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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report presents the findings of a longitudinal study of super­
vision outcomes among a sample of offenders who participated in 
the aftercare program for drug-dependent federal offenders. The 
aftercare program provides urine surveillance along with a variety 
of drug treatment services to drug-dependent probationers and pa­
rolees under federal supervision. 

This study was undertaken as the final part of a two-phase eval­
uation of the aftercare program. The first phase was a process-de­
scriptive study of the program; a report covering that aspect of the 
evaluation was issued in August 1984. 1 The second phase of the 
evaluation, described herein, was designed to build on and further 
explore a number of the findings of the first phase. As such, it had 
two major objectives; 

• To generate comparative and up-to-date descriptive data on a 
contemporary sample of aftercare program participtLnts under 
supervision in selected probation offices. Descriptive data on 
offender characteristics, treatment services received, and 
aftercare program outcomes were collected and analyzed. 

II To identify significant variables or factors that help to explain 
or "predict" aftercare outcomes. These factors might include 
offender demographics, nature and extent of prior drug use, 
criminal history, and treatment services received while in the 
program. 

A retrospective cohort of approximately 1,000 offenders enrolled 
in the aftercare programs of seven federal probation offices was se­
lected for study. The sample was drawn from the universe of of­
fenders who entered the aftercare program from July 1, 1982, to 
June 30, 1983. Program outcomes and treatment services received 
were tracked for each offender for a period of up to one year fol­
lowing entry into the program. The seven federal probation offices 
selected were the Eastern District of New York. Southern District 
of New York, Eastern District of Pennsylvania, District of Mary-

1. J. Eaglin, A Process-Descriptive Study of the Drug Aftercare Program for 
Drug-Dependent Federal Offenders (Federal Judicial Center 1984). 
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Executit'e Summary 

land, District of the Di.strict of Columbia, Western District of 
Texas, and Central District of California. 

The principal findings of the study are presented below. An anal­
ysis of the descriptive data on offender characteristics, services re­
ceived, and aftercare outcomes indicates the following: 

Characteristics of Aftercare Enrollees 

• Parolees constituted the largest category of offenders in 
aftercare. Overall, 60 percent of the offenders in the program 
were parolees and 40 percent were probationers. The percent­
age of parolees ranged from 32 percent in Southern New York 
to 86 percent in the District of Columbia. 

• The average age of offenders at entry into the aftercare pro­
gra'11 was 32.5 years. The average age ranged from 29.6 years 
in Maryland to 34.2 years in Central California. 

o About 16 percent of the offenders in aftercare were females. 
The District of Columbia had the smallest number of females 
in its aftercare program; Southern New York had the largest, 
with women accounting for 26.5 percent of its program. 

• As characterized by the offenders themselves or by the proba­
tion officers in the official case files, the aftercare population 
was about 60 percent black, 30 percent white, and 10 percent 
Hispanic. The percentage of nonwhites ranged from 51 per· 
cent in Western Texas to 98 percent in the District of Colum­
bia. 

• About 22 percent of the offenders in aftercare Lad an instant 
conviction for a violent offense. 2 In some of the districts, very 
few of the offenders had been convicted of violent offenses, 
while in Central California about 43 percent had been con­
victed of a violent crime. Differences in the ove-rall percent­
ages of violent offenders enrolled in the aftercare programs 
studied may reflect differences in screening patterns between 
the districts studied. 

• The average sentence imposed on parolees for their instant 
conviction was 6.8 years. The average time that parolees had 
served in prison for their offense of inl:itant conviction was 3.7 
years. The average time ranged from 2.4 years in Maryland to 

2. As used in this report, "instant conviction" refers to the specific conviction that 
resulted in the offender's having to participate in the aftercare program during the 
period studied. 
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4.8 years in Central California. The average number of prior 
arrests among the sample was 10.1 for parolees and 5.9 for 
proba<:ioners. Overall, the average number of prior arrests per 
offender ranged from 5.2 in Maryland to 10.5 in the District of 
Columbia. 

• About 54 percent of the offenders had had some form of drug 
treatment prior to enrollment in the aftercare program. (This 
finding raises serious questions about the overall impact of 
such drug treatment programs.) 

• About 69 percent of the offenders in aftercare had a docu­
mented history of regular heroin use; about one-half of the 
aftercare enrollees in two of the districts included in the study 
had such a history. 

The picture of the offender that emerges from this study is of an 
individual who has been seriously involved with the more danger­
ous drugs, generally heroin. The aftercare enrollee is most likdy a 
black male in his early thirties, on parole after having served ap­
proximately four years in a federal institution, who typically has a 
history of drug treatment failures in other programs prior to enter­
ing aftercare. 

Services Received by Offenders While in Aftercare 

Counseling. During the first six months after program entry, ap­
proximately 95 percent of the offenders in aftercare received some 
counseling. Case files indicate that about 44 percent received coun­
seling from a contract agency during their first year under active 
supervision. The number of offenders receiving contract counseling 
services during the latter part of their first year in the program 
dropped to about one-third. Another 24 percent received counseling 
primarily from their probation officers, with most of the remaining 
program participants obtaining counseling from a combination of 
sources. 

