts, and disproportionately within a
subgroup of institutionalized juvenile offenders who have established a long
“record of crimihal misconduct and other dysfu‘nétional behavior such as
substance abuse. This sub-population has been identified and tracked i
repeatedly over the past t;;venty years starting with the youth cohort studies
by Wolfgang, et al. (1972), and more recently by Dickinson (1981); Greenwood
and Zimring (1985); Elliott,»’et al. (1985); Haggerty (1989); and Altschuler and
Armstrong (1991) among others. These studies have a common thread - all
reveal a persistent pattern of intense and serious delinquent activity by a
-small percentage of individuals. Not surprisingly, substantial numbers of
this high-risk group are plagued by a multitude of problems. They have not
only engaged in frequent criminal acts against persons and property, but also
experience a variety of emotional and interpersonal problems, a great many
accompanied by physical and mental problems associated vﬁth continued
_‘abusive behavior related to illegal drugs and/or alcohol.

The need to identify and respond appropriately to this category of
youthful offender has, in turn, led to major rethinking of how the juvenile
justice system should be structured and operated, both philosophy and
- practice. Among researchers and practitioners alike, this realization carries

- with it a sense of urgency to develop and implement specially-designed
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intensive programs; the goals of Which include the closely supervised re-entry
of this sub-population into the host community, accompanied by sufficient
service and support to ensure a réasqnable level of community protection and

public safety.

ngenilg Employment and Parole Reint eg;gtign

An indicator of ability to successfully re-enter the community while _o‘ri “
| parole is feﬂeéted by‘a willinghess _énd successful éttempt .in' finding and
holding a job prior to commitment aild éubsequentjto release. Parole’esv, in
general, seem to need a special '-'helping hand" in 1ocating and ’retair’iingz

legitimate erriploMent; occupationél stability seems to prdvide a deterrent‘ to
crime.25 _Wit}iout'a job the youth is thwaftéd from developing ties to
legitimate ‘sources of incomé. Uni'ortiinately, thisr indicator has been dropping'
during the laSt few year?:. in 1981, 68 percent of California Youth Authdx‘ity
kwardswere in the job market at the time of their first commitment; by 1987 .
the indicator declined to a low of 46' percent, a figure that matches the
national urban unemploymént rate"for»young, ufban males.26 Severél factors
could account for this drop. First, the number of available jobs in fhe
community could be vd.eclining. | This is a repbrted concern nationwide.

Second, drug involvement.could be interfering with the desire and physical

25 An evaluation of the Youth Authority's job developmeht pi’ogram. Department of Youth
Authority, State of California (1991a). .

26 Report to the Legislatilre of the State of California: Youth Authority institutional lengfh of sté.y
and recidivism, California juvenile arrest rates, and guidelines for parole consideration dates.
Department of Youth Authority, State of California (1988). - s . S
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_ abihty to hold a JOb Third 1nvolvement in drug deahng could be substituting
for legitimate employment | }‘
| .ThlS involvement in drug dealing can be either on an individual or -
vgan’g related basis, both of which have been.inCreasing rapidly. Recent
studies indicate that gangs are emulating a business structure in the manner ‘
~ of organizing members ‘and in conduoting sales.27 Given that about 67‘ percent
of ‘the California Youth Authority ‘Wards haye been afﬁliated-'“rith ‘gangs‘
prior to commitment 28 and that gang membership has been grovvmg, part of -

the decllne 1n ﬂlegitimate employment may be hnked to a rise 1n sellmg

drugs

Despite the peroeived ‘eorrelatiye relationshipvbetween subs,tance‘
abuse, delinquent behavior, and adolescent emplo@ent, the juvenile justice

: system, like the medical profession, has.not always adequately treated drug
use among youthful offenders. During the past few years, the powers within
B .the system recognizedand addressed this inadequacy as evidenced by the
*growmg number of substance abuse programs at the 1nst1tut10nal level
However many of these programs use adult treatment models Which often:
3 1gnore the link between dehnquent behav10r and drug abuse (Fagan &

Hartstone 151984 Henry, 1989) In addition, Juvenile substance abuse
| I

27 See for 1nstance Skolnlck J.H. Gang orgamzatlon and mlgxatlon D g ~gangs and law

fgrgemen Department of Justice,; State of California (1989).

28 Populatlon management and facilities master plan 1992- 1997 January, 1992, pg. 44. Department
. of Youth Authorlty,i State of California (1992). :
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. programs fail-to acldress the problem of community r»ei_ntegration, transition,
,‘ and effe(‘:tive SuperViSion upon release from treatment. .

The majority of 7Supervi‘Sion tre:atment for juvenile offenders in
operat1on today are best charactenzed along a contmuum that gives major
‘priority to surve1llance at one end and treatment or services at the other
(Armstrong, 1988). ‘A‘pure surve1llance (ISP) approach would place excluswe
focus on 'monitoring thrOughtcurfeWs home visits, electronic surveillance and

~the hke to ensure that risk to the pubhc from re- offend1ng 1s mlmmlzed'
3 Conversely, the 1deal type’ treatment/semces approach would target serious
v offenders for 1ntenS1ve therapeutlc 1ntervent10ns as Well as for services such
as remedial educatmn and jobs tralmng. »-Thls approach appears to be derived
from proje'cts"similar to the "N‘eW Pride'»' programs of "the late 1970s,29 an
_approach focused on rehablhtatlve as well as 1ncapaC1tat1ng ob.]ectlves' ’
emphaS1z1ng the assumed relatlonsh1p of services to decreases in re-
offendlng. | B
Surveillance‘ .an.dstreatment overlap in many programs. What both
~ approaches seem to share, however is a passwe orientation toward the
offender, who is seen as the target of mon1tor1ng and survelllance on the one
hand, or a re01p1ent of serv1ces on the other Av01dance of certain behav10rs
| (e.g., substance use and- abuse comm1tt1ng new offenses) ‘and/or subm1ss1on
to treatment, (e g, attendmg counsehng or treatment—orlented classes) ‘are
generally the prlmary 1nd1cators of program success. Ne1ther the

surveillance nor the treatment/serwces emphas1s demands an actlve

29 For additional 1nf0rmat1on on the 'New Prlde programs, the reader is referred to a report by
Gruenewald, P., Laurence, S., & West, B. , National evaluation of the New Pride replicatio
final report Cahforma Pac1ﬁc Inst1tute of research and Evaluation.(1985).




f ’behavioral commitment In‘this regard, they are not unlike other post-

R ~custody superv1s1on programs that have been s1m11arly cr1t1c1zed for

respondlng to offenders as pass1ve re01p1ents of serv1ces or pumshment
‘ (Armstrong, 199 1). |
Brazemore (1991) suggests an. alternatlve approach to parole
superv1S1on of adolescent Juvenlles upon release from custody and/or
‘ treatment umts that rehes heav1ly on. employment and work experlence :
Focused on engagement of the offender in productive act1v1ty, the most
1mportant feature of th1s approach 1s the systematlc use of work and
employment as tools to accompllsh the pr1mary goal of post adJudlcatlon
superv1s1on pubhc protectlon through 1ncapa01tat10n in the commumty
(Brazemore 199 1). Unhke surveillance approaches that place parole officers
in the role of waiting for offender re01d1v1sm and/or a relapse in substance
‘ abuse behav10r to occur, or treatment/serv1ces approaches that requlre
practitloners to dehver therapy or remed1al services to pass1ve reC1p1ents,b
| ; Brazemores employment model" makes offender completlon of pOS1t1ve
requirements maJor 1nd1cators of program success. In addition to successful
- job and work experlence performance first among these requlrements is
_re,stltutlon to victims and .commumtyv service. ‘The emphasis on reparative
- justice and victim accountability is thus a major feature of this approach and
will become the adaptive emphaS1s of this studys recommended post- |
| ad_]udicatlon model. -
For the most part the few recent attempts in the criminological
5 hterature that describe promising approaches to commumty supervision of

juvenile offenders have had little to say about programs and practices
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emphasizing work experience and' eniployment (‘Greenwood and :Zimring,
1985). |
Compared with the more giamorbus and well-publicized juvenile
offender experimental progrémév of the 1980s, job-enhancement programs
| emphasize cooperation through teamwork and close association with other
juveni'le‘offendérs and/or substance abusérs.l Unlike the "wilderness"
- approaches, which generally involve removihg offehders to remote locations,
the job work progfams' emphasis oﬁ keéping the offender in the cdmmunity
| gives priority to réconciliation and reinte g.ration, sending a very different
message about the responsibility of local communities for their own

~ delinquency probléms. v
s Abu ithin th lifornia Youth thorit:

Substance abuse drives the correctional populations in the étate of
California. Current estimates indicate that approximafely 85 percent of the |
wards in the California Youth Authority have used some form of illegal
substance,30 and that 54.7 percent of all parole revocations within a 24 month
follow-up for célendar year 1988 involved a narcotic or drug offense.31 The
real failure rate, though, is not apparent from California Youth Authority
statistics. | Wards who fail to Be p_oSitively affected Ey the Youth Authority |

reach a point at which they do not return. It is at that point, an age

80 Report to the Legislature of the Sta_ité of California: Youth Authority institutional length of stay
and recidivism, California juvenile arrest rates, and guidelines for parole consideration dates.
- Department of Youth Authority, State of California (1988).

31 24-months - parole performance follow-up for 1988 releases to parole, November 1991.
Department of Youth Authority, State of California (1991e). - Ce

29



threshold that they are arrested and fall under the JllI’lSdlCthIl of the State's
' JallS and Department of Correctlons Part of the serious overcrowdlng
. of the State's adult correctional system is attrlbutable to the carryover of
persons from the Youth Authorlty who contlnue to engage in unlawful
‘behavior, fueled by problems of substance abuse ‘ |

In order to understand substance abuse treatment needs in the "
California Youth Authorlty populatlon th1s analyS1s must examine
characterlstlcs of the problem. The analy51s must begin with the recognition
that the substance abuse 'trend fcr‘Wards'does not mirror trends in the -
general populatlon 32 For example arecent h1gh school survey indicated that

" in some instances the use of certam drugs may be leveling off. This

seem1ngly hopeful ﬁndlng is not apphcable to school dropouts Who are
expected to have a h1gher 1nvolvement w1th drugs than those who stay in
school 33 Drug related commitments within Cahfornla Youth Authomty
| population charactemstlcs statistics comprlsed' only 2.0 percent of the ward
- population in 1981. By 1991, this percentage had increased to 12.4 percent of
- the general populatlon - an increase of 10.4 percent of the aggregate

’ populatlon totals within a ten year penod' 34

32 A study of institutions and camps formahzed substance abuse programs: A quahty enhancement
project of the program review council. Department of Youth Authority, State of California (1989)

33 Bureau of Juvemle Statlstlcs data report. Bureau of Justice Statlstlcs Umted States Department
of Justice, Washmgton D.C.( 1989) : : ,

34 Populatlon management and fac111t1es master plan 1992 1997 Department of Youth Authonty,
State of California (1992). _ _
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isto erview: Ca
| AbuggPrggx am Profile

Cons1stent W1th the: Cahfornla Youth Author1ty s m1ss1on to protect
society and to enhance the perceptlon of personal growth and the 1nd1v1dual S
ability to change, the department has developed relevant drug and alcohol

abuse education, treatment and aftercare programs to aSS1st youthful‘

- offenders relntegrate 1nto and adhere to commumty expectatlons Part of the

reintegration process considered within the scope of "holistic" treatment for
: 'the 1nd1v1dual Ward is a commitment by the department to encourage and
promote local commumty aftercare programmmg appropnate to drug and

alcohol abuse preventlon.

The Cahforma Youth Authonty efforts to prov1de treatment
services to 1ncarcerated Wards who exhibit drug and/or alcohol problems
- began as a result of the Cahforma leglslaturejs mandate of 1959 authorizing

~the Department "to establish_ narc0tic treatm_ent control units for the purpose
- of such study, research and treatment as may be necessary for the control of
add1ct1on or 1mm1nent add1ct1on to narcotlcs of persons commltted t0 the
Youth Authonty "35 o i |
| To meet this leg1slat1ve mandate the Youth Authonty first 1nst1tuted ,
| " the "Narcotic Control PI’Q]eCt 1n May of 1962 in the Los Angeles County
~area. The primary goal of the program was to prov1de servmes Whlch Would}

reduce and eliminate the use of narcotics among Youth Authority wards. The

‘ 35 State of California, Health and Safety Code Section 1‘1750." L
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'vattalnment of this goal would also protect soclety and reduce reC1d1v13m
~among juvenile offenders

 The »program cons1sted ,’of four basic 'elements: periodic anti-narcotic
(Nalline) ‘testing‘of "parolees, the use o‘f intensive' parole supervision (thirty .
parolees per agent), individual and ’group.counseling Together with short-
term re-confinement and treatment of parolees revert1ng to drug use these
elements encompassed the Department s 1n1t1al effort to control and correct
substance abuse among its chent populatlon 36

Dunng the "drug-culture era of the 1960s and early 70s the Cahforma ‘

.Leg1slature author1zed the Youth Authorlty to develop a program of
rehab1htat1on educatlon and treatment of persons committed to the
’ department 1nst1tut10ns Who were add1cted or habltuated to op1ates
amphetammes or barb1turates Three such 1nst1tut1onal based drug
programs were estabhshed to 1dent1fy hard core ' drug offenders within the
Youth Authonty populat10n _ ‘ "

_ In addition to changes in drug usage patterns over the years, “the
: charactenstlcs of the Youth Authonty Wards also changed The average ward
is now older commlts more v1olent offenses 1s more aggress1ve and v
assaultlve less l1kely to be amenable to treatment 1ntervent10n and 1s
extens1vely 1nvolved in, or 1s dependent upon alcohol or drugs 87

A 1981/82 parole release cohort of 2, 086 randomly selected cases was - -

studied to determme the extent of substance abuse involvement of Youth.

- Authority Wards. Th1s study 1nd1cated that_ ‘69‘percent of. the cas,es' sampled .

36 The narcotic control prograrn Department of Yo‘uth Authority, State of California (1970).

37 ' Characteristics of the CYA populatwn June 30 1991 Research Division Informat1on Systems
Bureau, Department of Youth Authority, State of California (1991b)
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had enongh'involvement in dfug. or chemical ab_u’sefor it to become a part of
the official probation or Youth vAvuthority file. Current estimatesv suggest
‘these figures have increased to at least 85 percent of all wards committed to
Youth Authority institutions. In addition, 54.7 percent of all 1988 parolees
revoked during a 24-month follow-up study were for narCotic, and drug offense
related characteristics.38 In addition, the increased use of cocaine and heroin,
"crack",39 has added significantly to tlie number of substance abusers within
the incarcerated population. dThis‘, increase in the number of substance
abuserslled to the establishment of snbstanc'e abus‘e programs at each Youth
Authority vinstitution and forestry camp. By 1987, twenty "formalized" drug
and alcohol abuse treatment programs for incarcerated juveniles were
certified by the State of Ca\lifornia, Department of Youth Authority.40

By 1989, signiﬁcantvwaiting lists for drug and alcohol programs
developed as a result of increased cornmitments to the Department of Youth
Authority and a greater proportlon of the ward population requiring
intervention for chemical abuse. In response a "bed savings' proposal was
approved which established an additional four units. These 70-bed initial
assignment treatment vfacilities were designed to admit low-category
offenders immediately following reception center processing. Simultaneously,

the Parole Services Branch implemented a bed-savings proposal with a 43

38 Ibid.

39 A highly addictive, inexpensive form of cocaine, may be the most harmful drug ever to hit the
streets. Known also as "rock”, crack is smoked rather than snorted. It absorbs quickly through the
lungs and provides an intense rush to the brain in just seconds in a highly concentrated form of cocaine.
Unlike regular cocaine addiction that can take as long as three to four years to develop, crack abusers
usually become addicted-within six to ten weeks. Crack is also believed to be responsible for a
growning proportion of the drug-related and violent crime across the country, particularly that
involving criminal gangs.

40 A study of institutions and camps formalized substance abuse programs: A quality enhancement
project of the program review council. Department of Youth Authority, State of California (1989).
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bed 90-day Drug and Alcohol' Abuse’ C’Ounseling‘ and Work Program - an
alternative to parole brevoc‘ation for parolees 'introlved in relapse behaviors. In
mid- 1990, a second 60- bed 1n-11eu-of-revocat10n program was established in
El Centro for relapsmg parolees from the southern portion of the state.

The El Centro Substance Abuse Interventlon Program is but one |
~attempt to isolate, treat, and re-integrate the juvenile abuser successfully
back into the community. The following study is the culmination of an eigbt
" month research evaluation of the El Centro program, together with a time-
: v series follow-up investigation of a majority (86 peroent) of the parolees Who
" have successfully completed treatment startmg with the project's first

graduate in August 1990



Chapter

_ Methodology

Overview:

On July 1, 1990 the Southern California Drug Treatment Program was
officially opened at a refurbished county juvenile detention center in El
Centro Cahforma The program is part of the Cahforma Youth Author1ty S
effort to provide treatment serv1ces to substance abusers as mandated by the
v State legislated Health and Safety code sect1on 117 50. The program prov1des -
~a 90 day communlty-based reS1dent1al counsehng program for 60 male
parolees experiencing substance abuse problems The obJectlve of the
program is to offer: parolees an'valternative to parole revocation due to
substance abuse, and to a1d them in the1r drug recovery efforts through

~ voluntary relapse 1ntervent10n

Program Criteria o
-~ Admission ‘Qrit' eria: ’The El Centro treatment program requires parolees to
meet one or more of the followlng cr1ter1a to determine appropriateness for

acceptance 1nto the program
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1. Parolee must'be a male betweenv thev ages of 18 and 25 years,
currently on parole in the .Southern California parole region.

2. Parolees with a drug/alcohol problem that interferes with a
successful parole performance

3. Positive drug tests, or failure to providea drug test as directed.

4. Failure to attend required substance abuse counseling program.
5. AVoiding parole s’upervision due to s‘ubstance abuse problem.

6. . Drug or alcohol related arrest (other than for sales) where use is
not 1ndlcated

7. Personal commitment from the parolee to address his substance

abuse problem; a willingness to participate in all areas of the program.

Exclusion Criteria: Parolees may be deriied admission to the
programif. o -

1. Parolee has a lliStory of, or has demonstrated a COntinUing pattern

of violence or disruptive activity. - |

2. Sustained petition for arson, or arson related offense.

3. Escape within the previous two years from a secure Youth
Alithorlty or county facility. | v

4, Severe pSyChOIO'gi_cal/pSyohiatric problems.

5. Medical problems which require ongoing attention.
6. Anticipated placement problems_ upon completion of the substance

abuse program.
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7. Less than five months remaining on parole upon admmsion to the
substance abuse program.v |
8. History of drug sales, w1th no overt drug use/abuse.
9. Seventeen years old or younger.
10. Individual who has been comm:ttted for or has a history of sex

- related crimes.

Referrals;: Parole agents pre-Screen potential participants to o
~ determine program'amenability and individual parolee needs for structure
and treatment, uti-lizi.:ngl- referral packets supplied to them by the Southern
Californ‘ia Drug Treatment Program. Referrals are made directly to the El
Centro program committee thich has first right of refusal. Once a parolee
has been accepted the parole agent of record makes arrangements to have
the parolee transported to the fac111ty Upon arrival, the parolee receives a
complete medical and dental exam prior to admission into the program.
| Behavior at El Centro is monltored ﬁghtmg or other serious actlng out
vbehav10r is considered grounds for removal and referral to the parole board

for appropnate action.

ggtggnt Mgdglity‘ : The "Recovery Dynamics" 12-step Alcoholics
Anonymous type program is used to teach and reinforce chemlcal abuse
recovery skllls This 28 day classroom based course is structured to d1rect
- the participants through a series of readmg, lecture, and written asmgnments
: designed to teach ‘1nS1ght into the chemical abuse lifestyle and the decisions

necessary to gain SObriuety.‘ b()ngoi;ng'progress checks and assessments are
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conducted on a regular basis to determine the- parolee's p‘rvogress and

commitment to recovery.

Program Components:

1. Phase I - Orientation and Chemical Abuse.Treatment (30 Days)

Upon arrival residents are screened for contraband and provided with a basic
| orientation which ivnclu’des:' '
* Program rules and regulations
* Available program services
* Disciplinary and grievance procedures
o Individual goal setting

During the first month the primary emphésjs of thé program émploys
"Recovery Dynamics"' as a method of counseling substance abusers who are in
- treatment. The core of the program ié the textbook‘ Alcoholics Anonymous
which explains the 12-step recovery‘concept and its practical application to
the residents personal lives. "Recovery Dynamics" directs reco{rery through a
series of activitiés and Written assignments that follow a precise sequence
designed to gain insight into substance abuse life;styles and how to make a
decision to change from a life of addiction and crime to a life of sobriety and
responsibility. v

2. Phase II - Work Program (60 Days) Following successful
completion of the "Recovery-Dynamics"‘ course, program participants leave
the academic milieu and enter into a six day per week work program. Phase
II emphasizes hard physical labor, working with the California Department
of Parks and Recreation. Typical projects range from trail maintenance to

- weed eradication. Other projects include fund raising efforts with for the
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Child-Abuse Prevention:Council and the Catholic‘ Community Service helping
harvest produce which is subsequently distributed to low income re51dents
| , and senior 01t1zens throughout the Imperial Valley. |
3. Phase III - Community Service (30 Daysz A variety of
, community-orlented projects des1g-ned to engage program wards with the
- community in a povsitive a,'n_d'.productive manner. This phase is part of the
final month of_the.pr,ogram. , |
| ~ 4. Phase v - Re-entry (30 Days ) The final phase occurs
simultaneously with Phase giil and is primarily'focused on reinforcement
issues and the ward's commitment to addiction ‘recovery and to network with
- community-based programs that will assist him in fulfilling recovery goals.
Phase IV 1nc1udes the follow1ng activities and commitments:

o Weekly Recovery Dynamics principles are discussed and
reinforced through group and individual counseling sessions in addltlon to
 written assignments | | |

| . Alcoholics Anonymous/Narcotics Anonymous meetings
des1gned to acclimate program Wards to communlty meetlngs which are a
vital component of the1r cont1nu1ng recovery A close haison with field parole
officers, 1nd1v1dual and small group counsehng to ass1st the ward in
successful commumty relntegratlon |

o Personalized Recovery Plan Workhook - required of all Wards
during» the last phase The Workbook 1ncludes community resource

- 1nformat10n and agency ‘contacts that can be ut111zed while on the street.
:“ Additionally, it includes employment possibilities and completed job

applications.
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Program coordinators and youth counselors conduct ongoing'written '
and verbal assessments through review of wrltten ass1gnments des1gned to
evaluate the overall progress and assess the recovery commitment of each
ward. : Youth Counselors meet weekly W1th each partlclpant to discuss
recover.y progress; status in the program, and to_address any other problems

encountered‘by the ward.

Chemical Abuse Testing

| MandatOry random urine' testing is conducte'd 'to ensure a drug—free
“environment is malntalned Ur1ne testing is also conducted When there is

probable cause to beheve that drug‘/alcohol use has occurred

In r ction
- The Southern California Drug Treatment Program at El Centro
first opened as a substance abuse residential counseling center mid-year,
1990, and re-integrated the ﬁrst successful graduates back on parole status
in August, 1990. El Centro is promoted as a 90- day commumty-based
residential counsehng program for Cahfornla Youth Authority male paroleesf
~experiencing substance abuse problems,-_affordlng the 1nd1v1dual an
alternative to parole .‘re_vocation 'a‘s“a direct result of alcohol and/or drug

abuse. Utilizing a process of "Recovery Dynamics" and work training, the El
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Centro treatment facility is an intefvention- model designed to treat the
individual's particular‘abnse tendency and to re-integrate the parolee into the
community. El Centro could be considered a less obtrusive edjudicative'
model for recovery than tne alternative method of parole revocation and
placement in a highly secure institution.

Consistant With the overall objectives of this program, evaluation and

follow-up should produce the following results:

Hypothesis 1
If the program successfully treats the individual's addictive problem
and underlying behavior characteristic(s) responsible for the abusive -

behavior, then:

(a) A follow-up assessment over time after treatment should
reveal a significant reduction in overall substance abuse by the parolee; and,

(b) A reduction in parole removal subsequent to program
graduation should be found; and, |

(c) Any "longer number" of successful parole days (SPD) after
program completion when eompared to overall number of SPD's should be

found, prior to acceptance into the program.

Hvpothesis 2

If the program successfully treats the individual's addiction problem,
then the opportunity to gain and maintain meaningful employment should be

signiﬁcantly improved over pre-treatment employment numbers.
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Subjects

Individual Participants Under Study (Experimental Grou;

All successful graduates of the El Centro Substance Abuse program,
from its first graduate (August,1990) through‘ (December, 1991) - a total of
186 individuals4l, were considered for 'evaluation however follow-up data

“were obtained on a total of 154 individuals of this original group. This figure
‘ represents 82.8 percent of the total 42
A process of trl-angulate_d data collection and verificaton was the
rnethod used to collect, cross-reference, and verify the chronological history
and present status of each parolee graduate. Information aggregation
| included the written assessment reports submitted by the on site evaluation
team (i.e. youth counselors, parole agents,‘ treatment team, etc.) who dealt
with and evaluated each individual on a weekly basis during the treatment
process (subJectlve) In addition to the evaluatlon report a multl-page
survey questlonnalre (Appendix C) was distributed to each _1nd1v1duals
parole officer of record (subjective and objeotive).’ The information provided
was coded for analysis and merged bvvith data provided by the Department of

Youth Authority's Offender Based Institutional Tracking System (OBITS), a -

41 Initally, a total of 202 parolees were 1ndent1ﬁed by the senior parole ofﬁcer of the El Centro
program as having successfully completed the treatment between the aforementioned dates. Of those
reported, 4 individuals were listed twice, and 12 graduated after the predetermlned cutoff date of
12/31/91, leaving a population total of 186 graduates

42 Information on thirty-two 1nd1v1duals was unavailable from the respective parole agents.
Without complete information the chance for error increased significantly. For this reason, thees
thirty-two were excluded from the survey assessment.

-492-


http:total.42

comprehensive central ‘cbompute’vr' system containing infofmation on all wards
‘_ enteﬁng_ the California Youth Authority.43
Lack of Control Group - Justification

| New program. The ’S('n;thern California Substance Abuse
program at El Centro and the Fouts Spﬁngs program in Northern California
are rep,reséntati've‘ of .the Depaftment's first endeavor at treatment
interventioﬁ' for the substance abuéing post-parolee faced with the possibility
of parole revocation for a drug/alcohol related violation. Both projects first
opened mid-year 1990, consequently, neither had developedb a sufficient data
base of acceptable candidates who were not selected due to either a lack of
space or suf'ﬁcient‘ time remaining on parole; Had an adequate pool been
available, a comparable control group could have been developed through a
process of random selection. In lieu of a random or quasi-experimental
control group, participant demographic data were compared and equated to
“the De’partment's' "general pop‘ulation” profile defnographics for 1991,44 in
conjunc_tidnwith material frbm a 24 month follow-up study on 1988 Youth
Authority‘ parolees.45  Also, it was possible to compare parolee performance

-pre and post program involvement.