During any given month, about half of the offenders enrolled in 
the program and under active supervision had face-to-face office 
meetings with their probation officers. Home visits were typically 
made in about 20 percent of the cases each month. 

Case files indicate that during the clients' first year in aftercare, 
relatively few received any treatment services other than counsel­
ing from a contract agency or a probation officer. For example, less 
than 4 percent of all program enrollees received methadone main­
tenance. Psychotherapy was provided to 17 percent of the clients, 
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but most of these were in a single district, Central California. 
Therapeutic community treatment was provided to 10 percent of 
the clients but, again, half of these were in Central California. 

The average number of home visits made by probation officers 
varied significantly among the districts. 

Urine screening. During the first few months after clients en­
tered the program, an average of three to four urine samples were 
collected per month. The average number of samples collected per 
client tended to decline steadily in later months. The decrease in 
the number of samples collected over time is best explained as a 
function of Probation Division policy, which directs that the offend­
er's adjustment and length of stay in the program may dictate 
fewer samples. 

Eastern Pennsylvania collected far fewer urine "lam pies per 
client than the other districts in the study. It should be noted that 
probation officers, not contractors, were responsible for making 
most of the collections. 

As to services provided to offenders in aftercare, the study sug­
gests that the typical enrollee is likely to receive some counseling 
during the initial months following program entry. Participants 
also receive an average of three to four urine screenings per month 
during the first few months in the program, with the number of 
screenings declining steadily in the latter part of the offender's 
first year in the program (if urine screening can be viewed as a 
service to program participants). 

Aftercare Program Outcomes 

Termination from program. Study data suggest that about 38 
percent of all the offenders are terminated from the aftercare pro­
gram during their first year. The percentage of offenders termi­
nated appears to increase steadily during the first seven months of 
enrollment, with a peak of approximately 6 percent terminated 
during the seventh month in the program. 

Continued drug use. About 63 percent of the offenders showed at 
least one positive urine sample during the first year in the pro­
gram. The percentage ranged from 44 percent in Maryland to 80 
percent in the District of Columbia. The percentage of active cases 
with positive urine samples declines steadily after the first three 
months following program entry. 

About 55 percent of the offenders in aftercare had at least one 
positive urine sample for morphine/quinine during the first year in 
the program, suggesting continued use of heroin. The next most 
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frequently detected drug among the samples was cocaine (19.5 per­
cent). The drugs detected by urine tests varied widely from district 
to district. 

Arrests. About 27 percent of the aftercare enrollees had at least 
one arrest during the follow-up. About 35 percent of the arrests 
were for drug crimes, while property crimes accounted for about 30 
percent. The percentage of offenders in aftercare who were ar­
rested began to decline after the fifth full month following program 
entry. 

The percentage of those arrested during the first year of program 
participation ranged from 19 percent in Western 'T'exas to 43 per­
cent in the District of Columbia. 

Technical violations of probation or parole. About 41 percent of 
offenders in aftercare were charged with at least one technical vio­
lation during their first year in the program. Continued drug use 
was cited as a factor in 28 percent of the alleged violations, while 
failure to report to the probation officer was a factor in about one­
fourth. Rearrest was a factor in 19 percent of the alleged violations. 

The percentage of offenders in aftercare who were charged with 
at least one technical violation during their first year in the pro­
gram ranged from 21 percent in Eastern Pennsylvania to 59 per­
cent in Central California. The study data suggest that Central 
California was much stricter than other districts in charging of­
fenders with technical violations for continued drug use. 

About 52 percent of the offenders who were charged with techni­
cal violations during the period studied had their parole or proba­
tion revoked and were reincarcerated. The percentage ranged from 
32 percent in Maryland to 78 percent in Western Texas. The study 
data suggest that there is a wide variance in the districts' guide­
lines on when to allege a technical violation for particular client 
behavior. 

Employment status. Among offenders whose employment status 
was known, the percentage who were employed increased steadily 
during the study period to about 60 parcent. 

The overall picture of aftercare program outcomes that emerges 
from the study is not an especially good one. Over a third of the 
offenders are terminated from the program after less than one 
year's enrollment in it. The largest percentage of terminations was 
based either on the offender's reincarceration or on revocation of 
his or her probation or parole. On one hand, the offender's termi­
nation may be viewed as a successful exercise of the probation offi­
cer's duty to see that the offender abides by the conditions of his or 
her probation or parole supervision. On the other, the high per­
centage of offenders with at least one positive urine sample for an 
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illegal drug during the period studied can certainly be taken as an 
indication of less than total satisfactory program adjustment. This 
is particularly true when one considers that over 55 percent of the 
positive urine samples detected during the period studied were for 
morphine/quinine, suggesting continued use of heroin. The overall 
picture of program outcomes is not, however, entirely negative. 
Most of the offenders in aftercare had no arrests or actual techni­
cal violations during their first year in the program. Similarly, the 
percentage of offenders in the program who were employed in­
creased steadily during the period studied. Given the myriad of 
problems confronting the l..l' :,ical offender enrolled in aftercare, 
holding down a job must bl:. 'viewed as no small accomplishment for 
such a person. 

Relationship Between Offender Characteristics 
and Continued Drug Use 

Among parolees, the variable that had the strongest relationship 
with continued drug use (as measured by the average number of 
positive urine samples per month among clients) was prior use of 
methadone. The relationship was statistically significant at the 
.001 level. Other variables that had a statistically significant rela­
tionship with the average number of positive urine samples were: 

• Offense of instant conviction involved drugs (.05 level) 

o Ethnicity of offender was black (.05 level) 

• Offender had previously participated in a drug treatment pro­
gram (.05 level). 

While the above variables had a statistically significant relation­
ship with the average number of positive urine samples detected 
among individuals in the study, the offender characteristic varia­
bles that were included in the analysis did not, as a group, account 
for a very large proportion of the variance in the outcome variable. 

Supplemental analyses revealed that the large majority of prior 
methadone users had previously been in drug treat,ment, suggest­
ing that they had used methadone prima"ily in a treatment con­
text. 

The District of Columbia accounted for a relatively large percent­
age of the prior methadone users in the total s8.mple. When the 
District of Columbia data were excluded from the analysis, the re­
lationship between prior methadone use, previous drug treatment, 
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Executive Summary 

and the numbel' of positive urine samples while in aftercare was 
less clear. 

Among probationers, none of the offender characteristic varia­
bles included in the multivariate analysis had a statistically signifi­
cant relationship with the average number of positive urine sam­
ples per month among clients. 

Relationship Between Offender Characteristics 
and Arrests 

Among parolees, the following variables had a statistically sig­
nificant relationship with the average number of arrests per month 
among offenders during the first year in the program: 

• Number of prior arrests (.01 leveD 

" Age at entry into the program (.01 level, negative) 

e Ethnicity of offender was black (.05 level). 

Among probationers, the following variables had a statistically 
significant relationship with the average number of arrests during 
the first year in the program: 

• Number of prior arrests (.01 leveD 

• Age at entry into the program (.01 level, negative). 

In combination, the offender characteristic variables did not ac­
count for a large percentage of the variation in the outcome vari­
able (arrests per initial twelve months in the program). 

The results indicate that the clients at high risk of being ar­
rested while in aftercare are those who have a large number of 
prior arrests and who are younger than the average client when 
entering the program. (As noted above, the average age of clients 
at program entry was 32.5 years.) 

Relationship Between Offender Characteristics 
and Alleged Technical Violations 

Among parolees, the following variables had a statistically sig­
nificant relationship with the average number of alleged technical 
violations per month among offenders: 

• Number of prior arrests (.OlleveD 
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co Prior use of cocaine (.05 level, negative). 

When instant offenses were grouped into violent, property, or 
other crimes, a statistically significant relationship with the aver­
age number of alleged technical violations was found. The relation­
ship was strongest for the violent crimes grouping of instant of­
fenses. Statistically significant relationships with the average 
number of alleged technical violations were found with two other 
variables: 

• Age at entry into aftercare (,05 level, negative) 

• Prior use of amphetamines (.05 level, negative). 

For both probationers and parolees, the offender characteristic 
variables in the analysis did not account for a large percentage of 
the variation in the outcome variable (technical violations during 
first year in the program). 

The interpretation of the data on technical violations is compli­
cated by the apparent differences between districts in their policies 
of charging offenders with technical violations for specific patterns 
of behavior. 

Relationship Between Treatment Services Received 
and Offender Outcomes 

Four treatment services variables were defined for each offender 
as part of the multivariate analysis of the possible impact of treat­
ment services received on aftercare outcomes: 

• Average number of contract counseling sessions per month 

.. Average number of visits by probation officers to the offend­
er's home per month 

• Average number of office visits per month 

.. Receipt of psychotherapy. 

The analysis revealed the following: 
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• None of the four treatment services variables had a statisti­
cally significant impact upon continued drug use among the 
sample (as measured by the average number of positive urine 
samples per month). . 

• Two of the treatment services variables were found to have a 
statistically significant relationship with the likelihood of 



;~ 
" i'i 
i1 

Ii 
I'! 
I~ 
1 

Executive Su.mmary 

arrest during the follow-up: (1) average number of contract 
counseling sessions per month (.001 level) and (2) average 
number of office visits per month (.01 level). 

The study data indicate that the more frequently counseling ses­
sions and office visits occur, the smaller the likelihood that the of­
fender will be arrested during his or her first year in the program. 
These data do not, however, necessarily establish a causal relation­
ship between the receipt of treatment services and the probability 
of an arrest. 

• Two of the four treatment services variables had a statisti­
cally significant relationship with the average number of tech­
nical violations per month among offenders studied: m aver­
age number of office visits (,001 level) and (2) average number 
of contract counseling sessions (.001 level). 

• The greater the number of office visits and counsel:ng ses­
sions an offender makes during his or her first year in the 
program, the smaller the probability of having a technical vio­
lation charged during that time. Again, it should be noted 
that these data do not necessarily establish that the receipt of 
the treatment services was causally related to the probability 
of a technical violation. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the findings of a longitudinal study of super~ 
vision outcomes among a sample of offenders who participated in 
the federal drug aftercare program. It covers the second of two 
evaluations of the aftercare program undertaken by the Federal 
Judicial Center with the assistance of Macro Systems, Inc. 