43 The subjective assessment of the evaluation team and the individual's parole officer (also the
agent of record prior to the parolee's placement in the treatment program) would normally be deemed
inadequate and biased, thus unusable within the scope of a project of this nature. However, outcome
statistics alone cannot adequately profile the extent of the offender's drug use, attitudinal adjustment
to community re-integration; meaningful employment as well as other variables which are an
important indication of sucecess. For'several reasons, information on a total of 32 subjects, could not be
verified and were therefore removed from the comprehensive assessment

44 Characteristics of the CYA population - June 30, 1991, Research Division Information Systems
-Bureau, Department of Youth Authority, Statevof California (1991b).

45 24 months - parole performance follow-up for 1988 releases to parole, November 1991,
Department of Youth Authority, State of California (1991e).
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Teéhnical Violation'vrevdcai‘:ion VS, revdcatibn for any new
criininal offen'se’.‘b Subjects pa;'ticipating in the El Centro ‘pr(v):gram are
substance abusers who, in essence, Wére- g‘i\}en ’anothér chance for sﬁccessful
» bpa'rol-e and re-integration ‘int.o the community through treat_mént for their
addiction problems. The possiblility of révocation was due to é "technical
violation" of parolev re(;[kuireh.nents,46 and not for a new criminal act or
omission. It would, therefore.,'be difficult to loc'ate and justify a satisfactory
comparison group afnong other subjeéts awaiting adjudication on unrelated

technical or outright ériminal violation(s).

Conclusions

Although the demographic data on program participants is
closely related to the géneral population within the California Youth
Authority jurisdiction, program elements and réstrictions are of a nature that
precludes an overall comparison with our participant group. However,
baseline information on the sub-set of successful graduates coupled with
comparison data on pre-program behavior provides some indication of the
overall success of the prngam model, a justifible defense for acceptable

hypotheses research experimentation and verification.

46 According to the central parole division and the senior parole agent at the El Centro facility, a
technical violation within the context of eligible program participants would include one or more of the
following violations, (1) "dirty" urinalyses test, (2) failure to complete the mandatory urine test, and (3)
a drug related offense.
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| | Gen Pop.*7 So. Region*8  El Centro49
Average Age (Mea_n) 19.0 208 20.6
Parole Removal by Narcotic and Drug Offenders
| Gen'Pop. } So. Region o - El Centro
vaerall Percentage 54.7 'pé’rcent Unavailable ' | 54.6 percent

Annual Cost - Per Bed: |

General Population (1991) - ‘ | $31,738 per bed50
El Centro ‘Program (1991) - $??,‘??? pér bed5!
Ethnicity: | | |
Detailed in Table 1, Figure 1.

47 State of California - Departinent of Youth Authority's "OBITS" Géneral information computer
program, February; (1992). ‘ ‘ '

48  State of California - Department of Youth Authority, "Population nianagement and facilities
master plan 1992-97," (1992). -

49 State of California - Department of Youth Authority, "24 Months - Parole performance follow-up
for 1988 releases to parole," November, (1991e). v _ ‘

50 Figures derived from California Department of Youth Authority, "Staff News, the Official
Newsletter of the California Department of Youth Authority," Vol. 38(41), September 27, 1991.

51 At the time of the final draft presentation, budget information on the El Centro program was not
released either by the central office in Sacramento or from El Centro, although responsible individuals
at each location had been contacted numerous times regarding this information. All parties concerned
agreed to provide this information, one can only speculate that someone in the Department of Youth
Authority did not want me to have access to the budget expeditures for this program. '
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v Tablé 1

Ethni }’glib; Comp 'arigg' n ngrggn];g ge)

Caucasian

Genéral"‘P_op..

| 19.1 percent

Sog Regi 'ori |

| 14.2 pércent _ |

-~ El Centro

11.7 percent
50.0 percent

Blaék B 38.2 pei‘cent, | 44.7 percent

Hispanic - 36.8 percent | 35.1 percent

- |Other

36.4 percent
3.1 percent

i 6.3 percent 4.3 percent

Figurel
_Ethnic Profile

~ DEMOGRAPHIC
"PROFILE - ETHNICITY

60%

30%

20%

' PERCENTAGE

10% -

| CAUCASIAN BLACK  HISPANIC OTHER
-~ ETHNICITY
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- Table 2

rimes Of

mmitmen

~ |Others

, Commitment Offense Breakdown

General Pop.
Crimes against persons ) 55.3 percent
Crim_es against 'p:roperty 26.8 percent

Drug violations 12.4 percent

So.‘Reg'on |

- 52.7 percent

29.2 peréent

~10.6 percent

7.5 percent

'El Centro |

41.6 percent |
33.1 percent
22.1 percent

3.2 percent

5.5 percent

- . Figure 2

Crime of Commitment i’rofilg

 DEMOGRAPHIC
4 PROFILE - CRIME

CALIF

ORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY
MALE CHARACTERISTICS

[ & ceNERAL POPULATION

PERCENTAGE
g
4 03_
|

 CRIMES-PERSONS =
CRIMES - PROPERTY

DRUGS

CRIMES OF COMMITMENT

OTHER
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‘Parole Removal Comparison:52

Table 3

1988 Mﬂg Qghg_rt y,EngnLrg. Graduates
'~ Removal Percentage - Cumulative

Number of Months 1988 Male Cohort53 El Centro Grads.34
! (N=1594) - (N=154)
3-6 Months - 4.3 percent 3.2 percent
6-9 Months 15.5 percent 14.9 percent
9-12 Months | - 26.0 percent 26.6 percent
12-15 Months | 35.0 percent | 37.0 percent
15-18 Months | 47.8 percent 53.9 percent

52 According to the California Youth Authority definition, removal includes parolees returned to the
Youth Authority by the courts with a new commitment and individuals discharged (honorable, general,
and dishonorable) fromthe Youth Authority jurisdicition by the youthful offender parole board. Ward

" revocation percentage is a portion of removal excluding the above. Neither status includes nor make an

allowance for individual AWOL's or parolee's incarcerated in a county facility.

For purposes of clarification, removal with regard to the El Centro program and only the El
Centro program will include the following categories of non-active parole status individuals:

1) Individual's revoked by the Youthful Offenider Parole Board.

2) Individual AWOL's at the time of the cutoff date March 15, 1992.

3) Individual's dishonorably discharged to the California Department of Corrections by the
Department of Youth Authority.

4) Individual's incarcerated in a county facility awaiting trial on a Class I felony charge.

Individualized statistics and type of removal are detailed in Appendix A.

53 State of California - Department of Youth Authority, "24 Months - Parole performance follow-up of
1988 releases to parole," (1991e). . :

54 Statistical accumulation for El Centro Graduates from the program inception (August 1990)
through successful graduation as of December 81, 1991. Information retrived from the State of
California - Department of Youth Authority's "OBITS" General Information Computer Program and
survey questionnaire follow-up with the respective parole agents responsible for the individual parolee.
A copy of the survey instrument is located in Appendix C.

_48-



Figlg_e 3

Pgm"lgg Removal Comparison
1988 Male Cohgr!;'s v. El Centro Graduates

- CALIFORNIA
~ YOUTE AUTHORITY

60.0%

v [ Male Cohort - 1988
- M El Centro Graduates

- 50.0%

40.0%

30.0% -

‘Cilmu‘lative %

- 20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

3-6 Months 912 Months 15-18 Months
. - 6-9Months = - 12-15 Months

Months to Removal
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Data Collection - Triangulated D ri

Evaluation Exit Reports - E Centro Staff
Upon cdmplétion and successful graduation from the substance abuse
program, an overall assessment and evaluation report is filed with the
parolee's office of assignment. This report details the individual's attitude
and participation récord during thé four phase treatment program.
This report constitutes important subjective measures of the following:
1. Subject's overall participation in the program
2. Subject's ability to assimilate and work with peer groups
3. Staff's appraisal of the parolee's sﬁccess upon release and

(.

reintegration into the community.

Parole officer follow-up survey questionnaire and individual
- assessment. ‘ ‘

A multi-purpose (refer appendix C) survey questionnaire
designed tb assess the overall function and successful integration of the
parolee during post-treatment. The questibnnaire was submitted to and
filled out'by the successful graduate's parole officer. A total of twenty-five
questions were asked detailing subjective opinions in conjunction with an
objective analysis of the current performance of the parole-graduate. Topics
included demography, marital status, financial status, educational level,
means of support, vocational traihing, number of prior convictions, special
problem areas, type(s) of substance abused both prior to and after completion
of the El Centro progré‘r_n, date of original parole prior to treatment, number
of days on original  parole, parole officer assessment for success, gang

affiliation, if any, questions regarding current substance abuse, arrests or
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- detentions 'after.treatment, support group participation, level of supervison
and assistance needs as well as current parole status, (i.e. still on parole, off

- parole, revocation, removal of any type).

OBiTS is a centralized data base program created to assist the
| Department of Youth 'Authority's Central Office in making decisions about |
“ward management, control and rehabilitation. During the past de’cade, the

system has been modiﬁed to make it more useful to institution and parole
~staff. The system now concentrates on prov1d1ng information on Ward
jurisdiction and conﬁnement t1me daily movements, charactenstlcs behawor
and other activities Whlle in the mstltutlon and on parole |
| Ward movements e.g. adm1ss1ons transfer, and releases are entered
 into the system each Workmg day by 1nst1tut10n, parole reglon and
Information Systems- s_taff as well as parole movement data, transfers, local
incarceration, and AWOL status.‘ The 'system allows each institution and
- parole office access tobackground information on each parolee as well as the
~ current status perform":tnce of each parolee. : o v

The material .provided‘ by jthe management staff of the "OBITS"

system proved to be a comprehensiVe method of data collection to objectively
cross-reference the sur'\‘r,evquuestionnaire snbmitted by the individual's parole
ofﬁcer and tlde staff ve\‘ralnation performance records provided by the director

of the El Centro treatment program.
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Jonceptual Framework
This empirical analysis asses'ses the effects of a conceptual model of
| substance abuse treatment for a group of adolescent parole violators; the
overall short term success in. the erad1cat10n of abusing behaviors and its
impact on the employablhty of the treated subject This model cons1ders
v successful treatment on three outcome variables (1) PDYSPOST - (the
number of successful parole days completed after gr.aduatlon from El Centro),
(2) SUBABUSE -'(indl;vidual's current and‘ past substance 'history) and (3)
MEANS - (1nd1v1dual S current employment status as a means of support)
‘Other variables are shown in Table 4. Subsequent to the regressmn analyS1s
‘to determine those 1ndependent Varlables that have a meaningful effect on
parole days means of support' and current substance abuse, prior substance
“abuse was correlated with current parole status and means of support to
determine the s1gn1ﬁcance of the relatlonshlp between these varlables and
reoccurring substance abuse |
~ Standardized logistic regression models Wereconstructed to determine
the effect of predisposing characteriStics (ethnicity, age, education, vocation,
current status, prev10us drug hlstory, gang act1v1ty, prevmus criminal
~ history), enablmg characterlstlcs (current substance use and frequency,‘
~ current gang mvolvement ab111ty to function in commumty with minimum of
~ supervision, number of arrests after trevatment, support group performance)
~ and, need characterist_i“cs"- (marital status, financial reS’ponsibility, continued
substance abuse, parole performance,_parole violations after trea'tment,
- current employmentperformance) against each of the dependent (outcome)‘

“variables.
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'Table 4

El Centr
le Identification - Pr 1
Variable Removals  On Parcle Totals
| (N=83) T (N=69) (N=152)
N % N % N %

" |POETH - Ethnicity

Caucasian 7 8.4 11 15.9 18 11.8

Black 46 554 31 44.9 77 50.7

‘Hispanic . 28 33.7 24 34.8 52 342

Other 2 24 3 4.3 5 3.3
MARSTAT - Marital Status

Married , 3 3.6 3 4.3 6 4.3

Unmarried 72 86.7 61 88.4 133 95.7

FINRESP - Financial Responsibility |

Self Only 54 65.1 ‘ 49 71.0 103 76.3

Self+Others 8 96 11 15.9 19 14.1

Other , 10 12.0 3 4.3 13 9.6
HIGRDCR - Highest Grade in School

1st-8th 12 14.5 8 116 20 16.0

9th-10th . 26 31.4 26 37.7 52 41.6

11th-12th ‘ 25 30.2 28 40.5 53 42.4

FINHS - Graduate ngh School or Obtain GED

H.S. Diploma 7 8.4 8 11.6 15 11.5

GED 7 8.4 9 13.0 16 12.2

Neither 55 66.3 45 65.2 100 76.3
MEANS - Employed After El Centro

Employed 6 7.2 20 29.0 26 19.5

Unemployed ' 65 78.2 42 60.9 107 80.5
VOCATN - Listed Vocational Ability

Skilled Labor 6 7.2 6 8.7 12 10.8

Unskilled Labor _ 42 50.6 40 58.0 82 73.9

Other 9 10.8 8 11.6 17 153
NOCONYV - Number of Prev1ous Convictions

None 12 14.5 13 08.8 25 24.3

1+More 40 48.2 38 55.1 78 75.7
CURSTAT - Current Parole Status ‘

Not on Parole 83 100.0 '