Organization of the Report 

This introductory chapter focuses on the background and objec­
tives of the drug aftercare program. Some of the findings and re­
sults of the Center's initial study of the program are briefly pre­
sented as a way of providing some comparisons to the current 
study. Chapter 2 presents a detailed description of the methodology 
used in the current study, including sample design, site selection 
criteria, data items collected, and data collection procedures. Chap­
ter 3 presents a descriptive profile of the sample, including fre­
quencies and cross-tabulations of a number of primary variabl.as of 
interest such as client characteristics, services provided, positive 
urine samples, arrests, technical violations, and supervision termi­
nations. Finally, chapter 4 presents the results of the multivariate 
analysis of factors associated with specific types of supervision out­
comes. Confidence intervals for selected regression coefficients pre­
sented in chapter 4 are contai,ned in appendix C. Tables 38 to 63 
are in appendix B. A copy of the study's data collection instrument 
is presented in ,~ppendix A. 

Background and Objectives of the 
Drug Aftercare Program 

The drug aftercare program had its genesis in the Narcotic 
Addict Rehabilitation Act of 1966 (NARA).3 Under title II of 

3. 18 U.S.C. §§ 4251-4255 (1982 & Supp. 1984). 
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NARA, authority for pl."oviding aftercare services to federal offend­
ers was delegated to the Federal Bureau of Prisons. The sentencing 
judge committed the drug-abusing offender to the Bureau of Pris­
ons for a period ranging from thirty to ninety days. During that 
time, the offender was evaluated by NARA staff at the institution 
of commitment to ascertain his or her suitability for treatment. A 
report was submitted by the NARA staff to the sentencing judge, 
who could then commit the offender for treatment under the cus­
tody of the attorney general for a period not to exceed ten years. 
Upon release from an institution, an offender committed under 
NARA could be required to participate in an aftercare program op­
erated under contract with the Bureau of Prisons. The program ex­
panded eventually to include non-NARA offenders, including all 
drug-dependent parolees, mandatory releasees, and probationers. 

With the enactment of the Contract Services for Drug-Dependent 
Federal Offenders Act of 1978,4 responsibility for operating the pro­
gram was transferred from the U.S. attorney general and the direc­
tor of the Federal Bureau of Prisons to the director of the Adminis­
trative Office of the U.S. Courts. The Probation Division of the 
Administrative Office was given responsibility for administering 
the program. Specific authority to contract for aftercare services 
was delegated to tl: e chief probation officer in each federal judicial 
district. 

The basic operating policies and procedures of the aftercare pro­
gram are set forth in chapter 10 of the Guide to Judicial Policies 
and Procedures. As described therein, aftercare 

is the treatment and urine surveillance provided addicted or drug­
dependent federal offenders after their release from institutions or 
placement in probation. Treatment and urine surveillance are pro­
vided by the direct order of the district court or Parole Commis­
sion. Both treatment for drug dependency and urine surveillance 
may be provided by contracting for the needed services, directly 
by probation officers or a contractor thereof. 5 

Approximately 6,100 federal offenders were enrolled in the 
aftercare program at the time the second phase of study began. 
The program has experienced considerable growth in the last sev­
eral years: Since 1983, the number of offenders participating has 
increased by 36 percent. 

In the case of offenders who are to be placed on probation, the 
recommendation for aftercare as a special condition is generally 

4. Id. § 4255 (1982 & Supp. 1984). 
5. Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, Guide to Judiciary Policies and Proce­

dures: Probation Manual, vo!' X-B, ch. 10. 
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made to the court by the probation officer after completion of the 
presentence investigation. The court may then order drug treat­
ment as a condition of probation. In the case of parolees, staff at 
the federal institution from which an offender is to be paroled are 
responsible for recommending aftercare to the parole commissioner 
as a condition of release. 

A range of drug aftercare services is available under the pro­
gram. Required services for each offender in the program include 
urine collection, testing, and reporting, along with some form of 
counseling (individual, group, family, or a combination of these). A 
number of additional, optional services may be provided to offend­
ers in the program, including vocational guidance, job placement 
and skills testing, psychological workups and evaluations, psycho­
therapy, ambulatory detoxification, inpatient detoxification, metha­
done maintenance, client transportation, temporary housing, thera­
peutic community treatment, and emergency financial assistance. 
Although these services are potentially available in all districts, 
provision of the services varies widely from district to district. 

Aftercare services may be provided in-house by the probation of­
ficer, by a community treatment center at no cost to the govern­
ment, or by a private contractor. If the probation officer provides 
the aftercare services directly, the services must be of the same in­
tensity and quality as those provided by contract agencies. Of t.he 
6,100 offenders currently participating in aftercare, it is estimated 
that about 3,300 (54 percent) are receiving some form of contract 
services. 

Some Major Findings of the First Study 
of the Program 

In October 1981, as part. of a phased evaluation process, the Fed­
eral Judicial Center funded two parallel preliminary evaluation 
studies of the drug aftercare program. The first study involved 
interviews with a sample of federal judges, probation officers, re­
gional parole administrators, and administrative hearing examin­
ers in ten federal districts. The purpose of the interviews was to 
examine the nature and consistency of standards and procedures 
by which drug-dependent offenders were identified and screened 
for participation in the aftercare program. 6 The second study in-

6. S. Wolvek, A. D. Audette, Jr., J. L. Williams & J. G. Ross, Preliminary Evalua­
tion of the Drug Aftercare Program for Drug Dependent Federal Offenders: Screen­
ing Procedures (Macro Systems, Inc., 1983). 
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volved a cross-sectional analysis of case-file data on a sample of 
probationers and parolees enrolled in the aftercare program in the 
same ten districts. The major goal of the study was to gather pre­
liminary descriptive data on aftercare participants and program 
services. 7 

Among the principal findings of the first study were the follow­
ing: 

• The decision to recommend probationers for referral to the 
aftercare program was typically made by a probation officer 
as part of the presentence investigation. 

• Assessments of parolees for participation in the aftercare pro­
gram were generally made during the initial parole hearing. 

• Most of the probation officers and judges based their initial 
assessments on a combination of factors, including both physi­
cal symptoms or behavior of the offender and documentary 
evidence (records of arrests, medical histories, and treatment 
records). In addition, probation officers generally utilized a 
range of methods to corroborate drug dependency among of­
fenders, including urine tests, collateral interviews with 
family and friends of the offender, and information reported 
by offenders themselves. 

• The majority of parole administrators based both their initial 
assessment and their corroboration of drug dependency only 
on information contained in the offender's case file. 

• One-fourth of the judges interviewed indicated that they 
might preclude an offender from participating in the aftercare 
program if the offender had a history of violent crime. Half of 
the judges indicated that a long history of treatment failure 
would preclude eligibility, while one-third of the judges re­
ported that lack of offender motivation would serve to limit 
eligibili ty. 

" There were significant differences between the districts in 
terms of the factors considered by judges in screening offend­
ers. Some of the judges reported that they almost always ac­
cepted the probation officer's recommendation for an 
aftercare referral, while other judges reported that such rec­
ommendations were only one of many factors taken into ac­
count. 

7. J. Eaglin, A Process-Descriptive Study of the Drug Aftercare Program for 
Drug-Dependent Offenders (Federal Judicial Center 1984). 
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A Comparison of Principal Findings of the 
First and Second Studies 

Among the principal findings of the second study of the aftercare 
program as compared to the first were the following: 

Offender Characteristics 

• The average age of the offenders in the first study was 34 
ypars. There was, however, considerable variation in the age 
of offenders in aftercare from district to district. At the time 
of the current study the average age of offenders in aftercare 
had dropped to 32.5 years. 

• Eighty-four percent of those in aftercare during the first study 
were males. That continues to be true for the current study. 

• About 50 percent of the offenders in the program at the time 
of the first study were white and 50 percent were black. The 
current study indicates that approximately 60 percent of the 
offenders in aftercare are black. 

• In the first study, parolees accounted for 57 percent of the 
aftercare population and probationers 43 percent. In some dis­
tricts, probationers accounted for as much as two-thirds of all 
offend€'rs in aftercare. In the current study, parolees ac­
counted for 60 percent and probationers 40 percent. of the en­
rollees in aftercare. 

• The first study suggested that patterns of drug use varied sig­
nificantly among the districts, with about two-thirds of the of­
fenders in the sample having a documented history of heroin 
dependence. About one-quarter had regularly used cocaine 
before entering the program. Results of the current study in­
dicate that about 69 percent of the offenders in the program 
have a documented history of regular heroin use prior to en­
tering aftercare. 

Prior Criminal Record 

• About 40 percent of the offenders in aftercare in the first 
study had a drug-related crime as their offense of instant con­
viction. The current study found a relatively comparable per­
centage of offenders with drug-related instant convictions. 

• Among parolees in the first study, the average sentence of im­
prisonment imposed for the instant conviction was eleven 
years. The average sentence received by parolees currently en· 

15 



Chapter! 

rolled in the program is 6.8 years committed to the custody of 
the attorney general. For probationers, the average sentence 
is forty,three months of probation, 

Urine SurveiBance 

• Over the six-month period of the first study, the average 
number of urine samples collected from offenders was four­
teen. 'rhe district averages ranged from seven to twenty-three. 
The current study indicates that probation officers and con­
tractors are collecting more urine samples from offenders in 
the program. This was especially true during the initial 
months of the offenders' enrollment in the program. 

• In most cases examined in the first study, a first or second 
positive urine sample did not result in either a violation hear­
ing or a change in supervision pr:::~::tices. Even when a third or 
fourth positive sample was taken from a client, a violation 
hearing was initiated in only 18 percent of the cases. If a 
change in supervision status was made by the probation offi­
cer in response to a positive sample, the most common 
changes were either an increase in direct or collateral con­
tact,.s with the offender or referral to a residential treatment 
program. The current study suggests that probation officers, 
the sentencing judges, and the Parole Commission have all 
become considerably less tolerant of continued drug use by of­
fenders in the program. Approximately 41 percent of the of­
fenders in aftercare were charged with a technical violation at 
some point during their first year in the program. Over half 
of these charged violations involved allegations of continued 
illegal drug use. About 38 percent of the individuals charged 
with some form of technical violation were actuaily termi­
nated before the end of their first year in the program. Many 
of these were terminated for continued drug use. 