- On Parole .69  100.0 152  100.0
SUBABUSE - Substance Abuse Hlstory o o

None 2 24 : 4 5.8 6 4.4

Past Only 9 10.8 33 47.8 42 309

Past+Present 62 74.7 26 37.7 88 64.7
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~Unknown .36 43.3 18

ariable - Removals - On Parole Totals |

(N=83) (N=69) (N=152)
‘ N % | N % N %
|GANGINYV - Gang Involvement (Current) o
No 18 217 26 37.7 44 28.2
Yes 54 65.1 - 37 53.6 91 59.9
Unknown 11 13.2 6 8.7 17 12.9
DRGTPPRE - Substance of Choice Pre-El Centro ,
Alcohol v . 10 12.0 8 11.6 18 11.8
Drugs 52  62.7 4 63.8 9% 632
Marijuana ‘ 21 25.3 17 246 38 25.0
MLTDUPRE - Multiple Substance Abuse Pre-El Centro ‘ A '
No 62 74.7 58 84.1 120 79.8
Yes ’ 21 25.3 11 15.9 32 20.2
DRGTPPST - Substance Use Post-El Centro ' :
None 26 313 31 449 57 37.5
Alcohol ’ : 9 10.8 3 4.3 12 7.9
Drugs 36 43.4 15 217 51 33.6
Marijuana 12 14.5 7 10.1 19 12.5
Unknown 13 18.8 13 8.6
MLTDUPST - Mult1ple Use Post-El Centro ,
No 42 506 . 29 42.0 71 47.2
Yes v 9 10.8 3 4.3 12 6.5
Unknown 32 38.6 37 53.6 69 46.3
PARASS - Parole Officer Assessment of Parolee's Chance of Successful Parole
Good Chance : 1 12 11 15.9 12 8.7
Fair Chance 13 15.7 37 53.6 50 35.9
Poor Chance - - 60 72.3 17 24.6 77 55.4
ELCENASS - El Centro Staff Assessment of Parolee After Treatment
Good Chance 14 16.9 : 31 44.9 45 29.6
Fair Chance 30 36.1 ' 21 30.4 51 33.6
~Poor Chance 39 47.0 - 17 24.6 56 36.8
ABCQNT Parole Ofﬁcer Assessment of Parolee s Continued Abuse
Never 1 1.2 - 20 29.0 21 15.1
Infrequently 16 19.3 7 10.1 23 16.5
Frequently 8 - 96 5 8.2 13 9.4
Unknown o 49 66.2 33 50.8 82 59.0
ABIMP - Does Continued Abuse Affect Ability to Function in Community?
No Impact , 5 6.0 24 34.8 29 20.7
Moderate 13 15.7 15 21.7 28 20.0
Severe 21 25.3 6 8.7 27 19.3
Unknown 44  53.0 24 34.8 56 40.0
ARRESTS - Number of Arrests Post-El Centro
None 11 13.3 37 53.6 48 31.3
1+More 36 434 14 20.3 50 32.9
26.0 54 35.8
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Variable B&M@L’i —OnParcle Totals

(N=83) (N=69) (N=152)
.N_ % N % N %
SUPGRP - Support Group Attendance Post El Centro .
None ‘ 15 18.1 5 7.2 20 - 13.1
AA/NA 10 12.0 11 15.9 21 13.7
Counseling 5 6.0 15 217 20 13.1
Combination 5 6.0 11 15.9 16 10.5
Other : 29 34.9 17 24.6 46 29.5
Unknown 19 23.0 10 14.7 29 20.1
SUPLEV - Parole Officer Assessment Level of Supervision Necessary
Low 1 1.2 4 58 5 26
Medium 7 8.4 31 44.9 38 25.0
High 57 68.7 » 25 36.2 82 65.4
Unknown 18 22.7 9 13.1 27 7.0
PERSADJ Ass1stance Requlred for Personal Adjustment in the Community
- Some 2 24 30 43.5 32 21.0
Great Deal C 69  83.1 34 49.3 103 69.5
Unknown ' , 12 14.5 - 5 8.2 17 9.5
PARDANQ - Number of Parole Days Prior to El Centro
0-6 Months 27 32.5 31 44.9 58 37.5
6-12 Months 27 32.5 16 23.2 43 29.6
Over 12 Months 29 34.9 22 31.9 51 32.9
PDYSPOST - Number of Parole Days Post El Centro
0-6 Months 58 69.9 31 44.9 89 58.6
6-12 Months 21 253 26 37.6 47 30.9
Over 12 Months 4 4.8 12 17.4 16 10.5
PSTECOFF - Removal Offense Post El Centro
Person 15 18.1
Property 8 9.6
Drugs '~ 29 34.9
Other 31 37.3 ‘
JURISENH - Enhancements to Original Offense of Commitment -
None 80 964 61 88.4 141 92.7
1+More 3 36 8 11.6 11 7.3
PARRTNS - Parole Revocations Prior to Last Admission - Pre El Centro
None 30 36.1 - 57 82.6 87 56.9
1+More 53 639 12 17.4 65 43.1
PARVIOL - Parole Violations Prior to Last Admission - Pre El Centro :
None 30 - 36.1 57 82.6 87 56.9
1+More : 53 63.9 12 174 65  43.1
COMMWEAP - Weapon's Associated with Commitment?
No 48 57.8 35 50.7 83 56.8
Yes 32 38.6 31 44.9 63 43.2
AGE - Age in Years as of March 1992. ‘
18-20 years 42 50.6 29 42.0 71 46.7
21 years 24 28.9 ' 19 27.5 43 28.3
22 years 10 12.0 9 13.0 19 12.5
23-25 years 7 8.5 12 17.5 19 12.5
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Logistic regi‘ession models are very similar to multiple régression
models.55 In multiple regressidn,’ ari equation is estimated that provides for
the effect of a set of independenf variables on the dependent variable. The
,dependént variable can be a continuous variable that can take on any value.
However, in the case of logistic regreséion models, the dependent variable is a
dichotomous variable that can assume only two values (0, 1). In effect, then,
logistic regression models are used to predict the probability of occurrence of
the dependent variable. For purposes of this study, given a set of
indepéndent characteristics of the individual's criminal lifestyle, behavior
and abusive tendencies before both pre-treatment and post-treatment, this
would imply (1) current substance abtise tendencies, (2) the number of parole
days after treatment (as compared with the number of days prior to
treatment), and (3) give a fair indication of the individual's ability to gain and
maintain employment. More speéiﬁcally, the logistic regression model
employed in this study is of the form LOG(p/l-p)/2 = A + BX where p is the
dichotomous (0, 1) response variable indicating probability of choice with
respect to prediction, A corresponds to the intercept, B is the vector of
coefficients to be estimated, and X is the vector of explanatory variables.
Hence, the log odds ratio divided by a factor of two was the dependent

variable. Transformations involving the antilogs of the coefficients are

calculated to predict probabilities of occurrence.

55 See for instance, SPSS/PC+ Manual for V3.0 and V3.1, 1989 and McFadden, D. "Conditional logit
analysis of qualitative choice behavior," in Zarembka, P. (Ed.), Frontiers in economics. New York:
Academic Press , 1973. ,
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Table 5 prov1des the coding scheme and frequency d1str1butlons of the
48 re- scaled variables ava1lable for th1s analysis. - The table is largely self
explanatory. Responses to the dependent variable "MEANS" were collapsed
in fhe analysis to include "employed" ‘and "unemployed" to indicate if the
' ., parolee is gainfully employed, as opposed to receiving support from parentsv
and or welfare. For meaningful interpretation, individual drug categories
within the dependent variable l’SUBABUSE" were collapsed into the single
sub- headmg 'drugs". The category t1tle of post parole days "PDYSPOST" was
collapsed into two categorles 0 = Low thru 180 days (0-6 mos.), and 1 = 181
days thru Hi (6 mos. +).
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Table 5

Coinparisons for El Centro Graduates
Parole Removals v. On Parole - (Scaled)

Variable "Removals On Parole Total Group

(N=83) - (N=69) (N=152)
X o X« X o
1.00 .00 2.00 .00 145 .50
(1-no, 2=yes)
202 .83 1.80 .85 193 -+ .84

(1=0-6, 2=6-12, 3=12+)

PDYSPOST 2.12° 1.20 293 135 249 1.33
(0=Lo - 180,1=181+ days) ‘
PARASS 280 44 209 .66 2.47 .65
(1=good, 2=fair, 3=poor) |
ARRESTS : JT7 43 28 45 .51 .50
(O=none, 1=1or more)
SUPLEV 2.86 .39 235 .61 262 57
(1=low, 2=med, 3=high) » , } ‘
COMMNBR - 1.07 1.00 | 1.05 1.01 1.07 1.00
(O=none, 1=one, '
2=two, 3=3or more) ‘ ,
‘ 140 49 1.47 .50 1.43 .50
(1=no, 2=yes) :
04 .19 A7 72 .07 .26
(O=none, 1=yes) ‘
(POETH) :
.08 .28 .16 .37 A1 .32
(0=no, 1=yes) v
BLACK .55 .50 45 .50 .51 .50
(O=no, 1=yes)
, 34 48 35 48 34 48
(0=no, 1=yes)
02 .15 04 21 .03 .18
(O=no, 1=yes)
(MARSTAT)
MARRIED 04 19 04 21 .04 .20
(0=no, 1=yes)
_ ' .88 - .34 .88 .32 .88 .33
(0=no, 1=yes) ‘ .
i 1.78 .96 205 112 191  1.04

AGE :
(1=18-20, 2=21,
3=22, 4=23-25)
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GANGCUR
~|(0=no, 1=yes)

.50

(N=83) (N=69) (N=152)
X o X o X o
(FINRESP) »
FINSELF .65 .48 71 46 .68 A7
(0=no, 1=yes) : _
FINOTH 22 42 20 41 21 41
(0=no, 1=yes) ' ,
' (FINHS) .
GRADYES 17 .38 25 43 .20 40
(0=no, 1=yes) o ' :
GRADNO .66 .48 .65 .48 .66 .48
(0=no, 1=yes) :
(MEANS) ‘ :
EMPLOY 07 .26 29 46 17 .38
(0=no, 1=yes) ' : N
UNEMPLOY 35 48 .35 48 .35 .48
(0=no, 1=yes)
SUPOTH 43 .50 26 44 .36 48
(SUBABUSE) , , _
PAST A1 .31 48 .50 .28 45
(0O=no, 1=yes) .
PRESENT S5 44 .38 .49 .58 .50
|(0=yes, 1=no) ”
(DRGTPPRE) .
ALCOHOL 12 - .33 12 .32 12 .32
(0=no, 1=yes) : '
DRUGS .63 .49 .64 48 .63 48
(0=no, 1=yes)
MJ ' 25 44 25 .43 .25 43
(0O=no, 1=yes) - : .
. (DRGTPPST) ,
DRGNONE 31 47 45 .50 .38 49
(0=no, 1=yes) S »
BOOZE 11 31 04 21 .08 .27
(0=no, 1=yes) g '
DRGS : 43 .50 22 42 34 47
(0=no, 1=yes) , ,
15 .35 .10 .30 13 .33
(0=no, 1=yes) .
| (GANGAFF) - : '
AN 13 34 17 .38 .15 .36
|(0=no, 1=yes) , o : : '
- |GANGPRE 27 44 48 50 .36 48
|(0=no, 1=yes) ' :
.48 28 45 .39 49
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(0=no, 1=yes)

35

- (N=83) (N=69) - (N=152)
X o X o X o
(ABIMP) v : o
ABIMPNO 49 50 .64 .48 .56 .50
(0=no, 1=yes) . ' o
ABIMPMOD 59 .50 51 .50 55 .50
{(0=no, 1=yes) co = _
TABIMPHVY .69 47 .38 .49 .55 .50
(O=no, 1=yes) R
(SUPGRP) - R T :
N .18 .39 07 .26 13 34
- |(0=no, 1=yes) R - :
) - . .18 .39 32 47 .24 43
(0=no, 1=yes) o S ,
12 .33 38 49 24 43
(0=no, 1=yes) o o ‘ ' - »
SUPGOTH 41 .50 -.41 50~ 41 49
(0=no, 1=yes) : . B
(COMMTYPE) ; . '
COMTPER .36 .48 .51 .50 43 .50
(0=no, 1=yes) ‘ i :
COMTPRO = 30 46 .35 .48 32 47
(O=no, 1=yes) - N o
COMPTDRG .28 45 .15 .36 22 41
(0O=no, 1=yes) ' o o
| (PSTECOFF)
POSTPER o A7 .38 09 29
(0=no, 1=yes) : '
POSTPRO .10 .30 .06 .24
(0O=no, 1=yes) : :
|POSTDR: A48 19 - .39
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Chapter

Prograrh Apalyf "s‘is'

Characteristics of the Sample

The findings repbrted hére are v_baised._o'n‘dvevlta collected on the 154
| parolees who graduated from the substance abuse_fréétihentﬂ program'iri El‘ .
Centro from' -Augi;'st 1990 through_--'Décen.lb‘ér_ 31,»;1991. This sainple
" represents 'a"sigvhiﬁc_‘ant majOi'ity' (82.8 pefc.ent)56 of "éll paroleés ‘who |
graduated fro’rri" thé project during this time péﬁbd‘_. '

Characterisﬁcs of the: total‘grOQp of pa’x_'o.l‘e"e ‘graauates under sfudy[
indicatéd that over ninety percent (95.7 percerif)' of the total sample were not
: ma_rriéd and slighﬂy ovef half (50.7 pyelr'ce_nt)_ of ‘tlr.le gfaduatés were black.
Ages _ranged fr_om a lb_w of eightéeh to a high of just under fwenty-six, with
.‘the majority (46.7 percent)‘ between the ages of eighteen and twenty, with
three'fourths.(75 percent) ﬁnder the age of fWeﬁty-two. Less than half (42.4
percent) made it through thé el’eVenth grade, with slightly more than ohe-in-
fen (11.5 percent) _havihg g;'gdl_latéd from hlgh schoql. Priof to thevir_‘lates.t