Treatment Services Provided 

16 

• About 95 percent of the offenders in the first study received 
some type of counseling during the six months prior to the 
data collection. About 44 percent received counseling primar­
ily from a contract agency and 24 percent primarily fro:'11 the 
probation officer, with most of the remaining' clients receiving 
counseling from e combination of sources. This remains true 
for the current study. 

• About 11 percent of the offenders studied had received metha­
done maintenance in the six months immediately preceding 
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the study. Services such as vocational training, vocational 
placement, and psychotherapy had been received by less than 
10 percent of the offenders in the study. For the most part, 
this pattern of service delivery continues to exist. 

Supervision Outcomes 

• During the six months prior to data collection in the first 
study, about 43 percent of those studied had had at least one 
positive urine sample. Among those with positive samples, the 
average number of positives per offender was 3.7 during the 
six-month period involved in the study. The current study 
found a higher percentage of offenders (63 percent) with at 
least one positive sample during the period examined. 

• About 27 percent of the offenders in the first study had been 
arrested after entering the program, with a range of 15 per­
cent to 44 percent among the districts. Drug offenses ac­
counted for 29 percent of the arrests. The percentage of of­
fenders involved in the second study who had been arrested 
remained relatively the same. 

• About 29 percent of the offenders in the first study had been 
charged with one or more technical violations of probation/ 
parole conditions since they entered the program. Of those 
charged with technical violations, 22 percent were accused of 
absconding, 26 percent allegedly had not reported for counsel­
ing, 17 percent were charged with refusing to submit urine 
specimens, and 28 percent had shown evidence of continued 
drug use. The current study found that a higher percentage of 
offenders (41.2 percent) were charged with at least one techni­
cal violation. "Failure to report" was a factor in about one­
quarter of the alleged violations and IIcontinued drug use" 
was cited as a factor in 28 percent of the charged violations. 

• About half of the sample in the first study was considered to 
be gainfully or productively occupied {i.e., employed or in 
schooD at the time of data collection. The current study found 
that about 60 percent of the offenders in aftercare were gain­
fully or productively occupied at the end of their first year in 
the program. 
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Objectives of the Second Study 

The primary objectives of 'Litis study were the following: 

• To produce systematic and up-to-date descriptive data on rep­
resentative samples of aftflrcare program participants in se­
lected federal judicial districts. Among the types of data to be 
gathered were client characteristics, pre- and in-program drug 
use, pre- and in-program arrests and offense types, in-program 
alleged and actual technical violdtions, and treatment services 
provided. 

• To identify significant factors or variables that help to explain 
or "predict" aftercare client outcomes. These factors might in­
clude client demographics, prior drug use, criminal history, 
treatment services received while in the program, and other 
related variables. 

With :regard to these objectives, it was recognized that the method­
ology employed in the first study had a number of limitations. In 
that study, a cross-sectional approach was used to select a study 
sample. The sample was drawn from all offenders in the selected 
districts who were in the program as of a specific day and who had 
been in treatment for at least six months. The disadvantages of 
this design for studying client outcomes a.nd identifying predictive 
variables are as follows: 

• The sample consisted only of individuals who had been in the 
program for at least six months; no data were gathered on 
those individuals who had been terminated from the program 
in less than six months. Accordingly, the sample was not rep­
resentative of all clients enrolled in the program. 

• It was not possible to analyze client outcomes across a stand­
ardized follow-up period. The offenders in the sample had 
been in the aftercare program for varying periods of time, 
ranging from six months to three years. 

• Data had to be collected on the specific points in time at 
which client outcomes occurred after program entry, increas­
ing the amount of data that had to be collected. 

To address these limitations, the approach chosen for the present 
study consisted of a longitudinal cohort methodology. A longitudi­
nal methodology has a number of advantages over a cross-sectional 
approach. It allows the researcher to study a sample of individuals 
that is representative of all individuals entering a program, includ-
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ing early terminees. It permits the researcher to examine patterns 
of attrition among program entrants and to gather data on the rea­
sons for attrition and the times at which attrition occurs following 
entry into the program. It is ideally suited to analyzing the rela­
tionship between offender characteristics, treatment services re­
ceived, and supervision outcomes. A cohort methodology Cftn be 
used to profile those individuals who are likely to have favorable 
treatment outcomes, thereby highlighting the most effective treat­
ment components. 

Generally, longitudinal cohort approaches employ one of two 
types of designs, prospective or retrospective. The prospective 
design is one in which contemporary data are collected on offend­
ers while they are actually enrolled in the program being evalu­
ated. Under this approach, data collection is usually an ongoing 
and continuous process. The retrospective approach involves a 
cohort that is selected from individuals who entered treatment 
during a specific time frame in the past and is tracked for a de­
fined follow-up period that has already passed by the time the data 
are collected. Under the latter approach, data collection occurs as a 
single event rather than as a continuous process. The design does 
allow for additional follow-up of the cohort, if needed, at successive 
points in the future. 