- 56 Information supplied by the program staff at El Centro indicated a total of 206 graduates during
- this time period. Of this total, twenty subjects were removed from the eligible list, eight were counted
twice, and twelve graduated from the program after the December.31, 1991 deadline. Therefore, a total
- of 186 graduates were eligible for consideration, complete followup information, however, was received

on 154, or 82.8% of the total. B ‘ :
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- commitment to the California Youth ’Authoﬁty;' three quarters of the wards
 (75.7 percent) had at least one prior commitment,‘ four-in-ten (41.6 percent)
were ,sentenced »for ‘violent crimes 'against 'perSOns (homicide,.rObbery,
" aggravated assaul’t, rape With;injury.),’ ~one third (33.1 percent) for propert'y'
~crimes (burglary, theft, GTA, etc.), tWo-in-ten (22.1 percent) for} drug
| viOlations, and slightly more than three percent (3.2‘ percent) sentenced for
other felony violations. Four out of ten ’(43.‘2 percent) of the graduates had a
"use of Weaponv" violation associated Withtheir.last commitment '(pre El
Centro); eleven subjects (7.3 percent)received additional enhancement ti_me
associated with the "use of .Wjeapon" allegat,ion'. A total of ,siXty_—ﬁve (43.1
percent) had at least one parole;\"riolati_on prior to their latest adrhission‘(pre-
El Centro). _ R | | | | o
Enabling character'istics‘(post El Centro) revealed that three fourths of
the sample (.76.3 percent)' Were ﬁnancially responsible onl& for thern's'elves,
and four out of five "(80.5.percent) Were unernployed at the time ov:f the parole
o s"u_r‘vey. Less than two-in-ten (17.'41 percent) denied any involvement with
. local gangs and Six-in ten (59'9 percent) are currently associated with some
_ "type of gang act1v1ty (post El Centro) One of the prlmary requirements
| necessary for acceptance 1nto the program was a hlstory of drug use.
) Therefore it is not surprlsmg that an. overwheln‘nng majorlty of the sub_]ects ’
in thls study, nine out of ten (95 6 percent) admlt to a prev10us use and/or
~ abuse of alcohol, drugs, or manJuana prlor to the1r El Centro assignment.
Illegal "drugs were the consensus substance of ch01ce (63. 2 percent) followed v
by marijuana (25 percent) and alcohol (11 8 percent) one subJect in five (20 2

- percent) admitted t_omultlple. substance abuse pnor to treatment.
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After treatment,- slightly more than one: third (37.5 percent)‘ report'no'
further abuse vvith the remaining two‘ thirds continuing to use to some
degree; multiple abuse dropped to approx1mately six percent (6.5 percent) A
S1gn1ﬁcant number (83.7 percent) have attended one or more support group
| functlons such as Alcohohcs Anonymous, Narcotms Anonymous md1v1dual or

group counsehng, or a comblnatlon of the varlous malntenance programs‘
' aﬂ;er release from the substance abusetreatment facility and return to parole

~ status. |

Failure Rates

Of the original 154 succe»sst'ul graduates starting in August- 1990 ,
', e1ghty-three (53.9 percent) had been removed 51xty-n1ne (44 8 percent) were
considered “on parole" status at the end of the study perlod ‘March 15 1992 '
and tvvo individuals (1.3 percent) are deceased 57 A closer look at the
) number of days on parole prlor to removal of the unsuccessful e1ghty-three -
1nd1v1duals presents a dlsturbmg trend. PI‘IOI‘ to program admlss1on the
subjects listed in the removal category averaged 364 days on parole ( x |
364.34, s.d.= 338.14 ) Wlth less. than one third (32.5 percent) removed Wlthm
. the ﬁrst six months of parole After treatment the average time decreased by
approx1mately 51xty percent to 150 days pI’lOI‘ to removal ( x = 150 16 s.d.=
102.67 ) with approx1mately seven-ln-ten (72 3 percent) removed W1th1n the
first six months followmg treatment To verlfy 51gn1ﬁcance a t-test

'comparlng the mean number of days on or1g1na1 parole (PARDANO x =

57 Refer to Apendix A & B for a complete:break‘down and explanation of individual status.
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364.34) prior to enter_ihg the treatment program, againsﬁ the mean number of
days on pérdle subsequent to graduation fromb the program (PDYSPOST, y =
150.16) proved sigﬂiﬁcént(ﬁ: 6.67, p< .001) with a mean difference of 214.18
 days. | - '

| Table_ 6 details fhe qliai'terly cumulative removal totals prior to and
- following the treatment progrvam, Table 7 lists quarter by quarter removal

statistics.
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Table 6

ns - El Centro Removal

Prg-Trggj;mgnﬁ v. Post Treatment Removal Percentage

CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE

(N=83)

MONTHS PRE-EL CENTRO POST EL CENTRO
11-3 Months 10.8 percent 38.6 percent

3-6 Months 32.5 percent 72.3 percent

6-9 Months 47.0 percent 87.9 percent

9-12 Months 63.8 percent 97.6 percent

12-18 Months 78.2 percent 100 percent

18-24 Months 89.2 percent 100 percent

24 + Months 89.2 percent 100 percent

Figure 4

Pre-Treatment v. Post Treatment
Removal Percentage
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- Table7

4#h Q.90 |15tQ.91| 2nd Q.01 |3:d 91 |4thQ.91
|on Parole 4| 13 10 15 27
Removed 26 16 18 18 5
Deceased - 0 2 | 0 0' 0
Totals 30 31 28 33 32
(N=154)
Fi ure 5

Comparison By Number

EL CENTRO
REMOVAL COMPARISON

QUARTERLY BY RAW NUMBE
REMOVAL v. PAROLE

RAW NUMBERS

B ON PAROLE
d . REMOVAL
ATH Q.90 2ND Q.91 4THQ.91 & DECEASED

QUARTER OF RELEASE
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_ Pearson correlat1on coefﬁments for the varlables hsted in Table 5
Chapter 3 are detalled in Table 8. Varlables of partlcular significance to
'substance abuse and employment are detalled below Although the

v‘coefﬁaents obtalned in the analyS1s are largely as expected two in partlcular'

L were not ant1c1pated ManJuana would appear to be the drug of ch01ce o

among black part1c1pants (r— 357 df-‘ 151 p<- 001) in add1t10n black
parolee s Were more hkely to be 1nvolved in past and present gang activity
and commltted to the Youth Authorlty for the v101ent felonies, ma1nly crlmes
agalnst persons (r— 188 df_ 151 p< 01) Thelr white counterparts have a
S1gn1ﬁcant 1nverse relat1onsh1p to past (r— -.149, df= 151 p< 034) and
present (r_ - 208 df- 151 p< 005) gang act1v1ty, with. property cr1mes (_- l
: 226 df- 151, p< 003) as the pnmary offense of comm1tment

Past substance abuse crosstabulated w1th crlmes of commitment -

aga1nst persons (r—v 150 df- 151 p< 005) and property (r— 174, df_ 151 p<

.005), may tend to support theorles that drug use precedes and, to a certam'v .

extent, causes cr1m1nal act1v1ty Th1s is the supposmon that drug users need

to generate illicit income to support thelr drug habit ‘and/or that the_ v

psychopharmacolog1cal effects of 'drugs 1ncrease the ‘addict's propens1ty
‘ toward crime (Gropper 1984 Hartstone & Hansen, 1984 ‘Wish & Johnson ‘
,1986 In01ard1 1992 among others) However Wlthout further deﬁmtlve“

- testing, espec1ally agamst a control group with stronger means to control for
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exogenous variables, defense of this po_sition would be difficult, if not
impossible o o | |
When cross tabulated agalnst present substance abuse, current parole
status parameters (removal v. on parole) revealed the followmg S1gn1ﬁcance
levels within expected cell frequency ratios. Slxty-two of the eighty-three
(83.1 percent) individuals removed from parole after treatment, were known
to their respective parole agents as "present" substance abusers, while
tWenty-six of the sixty-nine "still on parole" wards (37.7 percent) are
suspected to be current abusers X2 = 27.57, df= 151, p< .001). These ﬁgures
do not support vthe overall goals and obJectlves of the El Centro substance

abuse treatment program.

nile Em lo “'ent.

As previously discussed in ‘Chapter‘ 2, a good indication of successful
reintegration into the community and continued parole. is the ability to ﬁnd- :
- and maintain meaningful employment. Treating the individual's substance
abuse is only the first step to complete rvecovery.. Without continued support
and the ability to acquire: a job, the chance for successful long-term parole
and 'abuse maintenancek'are gre.atly reduced. Certain of the correlation's
shown in Table 8 would tend to support this somewhatobvious conclusion.

As expected, current parole status is signiﬁcantly correlated with
employment (= .288,_ df; 151, p< .001), and although not sustained at the .05
level, an inverse correlation with un_employment. The "present” use of drugs
(r=-.108, df= 151, p< .093), "gang affiliation” (z= -.111, df= 151, p< .087), and
"support by others" (r= -.337, df= 15 1,»,p{ .001) are all inversely related to
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: employment while afﬁhatlon W1th an ‘Alcoholic Anonymous or Narcotics
Anonymous support group (r= 213 df= 151 p< .002) or 1nd1v1dual/group
counsellng (r=" 158 df- 151 pP< 026) appear to be significant requisites to

successful employment

Parole Days Post El Centro®

As previously stated, most of the significant findings within this and
‘the 'other outcome tabulations fall into 'the category of expected results.

-Slgnlﬁcant to the time on parole after treatment were the following

- 1ndependent var1ables

Flnanc1al ResponSIb1l1ty (FINRESP) - six out of ten indiyiduals (62.1 percent)
respons1ble only for themselves d1d not surpass the six month mark, however, |
"seven-ln ten (73 7 percent) respons1ble for themselves and others (such as
spouse g1rlﬁ'1end ch11dren parents) remamed on parole after six months (X2
- =10. 48 df= 124, p< 01).

.Current Parole Status (CURSTAT) almost three fourths of the 1nd1v1duals
(69.9 percent) on removal" status d1d not ma1nta1n a successful parole for a
perlod of six months (X2 = 9.66, df= 124, p< 001) |

. Means of Support (MEAN S - E‘mployment) six out of ten (63.6 percent) of
the unemployed individuals did not last six months while six-in-ten of the
employed subJects (61 5 percent) Were ‘still on parole after the first six monthsg'

(X2 =543, df= 124 p< 019).

58 Note for purposes of cross tabulatlon analys1s the number of parole days (PDYSPOST) were
divided into two categories, 0-180 days following treatment, 181 + days following treatment. The
optimum time consideration would have been twelve months as a consideration factor of success,

“however, most of the removals occurred within the first six months-and recent graduates of the
~‘program still on parole have not yet surpassed the six month mark. Due to alack of sufficient -

' numbers; the only viable break po1nt was the 180 day perlod
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A number of var1ables were S1gn1f1cantly assoc1ated W1th current
’ _parole status Sub_]ects removed from parole subsequent to thelr graduatlon |
from the treatment program are twice as l1kely to cont1nue the1r substance
: abuse (X2 28.53, df— 124, p< 001) are less l1kely to be employed prior to
| removal (X2 =11.93, df= 124, p< 001) and are more likely to be 1nvolved with
in gang act1v1ty X2 = 9. 17, df_ 124 p< .01), then the1r counterparts ‘who
| remain on parole In add1t1on the removals reqmred a h1gher level of parole
superv1s1on while on parole X2 = 29 29, df- 124 p<.001), ‘and were less l1kely
to seek out or attend support group funct10ns (X2 = 15.25, df= 124 p< .01)
after graduat1on from El Centro. N ot surpnsmgly, the parole removal Wards :

| were more than twice as l1kely to have been arrested after treatment then ,
their cohorts, durlng the same time period. Ethnicity, age offense of |
commltment marital status and type of substance abused d1d not have a

s1gmﬁcant stat1st1cal relat1onsh1p with current parole status ;

In a multlple l1near regressmn the 1nterpretat1on of the regress1on‘

coefficient is stra1ghtforward It tells the amount of change in the dependent'v

‘variable for a one-unit change in the 1ndependent var1able Results of the _ -

(logistical regression, or log of odds/loglt) analys1s are shown in Table 9 for

current, after program substance abuse (SUBABUSE Present [0= yes 1—'

nol), post treatment parole days (PDYSPOST [0 = 0 thru 180 days 1 180
days +]), and current employment status (MEAN S - Employment [0 = no, 1 =



yes]) The standard ch1 square (X2) test s1gn1ﬁcance level (p) and degrees of o
vfreedom (df) reported prov1de for goodness of ﬁt tests. The chi- square test,
investigates the hypothes1s of dependence between the dependent (outcome) .
var1ables and explanatory (1ndependent) varlables The s1gns of the
coefﬁc1ents obtalned in the analyS1s are largely as expected'and»tend “to
confirm the results of the pearson correlat1on coefﬁc1ents found in

crosstabulat1on analys1s

Outcome Variable 1 - Present Sul , Abuse

Ma_]or contnbutors to this Var1able are. current substance abuse drugs. ’ _‘
(DRGS), [a category of drug abuse Wh1ch only refers to post program |
substance use of anytype of drug, excludmg-manjuana and alcohol] (B=
-2.457, p< .00 1), an expected correlat10n and current abuse 1nterference with
‘subjects ability to functlon in the commumty (ABIMPNO) (B= 2 536, p<

.001), a relat1onsh1p that would substantlate the common sense bel1ef that
| drug use would, in part 1nterfere W1th soc1etal adJustment Other s1gn1ﬁcant
variables related to prese_nt abuse include .ajr_elatlonsh1p to :the length of time
’ on'parole after treatment (B= 1 b348 p<"05) current parole status ('B— 1.657,

p< 05) and an inverse relat1onsh1p w1th the sub-category black" (2. 054 p<
.05). The 1nterpretat1on of th1s 1nverse relatlonshlp is that blacks are ‘not
current drug users, wh1ch isa surpnsmg relationship, but is supported by the
significant relationship found betvreen bla‘cks and the-uSe of marijuana in the
ecrosstabulatmns Maruuana is 11sted separately from the 'drug" category in

the crosstabulatlons
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Table 9

Results of Loglstlc Regression Analys1s
. on OQutcome Treatment Variables:
El Centro Sub'stance Abuse Program Graduates

(N..125)
: ) Estimated Coefficients (B)
Variable , Outcome ; - Outcome Outcome
Description ‘Variable #1 Variable #2 ‘Variable #3
- SUBABUSE PDYSPOST MEANS
(Present) (Parole Days) (Employment)
O=yes, 1=no 0=Lo-180, 1= 181+ O=no, 1=yes

- PDYSPOST 1.348%** N/A 2.144%*
PRESENT N/A - .994 .818
"EMPLOYMENT .087 1.192%* N/A
AGE - .192 883 -.677*
BLACK 2.054** .258 .336
HISP 547 1.085 177
CURSTAT 1.657** 1.289%* 763

- PARASS -1.517 .993 -2.452
SUPLEV -.337 270 - .018
SUPGAA 410 -.077 2.065
FINOTH -.137 671 511
GRADYES - 1.307 -1.165** .850
BOOZE -.625 2.433** -1.589
DRGS =2.457 1.113% 142
GANGCUR 157 -.348 1.984%*
ABIMPNO 2.536 213 2.188**
COMTPDRG -1.931 .632 -1.298
COMTPER -1.108 -.579 - .319
COMTPRO -2.612 .158 409
CONSTANT _ 1.386 -8.653** -.573

- MODEL Chi-square?2 84.31 34.94** 50.24
p (X2) .001 .009 .001
Degrees of Freedom 124 124 124

Note: Variables that indicate a major contrlbutlon to the log hkehhood of substance abuse number of

days on parole, and employment are in bold type.

a. Chi-square is of the form 20Ln (O/E), where O are the observed and E are the expected cell

frequencies summed over all cells.