While the prospective approach usually has certain advantages 
in comparison to the retrospective, particularly with regard to the 
availability of data, resource limitations precluded the use of a pro­
spective approach for the current study. Accordingly, it was de­
cided that a retrospective research design would be used and that 
the sample of aftercare enrollees would be selected from those who 
had entered the program during a specific time frame in the past. 
Additional details about the design of the study are presented in 
the next chapter. 
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In chapter 1, we noted that a longitudinal retrospective cohort 
design was chosen for the study. In this chapter, we present addi­
tional details about the study's methodology, covering the following 
areas: 

• Follow-up period and time frame for selecting the study 
sample 

• Cohort sample size and sample selection 

• Data collection procedures 

• Limitations of the study. 

In selecting a retrospective cohort for the study, two major issues 
had to be addressed: (1) the specific time frame covering entry into 
the aftercare program to be selected for study and (2) the length of 
the cohort follow-up period. 

With regard to the first issue, we decided that the time frame 
during which the cohort entered the program should be as narrow 
as possible. The objective in selecting a narrow time frame was to 
minimize the possibility of biases arising from historical effects 
(e.g., changes in the actual operation of the aftercare program) or 
other extraneous factors. With regard to the second issue, we de­
cided to choose a follow-up period that was long enough to obtain a 
representative picture of client outcomes. A primary consideration 
was avoiding a sdection period that could yield a cohort that might 
no longer be representative of current aftercare population. 

As noted in the next section, the target sample size for the 
cohort was approximately 1,000 offenders. In light of project re­
source limitations, the goal was to select the entire cohort from a 
relatively small number of probation offices. 

It was determined that the cohort would be selected from clients 
who entered the program during a one-year time frame, July 1, 
1982, to June 30, 1983. Initial plans were to choose a narrower pro­
gram-entry time frame for selecting the study cohort, but it was 
not possible to meet our projected sample size requirements with 
less than a one-year selection period. It was decided that the follow-
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up period for each member of the cohort would be twelve months 
after entry into the aftercare program. 

Selection of Cohort Sample 

Several factors were taken into account in determining the over­
all sample size for the study, including the following: 

.. The statistical precision of findings generated by the planned 
analysis of data, including interdistrict comparisons 

• Resource limitations. 

After reviewing these factors, it was determined that a cohort of 
1,000 offenders enrolled in aftercare would be optimal for the 
study. 

To select the sample, we began by identifying a preliminary list 
of federal judicial districts that would be appropriate candidates for 
inclusion in the study. Because one of the goals of the study was to 
draw comparisons between the districts, it was necessary to ensure 
that in each of the sample districts a reasonably large number of 
clients entered the aftercare program during the one-year cohort 
time frame. 

Districts for study were selected from computerized data main­
tained by the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts. This data 
base includes, among other things, information on all offenders en­
tering federal probation or parole supervision. It does not include 
information about whether an aftercare condition was required by 
the court or the Parole Commission for a given offender. Accord­
ingly, we selected a limited number of districts that had the largest 
numbers of new probationers/parolees during the study's time 
frame. The Administrative Office was then asked to generate com­
puterized listings for these districts. The listings were sent to the 
districts, and district officials were asked to review the names of 
offenders and to (!heck those who had participated in the aftercare 
program. 

As a result of this process, we eliminated a few districts that had 
insufficient numbers of aftercare entrants during the July 1982 to 
June 1983 period. A total of seven districts was finally selected, 
which combined had an estimated 1,050 new aftercare entrants be­
tween July 1982 and June 1983. These districts are shown in table 
1. 

The final sample consisted of 899 offenders, after on-site case re­
VIews revealed that 151 offenders from the original sample were 
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TABLE! 
Federal Probation Offices Included in Study 

District 

E.D.N.Y. 

S.D.N.Y. 

E.D.Pa. 
D.Md. 
D.D.C. 
W.D.Tex. 

C.D. Cal. 

Jurisdictions Included in District 

Kings (Brooklyn), Queens, and Richmond (Staten Island) 
counties 

Bronx and New York (Manhattan) counties 

Bucks, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia counties 
State of Mary I and 
District of Columbia 

The sample was drawn from three of the six offices in the 
district: Austin, EI Paso, and San Antonio. These branch 
offices have jurisdiction over 32 counties in Western Texas. 

Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San 
Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Ventura counties 

not actually in aftercare or had entered outside of the study's time 
frame. 

Unfortunately, much of the attrition in sample size occurred in 
districts that had relatively few aftercare entrants among the origi­
nal sample of 1,050. In two of the seven districts, Maryland and 
Western Texas, the final samples had fewer than 100 offenders. 
The offender samples in the seven districts are presented in table 
2. 

TABLE 2 
Districts Studied by Sample Size 

Probation District 
Selected for Study 

E.D.N.Y. 
S.D.N.Y. 
E.D.Pa. 
D.Md. 
D.D.C. 
W.D.Tex. 
C.D.Cal. 

Total 

Number of Offenders 
in District's Sample 

110 
133 
121 
77 

181 
53 

224 

899 

The above samples represented the universe of all offenders who 
entered the aftercare program in the seven districts between July 
1982 and June 1983. 

23 



Chapter II 

Data Collection Procedures 

For purposes of collecting data from the sample of case files, a 
structured data collection form was produced. Prior to the main 
data collection effGrt, a draft version of the form was pretested on 
a small number of case files from the U.s. Probation Office for the 
District of Columbia. Following the pretest, a number of revisions 
were made to the draft form. 'I'he final version of the data collec­
tion form is presented in appendix A. 