* Significant at .10 level (two-tailed); ** Slgnlﬁcant at the .05 level (two talled) Underlined - 51gn1ﬁcant

at the .001 level (two-tailed).



This analysis -provided“‘ exeellent_‘yﬂer;iﬁcation of the correlation
coefficients referred to in an earlier seotion of this chapter. As seen in Table
9, signiﬁcant'relationships_ are} apparent for the current use of drugs (B=

1.113, p< 10) and alcohol ‘(B= 2433 P< 701‘5) forthe number of days on
parole. In add1t10n employment B= 1 192 p< 05) current parole status (B—
-1.289, p< .05) and to’ some extent not hav1ng graduated from high school (B-
-1.165, P< .05) are varlables of s1gn1ﬁcance anary to this outcome vanable
is age (B— 883 p< OO 1) Older subjects tend to remam on parole longer than
the younger Wards, a hlghly pred1ctable outcome that was not prev1ously

found to be 51gn1ﬁcant

Predictably, parole ‘ofﬁcer assessment is significantly correlated with

employment (B= “-'2;452",7 p< '.OOl)sandfthe'"in’diyidual'fs ability to stay employed
bin the community. | Employed graduates ‘have few,er impediments to
adjuStment (B= 2_.1‘88;‘p< .05), and support group participation is positively |
correllated With:employment (B=‘ 2.065, p<v-(l(l"1) : 'S'urprisingly, this model
would suggest an 1nverse relatlonshlp w1th age and employment (B=-.67 7 p<
.10), and a positive relat1onsh1p between current employment and gang
~affiliation (B=1.984, p< .'05), 1.e., be1ng a member of a gang after leaving El

Centro.
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Hypo th’ esi § 1 - If the program successfully treats the 1nd1v1dual S
o add1ct1ve problem and underly1ng behav1or charactenstlc(s) responsible for “
the abuswe behav10r then v .
(a) A follow- -up assessment oVertime after treatment ’should reveal a
s1gmﬁcant reduct10n in overall substance abuse by the parolee
. Analys1 - An analys1s of outcome Var1able 1 (present substance
abuse) shows that parole agents 1nd1cate at least 54 percent of the program
part1C1pants continue to abuse drugs and/or alcohol but more than one th1rd
o (37 5 percent) are conS1dered clean For the rema1mng 8.5 percent the
parole agents were unable to answer Not surpnsmgly, approx1mately seven

out of ten (69.9 percent) of those removed from parole were still abusmg

o compared to three 1n-ten (36 percent) of those st1ll on parole This |

relatlonshlp is someWhat spurlous based on <6 month graduat1on from El
Centro for non-removals. | |

(b) A reductlon in parole removal subsequent to program graduation
‘should be found and | _ |

(c) A "longer number" of successful parole days (SPD) after program
completion when compar‘ed to ouerall number of SPD's should be found,
1mmed1ately prlor to acceptance 1nto the program , |

* Analysis - As. detalled in Table 3 and F1gure 3 the removal
percentage is not s1gmﬁcantly dlﬁ'erent from a 1988 cohort comparison group, y
unfortunately, 69 9 percent of the total were removed within the first s1x‘“

" months (refer table 6 ﬁgure 4) A t-test comparlson of pre program v post—
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program parole days revealed a significant dropin overall days on parole

after treatment.

Hypothesis 2 - If the program successfully treats the individual's
addiction problem, then the opportunity to gain and maintain meaningful
employment should be significantly 1mproved when compared with pre-
treatment employment. |
| e Analysis - An analys1s of outcome Variable 3 ( a measure of the.
‘indv.iv1duals employment status after treatment) suggests a S1gn1ﬁcant
relationship between an individual's ability to conform and function within
the community and his employment status. Attendance at, or association
with, post treatment support groups is also significant. Less tllan six in ten
of the removal group (58.9 percent) compared with almost nine out of ten (89
percent) of the "on parole" group attended some type of support group after v
treatment. In addition, less than one-in-ten (7.2 percent) of the removal
- group were employed compared with three-in-ten (29 percent) of the "on

parole" group after treatment.
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'Chapter |
\opRer

Program Summary
" and |
Conclusions

Ind anuary, 1990 the Blue R1bbon Comm1ss1on on Inmate P0pulat1on
Management released the1r ﬁnal report on. the state of California's
~correctional system. This exemplary document isa benchmark assessment of
the ublqultous problem of excessive 1nmate 1ncarceratlon and parole
 revocation assoc1ated W1th the Departments of Correct1ons and Youth‘“
Authority. Accordlng to the Commlsswn " the State of Cal1forn1a has
'expemenced the most dramat1c 1ncreases in state pr1son populatlon the natlon v
' has ever witnessed, from about 22 500 in 1979 to 86, OOO today "59 The
reasons for tl’llS populatlon explosmn are nelther s1mple nor surpnsmg The ‘;

publ1c has contlnued to show 1ts 1ntolerance for criminal behavior by
‘ demandlng harsher sentences More 1mportantly, the 1mpact of drugs and

o gangs and the v1olence spawned by dlsputes over sales and terntory have

59 Blue Ribbon Comm1ssmn Final Report 1990 P 2 ‘a ﬁgure that has 1ncreased to well over 100,000
‘by January, 1992. _
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contrlbuted to the exponentlal mcrease in the number of 1nd1v1dua1s in
'conﬁnement | |

Substance abuse is havmg a marked effect on the prison populatlon
The adult correctlonal system (CDC) has seen an 1ncrease in the percentage
of its population Whose prlmary offense of commltment is drug related Thev ‘
number of commltments with drugs as a prlmary offense 1ncreased from
3,890 in 1984, to 19,908 in 1988 60 A representatlve sample study for felony
adm1ss1ons dur1ng 1988 by CDC's Offender Informatlon Services Branch,
estlmated that approx1mately 76 percent of the 29,551 neW admissions had a
known history of drug use. | |

Figures for the Youth Authorlty are even more starthng Drug related
offenses comprlsed only 2 percent of the ward population in 1981 By 1991
12.4 percent of the general populatlon‘ were incarcerated for a drug related
offense, an increase of 10.4 percent of the vaggregate total over a ten year
period.61 Current estimates indicate that ‘approximately 85 percent of the
wards in the Youth Authority haveused‘ some form of illegal substance.62
This same population will eventually reach an age threshold that places them
within the jurisdiction of the adult correctional system. As stated previously,
part of the seriousv overoroWding'at'the_CDC‘ level is attributable to the
carryover of Youth Authority parolees WhO‘ continue to engage in unlawful

behavior, fueled by problems of substance abuse. The relationship between

60 Blue Rlbbon Commission on inmate population management final report. (1990) State of
California p. 69.

61 Population management and facﬂltles master plan 1992- 1997 Department of Youth Authority,
State of California (1992).

62 24 Months - parole performance follow-up for 1988 releases to parole. Department of Youth
Authority, State of California (1991e). :
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- _ drugs and crime is clear Consequently, the components within Cahforma s

:‘correctlonal system are severely 1mpacted by substance abuse.. Prison and
1nst1tut10n overcrowdmg and exceedmgly high rates of parole revocat1on are,
in part, the result of the correctmnal system s and somety S mab111ty to control
and successfully treat the addlctlon syndrome

Accordmg to the Blue Rlbbon COIIIIIllSSlOI’l Report substance abuse

among parolees is a driving fa_ctor- in the 1ncreas1ngparole revocat1on rate.
Data from fiscal year 1988-89 indicate that drug Charges were a known factor
in 56‘ percent of all revocation actions "'Wi'th drugs as a contributing factor in
over 64 percent of parolees returned to custody for parole v101at1ons "63
Youth Authority parolees did not fare any better A recent survey of 1988
parolees revealed that 54.7 percentof all revocatlons Wlthm a twenty-four
month period lnvolved a narcotic or drug offense.64 Consequently, many
parolees spend a short time on parole and a short t1me between release and
return to 1ncarcerat1on often for reasons related to drug abuse. ,

| Shortly after the release of the Blue Ribbon Comm1sswn s report the
California Youth Authority's Parole Semces Branch implemented two post-
parole substance abuse treatment programs for‘relapse prone parolees. In an
effort to reduce parole 'revocations for technical 'violations relating to
substance abuse, these short-term'programs offer the parolee an alternative
to revocation through voluntary relapse i‘ntervention.' This study was the
culmination of an eight month evaluation a.nd‘ assessment of one such

program -- The Southern California Drug Treatment Program at El Centro.

- 63 Blue Ribbon Commission report (1990), p. 71. .

64 Thid.

-79- ‘v B



- Program lnr‘mnr |

The ﬁndings of this study are cunously encouraglng and d1sturb1ng

- On the surface 1t appears that the program may not only be meffective but

in some instances even counterproductlve. Although most of the summary
data detailed in Chapter 4 is descriptive and expected, a number of issues

- require further consideration.

1. D he treatment progr ffectively treat and reduc

substance abuse?

According to the Nationa‘l‘ Drug Control Strategy mandate of January,

1990, the principal objectives for drug treatinent‘.are’straightforward,‘ ... get
‘more drug users to stop using drugs through treatment, and make the
treatment they receive more effective" (p. 29).

Although many aspects of" addictlon and its treatment remain the
subject of critical debate one thmg nearly all professmnals in the addiction
field agree upon is that recovery from chemical addictlon is a process, not an
event, and as a result is a long-term process

Because chemical addiction is a relapsmg dlsorder and recovery
involves changing one's thmking patterns, attltudes behav10rs and hfestyle

| there is also general_agreement that the perlod following release from an
intensive recovery pro'grarn and community reintegration is the most critical
time in terms of mvaintaining sobriety. According to the Blue Ribbon‘

Commission Report: -
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In order for a corrections substance abuse strategy to
to be effective, it must include long and short-term -
support systems by locating and establishing ties to
the community while providing for coordination with
the community resources. %5 E
As reported in Chapter 4, of the 154 successful graduates included iﬁ
this study, 83 have been r.éinoved '(53.9 percent), (69.9 percent) of this group
within the first six months followmg treatment. In addition‘} 54 percent
reportedly contmue to abuse drugs/alcohol Wh11e 37.5 percent of the total are
currently considered abuse free.66 |
One conceivable rationalization for the dismal results may be the short
term length of the program. Many will argue in‘favor. of a direct c,orreiation
between substance abuse ﬁrogram time and the probability of successful
| treatment.ﬁ? According to a mandate set forth by the director of thé Youth
Authority in>1989, minimum standards for formal drug and alcohol abuse
treatment programs will be 6 to 12 months in'durétion.68 But, honeffective
is a program with an overall durafion vof 90-da”ys,v(‘)r 1n reality, 28 days of

-actual treatment programming?

65  Blue Ribbon Commission on Inmate population management, State of California (1990) p.75.

66 Note - inclusion of the graduates from the fourth quarter 1991 greatly reduced the overall
percentage of removals. During this time period, 27 of 32 graduates (84.4%) were still on parole and
were included in this overall percentage. However, based on the cutoff date of March 15, 1991, it is
quite conceivable that many of these subjects were on parole for less than 90 days

67  See for instance, Henry, P. (Ed.) (1989). Practical approaches in treating adolescent chemical
- dependency: A guide to chmcal assessment and 1ntervent10n

68 Drug and alcohol program plan, Department of Youth Authority, State of California (1989) p. 6. |
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| There is a considerable body of literature on the efficacy of drug abuse

treatment programs for reducing‘parolee' crime rates and recidivism
(Gandossy, 1980; Elliott et al., 1984; Chaiken & Johnson, 1988). A 1979
review of sevé'nty-one existing ‘studies on the relationship between
biographical predictors and ‘recidivism led Pritchard to conclude that in
addition to employment stétus, age of offense, and current income, "a history
of opiate use, and history of alcohol abuse appear to be the most stable
‘predictors of recidivism."6% Calling for additional studies on the effects of
treatment programming of substénce abusers to reduce recidivism, Pritchard
concludes, " Consequently, there is a growing need for studies of predictors of
treatment-by—offénder interactions. Only such predictors can provide an
empirical basis for assigning offenders to that treatment which will maximize
their chances of a successful outcome."70

Since 1979, many others have échoed the sentiments of Pritchard,
calling for a renewed emphasis in treatment programming in an effort to
reduce criminal activity and recidivism by paroled adjudicated substance
abusers. By 1987, the California Department of ‘Youth Authority had at
least one certified drﬁg and alcohol treétment program in each institution
and camp. By 1990; the Youth Aﬁthority had 1650 beds devoted specifically

to drug and alcohol abuse treatment, 71 Included in this total were two 90-day

69 Pritchard, D. (1979). Stable predictors of recidivism: A sﬁmmary. Criminology, 17(1), p. 19.
70 Dhid, p. 20.

71 Drug and alcohol abuse program: Program descriptions (1991c), Department of Youth Authority,
- State of California, p. 9.
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1n-11eu-of-revocat10n programs to address the grow1ng concern of excesswely '.
~ high rec1d1v1s,m by substance abusmg parolees One located in at the Fouts b»
Sprlngs Ranch outs1de of Sacramento the other in El Centro to handle the
Southern California parole region.

Accepting the premise that substance abusing parolees have a higher-
propensity toward revocation, an overall reduction in removal percentage was
neither expected nor considered as a measure of this ‘programs success. The
overall removal rate of 53.9 percent is consistent with the 54.7 'percent
removal of substance abusing nlales from the 1988 cohort.”2 Although the
overall removal percentage will undoubtedly increase in time and should be
reevaluated after twenty-four months for a valid 'cornparison with the 1988
cohort. |

The most disturbing outcome of this study was the results of a
comparison between pre-treatment parole days and post-treatment parole
days. As suggested by Pritchard, one measure of success in a substance
 abuse treatment program is the overall reduction in use and abuse of illicit
drugs and alcohol. If the program really works, an additional benefit should
be an overall increase in post treatment parole days The mean average was
discussed and compared at length in Chapter 4. More telling are the
individual results. Appendix A is a composite list of each removal parolee
listing the date and to_tal‘: number of parole days prior to treatment, the
graduation date and release from El'Centro, the number of ‘ days on parole at

time of removal, followed by the net number of days, plus or minus.

72 24 months - parole performance follow -up for 1988 releases to parole. Department of Youth
Authority, State of California (1991e).
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Approxi'mately nine out of ten (87.2 percent) exhibit a reduction in the
number of days on parole to removal from‘parole aft_er treatment. Results
like these do not elicit a posltiVe aﬁirmati'on of the'over'all effectiveness of the

program.

3. Limitations of this study

A number of problems and 11m1tat10ns with the sample size, and the
.'.lack of a randomly selected control group could affect the data reported in
this study As dlsturblng as the results may appear, great care should be

exercised in their 1nterpretat10n Due to the 11m1tat10ns as presented and

discussed at some Iength in chapter 3, rephcatlon of this study, with a |

comparable control group, is necessary before the program paradigm can be
 questioned with any degree of validity. However, this deficiency does not
change the evidence of continued ‘abuse, parole removal, and the overall

negative perfornmnce of this study group. -

'Recommendations

The removal rates descrlbed above frequently leave researchers

pract1t10ners and policy makers W1th the conclusion that indeed, nothmg

"

works The h1gh rate of substance abuse among prison inmates, Youth :

| Authonty wards, and revocatlon prone parolees in conJunctlon Wlth the ever‘ ao

- increasing number of offenders 1ncarcerated for drug related offenses
presents a dangerous trend W1th very feW optlons for correctlonal

management dec1s1on makers ‘As: varled and d1verse as current treatment
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programming is, both inside and outside of our correctional institutions,
. associative factors create an _imped,imentto overall program success. N
~ Institutionalization ie‘a protectlve milieu, a sterile atmosphere in
| 'iavlnch the inmate's life is compl‘etely.structured twenty-four hours each day.
Decisions‘ that we in society _take; for granted. are ’pre-pjrogrammed for the
incaroerated Vind‘ividual.-‘ The ,inmate: does not have to worry about such
mundane tasks as everyday life: skills survival. For the incareerated
lsubstance abnser,' the true tesltvof reoovery occurs’ once the‘inmate reenters
the "real world", Where many of the factors contributing‘ to his chemical
dependency remain intact | Abstinenoe' is only the first step in recovery, the
management of everyday life c1rcumstances Wlll test the parolee's ability to
survive on parole and successfully re- 1ntegrate 1nto the community. This .
tranS1t1on process can be greatly a1ded,by' an 1ntegra_ted cont_lnuum of
aftercare ‘services that is consistent with the treatment principles learned

durlng the treatment phase of the prOgram , The critical transition between

- 1nst1tut10n-based substance abuse treatment programmmg within the Youth

~Authority and re- release on parole remams an area of weakness requiring
1mprovement in order for the ‘program to be fully eﬂ'ectlve
| Another 1nd1cator of the parolee S ab1l1ty to successfully abstam from
‘further substance abuse and »re-1ntegrate into the commumty is the
Wllllngness and ab111ty to ga1n and malntaln meamngful employment
Without a JOb the parolee is proh1b1ted from developmg t1es to leg1t1mate l
sources of i income. A number of stud1es have shown a s1gn1ﬁcant correlat1on
between employment success and lower reC1d1V1sm rates (Pr1tchard 1979

Dickinson, 1981, Liker, 1982, Thornberry.,_& Chn‘stl_ansen, 1984).
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For the past twenty years',. Youth Authority programs have
'vinci‘easingly emphasized ward employruent. "This emphasis is supported by
the well-established relationship between legitimate, productive activity
~ (work, school, or tfai'ning) and parole suc‘cess."73 Sui'prisingly, these factors
appear to be missing from the Department's post-parole substance abuse
programs.  Historically, accoi'ding to the Department's own research,jhigh
unemployment is a fact of life among parolees released from California Youth
Authority facilities,74 especially to the substance abusing parolee.
Unfortunately, this study sample's record on unemployment is consistant
with previous reports. After having completed the treatment program and
prior to Subsequent removal, approximately eight out of ten (78.2 percent) of
the El Centro graduates were unemployed, overall a total of 80.5 percent of
the total sample were ‘unemployed as of March 15, 1992. Numerous federal,
state, and local programs designed to boost ex-offender employment have
either failed to affect the employment rate, or the improvement has been too

small to justify the dollars Spent on that particular program.

Unemployment statistics by themselves imply economic hardship and
reliance on various forrris of public aséistance. Hidden are the human costs
associated with unemployment. Even more frightening to the taxpaying
public is the generation of crime related to unemployment, and the long
suspected relationship between unemployment and the commission of

criminal acts is becoming increasingly evident.

73 ' Bottcher & Reed. (1991). An evaluation of the Youth Authorlty s job development program, State
of California, Department of Youth Authorlty, p- 1.

74 For further clarification the reader is referred to the following Youth Authority reports: 1) (1978)
Job survival skills of youthful offenders: A needs assessment and curriculum .development project ; and
‘ 2) (1991) An evaluation of the Youth Authority's job development program.
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75

The Vocatlonal educatlon/Jobs tra1n1ng model is a two- -year, multl-

organlzatlonal proposal to enhance the ex1st1ng El Centro post- parole
: substance abuse treatment program Through full utlhzatlon of the avallable
: and currently unstructured Weekday afternoons durmg the final sucty days of
: the program the VETA module Would 1ncorporate a practlcal jobs tra1n1ng‘
program75 des1gned to further enhance the Phase 1 treatment component In '
"an attempt to. prov1de re-1ntegrat10n support the successful parolee graduate
Would report to a des1gnated work s1te to continue W1th a paid "hands-on"
phase to further .develop the soc1al vand practlcal skllls n'ecessary for
successful Job placement Each parolee will be closely monltored by the
-pro_]ect support staff and 1n conJunctlon Wlth the 1nd1v1dual S parole oﬁicer v
: placement 1nto an ab1hty or1ented employment settlng W1th1n the local
commumty would constltute successful program completlon
ConS1stent with the Youth Authorlty s m1ss1on to protect somety and ’
its behef that people have the ablhty to grow and change, the department has
developed an ‘ektensi_v}e' 'prbgram of substance abuse education for
incarcerated andv' paroled minorswith substance abuse tendencies. The
primary ob3ect1ve of this module 1s to assist the parolee through a dlfﬁcult

. trans1t10n from incarceration to re- accllmatlon 1nto the commun1ty, and to

S1mllar in format to an emstlng project utlhzed by the Washlngton State Correct1ons Department
Refer Appendix D for classroom module overview. .
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. determine the relevant eﬁ'ects of add1t1onal vocat10nal educat10n and "hands- v

on" job training in reducmg Juvemle parole revocat10n
Progra D si

The Cahforma Department of Youth Authonty parolee needs a period

of constant relnforcement and the potentlal to gain and malntam meanmgful
' employment for a reasonable expectatmn of success. W1thout meamngful
tranS1t10n 1ntervent10n and vocatlonal tra1n1ng technlques pos1t1ve"
substance abuse programs have l1ttle chance of success. An integral
charactenstlc of the current Youth Author1ty pre and post parole substance
abuse programs is a program of pos1t1ve 1ntervent10n A vocat1onal education
and job tra1n1ng program rep_resents a pr_oa_ct1ve positive »_ch-ome alternatlve
- for the"inCarcerated and paroled ~sﬁb'staﬁ¢e abuse prone adolescent ' Such a
prOJect would be a log1cal extens1on to the current Youth Authorlty substance
abuse programrmng, created to fulﬁll the m1ss1ng elements essent1al to'
success re-entry 1nto the commumty o w0 B
The proposed VETA program Would be composed of a comb1nat1on of
ngorous educatlonal classroom tra1n1ng prOJects (prior to parole) together
‘:Wlth a post parole hands -on" employment phase deS1gned to S1mulate an
.actual employment settmg and to emphas1ze the bas1cs of understandmg
authonty, ab1l1ty evaluat1on and life skﬂls management techniques. When
the 1nd1v1dual was cons1dered to be mentally acceptable to outS1de
employment he Would be placed w1th a pr1vate bus1ness concern. Every--_

attempt Would be made to place the parolee into an occupat1on of mterest and
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aptitude, specific to the that individual, and not into a position of y

convenience.
Program Expectations

A necessarypart'of 'inmafte“rehabili-tation concerns the lack of
apphcable tran51t10n techmques available for an 1nmate to successfully re-
enter and become a productlve member of somety (Thornberry & |
Chnstlansen 1984; Bottcher & Reed 1991). A change in self esteem with
) vaSItlve goals- and ob_]ectlve.s is only the beglnnlng to a total change in
character. The prototyplcal parolee is released back into the enwronment

from whlch he came thus he is 1mmed1ately subjected to the negatlve

1nﬂuences that were in part respons1ble for the 1nd1v1dual S prev1ous

ond1t10n of substance abuse and crnmnal act1v1ty (Prltchard 1979 Catalano

& Hawkins, 1986 Beschner & Frledman 1986) Removmg the des1re to

abuse alcohol and/or other 1llegal substances is not a hohstlc solutlon to the ‘
parolee's re- acchmatlon into somety The re- entry process must also address :
the 1nd1v1dual S ab111ty to galn and ma1nta1n meanlngful employment A

project such as VETA Would prov1de the necessary link for a pos1t1ve "
tran51t10n from the idealistic World of the 1nst1tut10n into a more reahstlc
ex1stence w1th1n the communlty. | " |

It is ant1c1pated that th1s prOJect Would successfully reduce parolee
. revocatlon through introduction of a productlve life style and the enhanced
self esteem that can be antlclpated from thlS transactlon In add1t10n the
. total number of parole days can be extended even to potentlal fallures by:'

e prov1d1ng an,acceptable ayenue of escape from negatlve_ 1nﬂuences all too
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prevalent within the deliriduent l_iféstyle‘ to which most must return. Such

outcomes could favorably reverse the negati{re results of the present study.
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N Llst of El Centro Substance:Abu"se

Revocatlons August 1990 March 15, 1992

DATE P DAY§ EL QEN:IBQ P-QAYS
EELEASE

Q___&’LA_’IIIS

40265 REVOKED
42532 REVOKED

44264 REVOKED

44977 AWOL
46555 REVOKED
47903 DIS/DISC

47959 DIS/DISC

48114 DIS/DISC
48136 AWOL
48293 REVOKED

48819 REVOKED

49018 DIS/DISC
49028 REVOKED

49715 REVOKED
- 10/15/91
10/03/91
12/16/91

49749 AWOL

50057 REVOKED
© 50248 REVOKED
50560 REVOKED 07/02/91
10/28/91
12/18/91
10/30/90
08/01/91
12/10/91 &

50611 DIS/DISC
50708 DIS/DISC
50952 AWOL

51109 REVOKED

51148 REVOKED
51250 AWOL

51315 AWOL
51545 CUSTODY

51578 DIS/DISC
151687 REVOKED

- 51721 REVOKED
51991 DIS/DISC
52035 REVOKED

52163 REVOKED
52183 DIS/DISC

52188 CUSTODY
52562 REVOKED
© 52585 REVOKED

- 52687 REVOKED

09/ 19/91
-05/22/91
11/26/91
12/12/91

04/10/91

11/11/91
12/12/90
03/01/92
03/15/92
05/16/91

10/08/91

03/15/92
05/22/91
04/10/91

07/02/91

09/01/91
05/31/91
04/24/91

03/21/91

12/03/91

05/23/91

12/07/91
11/05/91
02/20/91

11/21/91
03/01/92

10/01/91
03/22/91
02/05/91

120
115
069
1819

1365
380
029

- 180

240

- 04/05/91 -

1 1/07/90

- 08/08/91

869

555

1289

700
060
260
060"
756

910

386
412
394

- 04/04/91
12/05/90

970
714

546 -

150

324

603

157
277

188
1365

120

219
377
183

06/21/91

12/17/90

07/03/91
10/21/90
110/30/91

10/05/91

03/05/91

08/27/91
06/18/91

03/12/91

-10/21/90
04/12/91
04/18/91
04/0291
11/07/90 .
0 10/30/90
. 03/01/91
- 10/23/90
07/30/91°
- 01712/91
102190
02/14/91
- 08/18/91
04/05/91
07/03/91
11/28/90
10/23/90

09/21/91

06/29/91

12/24/91

01/07/91
- 12/07/90

o-98-

PQST
1327

169

114

128

060

120

~160 

071

041
288

048
125
213
347

- 244

074

206
406

000
150
413
030
280
17T

- 037

105 -

047
- 155
342

117

060
240

098
142

058

047
108

_N_ ,
_X§

- +207
-078

- +039
-1650

- -1251
-252
+031

-080
+514
~-001

-652

+065
+287
- <512
- -836
764

308

-386
- -262
4019
-365
260
4022
-287
- -083
-318
-448
4185

160

-725

+120

121
-253
=125

-060



Msmzs

53211 REVOKED 07/10/_91 "

53239 DIC/DISC  08/02/91
53377 REVOKED 07/16/91

53717 AWOL
REVOKED 01/22/92

63773
53786
53921
53945
- 53951
53988
54013
54236

- 54243

54293
54373
54469
54552
54598
54604
54902
54978
55010
556210
556248
55335
55462
56513
55598
55683
556711
55808

05848

56027
56074

56279

56280
56473
56497
56656
56687
56829
57457
57779
58125

-12/01/91
REVOKED 06/05/91

'REVOKED 10/15/91

REVOKED 04/01/92
REVOKED 02/07/91
REVOKED 04/02/91
REVOKED 09/17/91
CUSTODY 02/01/92
REVOKED 10/10/91

REVOKED 02/05/91

REVOKED 10/03/91
REVOKED 12/05/91
DIS/DISC 04/05/91
REVOKED 08/01/91
DIS/DISC- 02/15/91
REVOKED 07/18/91

REVOKED 12/05/91
REVOKED 09/10/91
AWOL  12/30/91
REVOKED 01/03/91 .

REVOKED 01/10/92
REVOKED 02/25/92
REVOKED 09/11/91
REVOKED 04/03/91
REVOKED 04/30/91
REVOKED 02/19/91
AWOL  06/21/91

REVOKED 07/16/91

REVOKED 10/21/91
REVOKED 10/31/91
DIS/DISC  06/21/91
REVOKED 12/10/91
REVOKED 11/07/91
REVOKED 04/02/91
REVOKED 10/02/91
DIS/DISC 01/22/91
REVOKED 09/17/91
REVOKED 10/10/91
REVOKED 01/17/92
REVOKED 10/28/91

180
391
524

181 -

165
331
183

306

159

203

622

365
121
645
093
123
692
399
098
413
790

181 -

344
330

090

075
349

100

365
091

305
395

475
072

181
044

180
138

283

060
308
368
210
117

12/28/90
04/25/91
08/23/90

-03/10/91
10/26/90
- 07/22/91
09/09/91

01/05/91
11/07/90
05/28/91
06/13/91

- 01/04/91
- 01/03/91
- 07/15/91

02/14/91
01/06/91
02/27/91
10/21/90
05/01/91
06/22/91

- 12/18/90

02/01/91

11/22/90

07/22/91
11/25/91
08/08/91
12/05/90
03/05/91
12/27/90
11/27/90
12/24/90
07/19/91

08/27/91

05/01/91
10/05/91
05/09/91

07/29/91

08/02/91
11/20/90

02/27/91.
08/22/91

10/16/91
05/01/91
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1 1/07/90

POST



TOTAL NUMBER‘O:F»"PAROLE GRADUATES- 206
'DOUBLES - 08

JATES CONSIDERED FO _Mg
' GRADUATED AFTER 12/31/91 S

TOTAL GRADUA: -1211 ~ -186 WARDS

MBER WITH T DATA
(TEIANQI.MTED DALJL}MAT H - jA.SLELSSﬂL
GRADUATES

REVOKE . 56
CAWOL 09
' DISDISC 15 |
CUSTODY | |

SR mTAL BEMOMAL&
DEATHS

; ISI%SI%

ACT [UMBE

- ON PAROLE 54
GENERALDIS. 03 |
~ .PAROLECOM. 12 =
s 69 TOTAL STILL ACTIVE
~ (ASOF 12/31/91) -

' PAROLE DAYS - PRE/POST EL CENTRO |

AVERAGE PRE EL CENTRO - (PARDANO)
x=364Days 0=33818 ~  N=83

AVERAGE POST EL CENTRO - (PDYSPOST)
X =150Days o= 102.67 N =83

NETGAINLOSS- 214 DAYS
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Appendix B
El Centro Graduafes
Tlme Line Tracklng Aug 1990 Dec 1991

_JEE___ EkaLﬂQ LnnLQQ._snLQQ ‘Dec 90 dﬂL_a_ ._siﬁl_ _Ja!lL. Apr 91

53717 51148 53211 557 11 5395 1 54546 55683 ‘ 42532
52163 55808 55848 54562 54598 48293 50248
50057 53988 55010 54293 51578 49749 = 53377
54604 50708 49715 50911 56829 53773 50611
53786 55248 555698 54243 55210 51315 49028

47959 56687 52687 51455 51109 50560
51545 40265 53239 54552 46191 51721
52585 52035 46555 42293 53083
50952 » 47067 51570 54042
46060 49378 54365 -~ 52843
51359 54995 = 43466
| 43564
45558
53092
57143

1 REM 0 REM 9 REM 8 REM 8 REM 5REM 5REM 6REM 7REM
0PAR 0PAR QPAR 2PAR 2P 7PAR_3PAR 3PAR 0PAR
- i 2 DEC ‘ .

May 9l Jun9l Jul9l Aug9l Sep9l Oct9l Nov9l Dec9l
58125 54978 51991 55513 53945 56280 55462 55803

56279 54236 56027 57457 52183 48136 52688
54013 52562 56497 48819 - : 57779 57231 . 50373
56473 49018 54373 56074 56484 @ 48114 52598 50399
54902 52188 53921 44264 54743 . . 51705 56752
44977 47903 61687 . - . 54840 58443 55191
52603 , 51250 54469 54029 - .51056 -
46487 52993 55335 56656 - 54780 56254
55025 42845 53969 - 62019 56973
55107 54843 54104 54864 - 47956 56394
B 40287 54605 56478 57539 . 51879
54259 54109 44455 = 560761 - 565643
52973 52703 51952 . 56940 52896
55294 - 46978
57002 - 47857
53479
45073

'5REM 6REM SREM S8REM 2REM 4REM 1REM 0REM
4PAR 6PAR 9PAR 4PAR 2PAR 10PAR 4PAR 13PAR
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Time Series Totals - By Quarter
August 1990 - December 1991
Augﬁst -.Septem_ber 1990

September - December 1990 |

January - March 1991
April - June 1991
July - September 1991 |

October - December 1991

Totals for entire study seQuence -

‘Total Accounted for -

-102-

1 Removal
0 Parole

25 Removal v
4 Parole

16 Removal
13 Parole
2 ‘DeCeased

18 Removal
10 Parole

18 Removal B
- 15 Parole

5 Removal
27 Parole-

83 Removals
69 Parole
2 Deceased ,

154



| | Appendi_x C

El Cer‘ltro_-Su‘bstance Abuse Progi'ém |

Graduaté Parole Participatibn Survey

Parolee Name : SRR o ' | (1-20)

| CYA Number

. DOB:  Month__ Day__Year__ R (26 31)
' Numerical Notations of Months
January 01 February 02 March 03
April 04 May =~ 05 June - 06
July 07 August 08 September 09
October = 10 November 11 December 12

Ethnicity | _@2
| ‘White | o o -
Black

'Hispanic
~ Other

A O DD

':MaﬁtalStatus o R 1 _(@33)

'~ Married
Separtated
Divorced
Widowed
‘Never Married -

[ WU SO

| Financial Résponsiﬁility' I C o (3 |

Parolee is ﬁnanmally respon51ble for the followmg
Self Only
Spouse , no chlldren
" Spouse, children
Other

-Aool_\'.n—t
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10.

11.

12.

What is the hlghest grade in elementary school or
~ high school that parolee ﬁmshed and recewed '
- credit for? .

- No Formal _SchoOl' 00 7th Grade? .

1st Grade 01 = 8th Grade
2nd Grade 02  9th Grade
3rd Grade 03 10th Grade
4th Grade 04 11th Grade
5th Grade 05 - '12th Grade

6th Grade 06

If Finshed 9th - 12th Grade,

07

08

09
10
11

12

Did parolee ever receive a h1gh’sehool d1ploma

~~ or GED certificate?

~High School D1ploma I |
-GED Certlﬁcate . 2
Ne1ther ‘ 3
- Means of Support . L
~ Full-Time Employed 1
- Part-Time Employed- 2
Unemployed ~ = 3
. Welfare = 4.
. OtherSupport -~~~ 5
Vocat1on : B
Skilled Labor 1
Unskilled Labor o 2

Other . 3 .

Number of Conv1ct10ns _

_Current Status SRR
Currently on Parole No___ . Yes

‘Date Parole completed

Date of AWOL

Date Parole Revoked
Other/Date ‘

CU CO DD

__(35-36)

_@n

s (38-39),

_¢0)

__(41-42)

_(43)



13.

14.

15,
16.

17.

18.

Special Problems 0 =None
1 =Past Only
- 2 =Present Only
- 3 = Past and Present

A. Substance Abuse
B. Sex Offender

- C. Med/Psych

- D. Gang Involved
E. Other

Types of drug(s) most frequéhtly used

or abused:

Pre Fl Centro Post El Centro

Alcohol
Amphetamines
Crack
Cocaine
Heroin

Marijuana
Other

SO UL W -
T U O DI =

Date of original parole (prior to El C‘entro)v

- Month _ _ Year

Number of days on original parole
Days

Parole officer assessment for individual
chance of success:

Good chance of success 1

Fair chance of success 2

Poor chance of success 3
Gang Affiliation:

Have never belonged to a gang 1
Previously belonged to a gang '

- but no longer affiliated 2

Currently belongs to a gang 3

-105-

_(44)
_(45)
_(46)
_(47)
_(48)

(49-52)

__._(b53-56)

___(57-59)

_(60)

_(61)



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Does the parole contmue to abuse alcohol
and/or illegal narcotics?
No (1) ~Yes (2)

To what extent does the parolee continue to
abuse alcohol and/or illegal narcotics?

Never ;
Infrequently (once a month)
Occasionally (once a week)
Frequently (once a day) ‘
Other ‘
Unknown

O UL O

To what extent does the parolee's continued
abuse impact his overall ability to function

“in the community?

No Impact
Limited Impact
Moderate Impact
Severe Impact
Impact Unknown

Otk N

Arrests by law enforcement agency
or parole officer (post El Centro)

Support group participation

Alcoholics Anonymous
Narcotics Anonymous
Cocaine Anonymous
Individual Counseling
Group Counseling
Other

None

-106-

Unknown ) _

_(62)

_(63)

_(64)

_(65-66)

__(67-68)



24.

25.

What level of supervision does this parole

- require compared to others on assigned
- to your caseload? B

- Low   1

Medium -2
High ' 3

How much assistance do you feel this parolee
needs in making personal adjustments?
- Very Little 1
 Some 2
' Great Deal 3

» ;107_

_(70)



Appendix D

~ Assessment of the Employment Preparation
| and o
Industrial Certification Pilot Program
~ (Project EPIC) |

The Employment Preparation and Industrial Certification pilot
program, designed and utilized within the Washingtoh State Department of
Corrections, is a rather ‘newl'technique in classrodm teaching curriculum
designed to provide‘a attitudinal change in the individual just prior to pafole;
the internalization of realistic employment expectations designed to not only
address the application process, but more importantly, the ability to maintain
meaningful employment. |

The EPIC Program aims to develop the life skills and employability
skills through an intense, yet understandable, classroom teaching module.
Thé desired skill topics are separated into seven units faught in a daily three
hour format (15 hours per week), for a period of ‘either six or nine weeks. The
seven self-contained units address the following topics:

¢ Looking Good "

¢ Getting to Know the Job

¢ Making Your Time Count

¢ Doing the Job Right

* Practicing Good Work Habits

. Being Part of a Team

e Handling Problems on the Job

In the Washington experiment, the modules were covered using a wide

variety of instructional strategies to provide motivétion and interest.
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'Lecturing'Was rarely used. :Instead emphasis was placed .o.n ‘student :
- participation. Instruct10nal techmques 1nc1uded 1nd1v1dual palred smallb
group, and whole group act1v1t1es 1n a non-threatenlng, student env1ronment :
r : Principal 1nstruct10nal strate'gles included the use of music, cartoons,
| ]photographs video tapes posters hands -on act1v1t1es plctures 1nv1ted
: guests, penc11-and paper exercises, and class dlscusswns | o
At the end of each m,odule,_stud_ents are asked ‘to 'ev.aluate' the
~relevance of the activities and mater"ial"s:'used to teach the information.

Inmate feedback is evaluated and utilized for fnture.program adjustments.

Prior to release 1nto the VETA Works project, a classroom program
- similar to the EPIC program would be 1mplemented at the treatment site.
During the last s1xty days of 1ncarcerat10n, the wards assigned to | "work
crevtrs" return to the faoilvity' ‘betweenone andtWo in the afternoon. After‘
| showers clean-up, etc ampléﬂ timé'wouldremai‘n in the afternoon for
partlclpatlon in an EPIC type program . | |

A classroom type program of this nature is an integral element to the
- overall success of the_post release JOb Works program conducted upon initial

. release.

,‘ 109- | o
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