As the form suggests, data were gathered on the following sets of 
variables for each client in the sample: 

• Supervision status and date of entry into the program 

• Demographic characteristics 

• Criminal record (offense of instant conviction, length of sen­
tence, number and types of prior arrests) 

• Drug use and drug treatment history 

• Positive urine samples and types of drugs detected while in 
the program 

• Treatment services received while in aftercare 

• Employment patterns and living situations after entry into 
the program 

• Arrests, convictions, and technical violations following entry 
into the program 

• Revocations and terminations. 

For most of the offender outcome variables, information was col­
lected on the date when specific outcomes occurred after program 
entry. 

For purposes of quality control, each of the data collection forms 
was carefully reviewed for completeness and consistency prior to 
being shipped to the offices of the Center's contractor. An addi­
tional manual edit of all the forms was then conducted. After a 
computerized data base had been created, a series of automated 
edits were conducted on the data to resolve inconsistent and out-of­
range values. 

Limitations of the Study 

In interpreting the data presented in this report, it is necessary 
to be aware of the study's methodological limitations. Some of 
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these limitations were known before the field work was conducted, 
while others resulted from unforeseen circumstances that arose 
during the data collection process. 

A major limitation of the study grows out of its reliance on case 
file data. The data gathered on such items as client characteristics, 
prior drug use, criminal history, treatment services received, and 
in-program experiences Vlere drawn exclusively from individual 
case files. There was some variation between the sample districts 
in recordkeeping practices and in the completeness of case-record 
information. 

Variations among districts in urine testing practices and techni­
cal violation policies presented another limitation to the study. The 
sample districts varied in terms of their procedures for collecting 
urine specimens from offenders in the program. In Central Califor­
nia, for example, officials conducted all urine collections on a sur­
prise ba$is, including unannounced tests on weekends. Other dis­
tricts tended to tailor their urine collections to a routine schedule. 
Eastern Pennsylvania gathered relatively few samples compared to 
other districts. A possible explanation for this was that urine test­
ing there was conducted primarily by probation officers rather 
than by contractors. 

Districts also varied in terms of their policies for issuing techni­
cal violations and revocations in response to specific behavior 
among clients. The data indicate, for example, that Central Califor­
nia was generally much stricter in charging violations and initiat­
ing revocation procedures than were any of the other districts in 
the study. 

Two of the key variables that we wished to examine in regard to 
client outcomes were these: 

• Continued drug use 

• Continued criminal activity. 

Since the study was based exclusively on a review of offenders' 
case files, we had to rely upon indicators of these outcomes rather 
than actual measures. Continued drug use was assessed on the 
basis of urine test results, which typically present only a partial 
picture of actual drug use patterns. Similarly, continued criminal 
activity was assessed on the basis of reported arrests of offenders in 
the study. Obviously, such an indicator provides only !:.11 approxi­
mate indication of actual criminal behavior. 
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III. OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS, 
SERVICES RECEIVED, AND 
SUPERVISION OUTCOMES: 

ANALYSIS OF DESCRIPTIVE DATA 

This chapter presents descriptive data (frequencies and cross-tab­
ulations) on selected characteristics and experiences of the 
aftercare cohort in the seven study districts. Specifically, the chap­
ter presents data on the following: 

• Characteristics of the study sample, including supervision 
status, demographics, prior criminal record, and prior drug 
use 

• Services received by the offender cohort during the one-year 
follow-up period, including treatment services, home and 
office visits, and urine surveillance 

• Outcomes among the sample during the one-year follow-up 
period, including positive urine results, arrests, convictions, 
allegations of technical violations, revocations, terminations, 
employment patterns, and living situations. 

Characteristics of the Phase Two 
Aftercare Study Cohort 

Supervision status. Table 3 shows the supervision status of of­
fenders in the aftercare program during the period studied. Over­
all, 60 percent of the clients were parolees and 40 percent were on 
probation. The percentage of parolees to probationers was some­
what higher than in the Center's first study. This suggests, among 
other things, that the aftercare program appears to be serving an 
increasingly more needs-intensive population. In the District of Co­
lumbia, 86 percent of the sample consisted of parolees, while rela­
tively few of the clients in Southern New York (31.6 percent) and 
Maryland (35.1 percent) were parolees. The data in the table, there­
fore, reflect the diversity of the aftercare population across judicial 
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districts, even among districts that are predominately urban in 
nature. 

TABLE 3 
Supervision Status of Offenders in Study: Frequencies by District 

Offender 
Status E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. 

Probationer 55 90 56 50 25 15 67 
(50.0) (68.1) (46.3) (64.9) (13.8) (28.3) (29.9) 

Parolee 55 42 65 27 156 38 157 
(50.0) (31.8) (53.7) (35.1) (86.2) (71.7) (70.1) 

Total 110 132 121 77 181 53 224 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are column percentages. 

Age at entry. Table 4 presents data on the age of the offenders at 
entry into the aftercare program. The average age of the offenders 
was 32.5 years at entry, but there was a significant spread in the 
age distribution of aftercare enrollees, with 10.5 percent being 
under 25 at entry and 12.5 percent being over 40. 

TABLE 4 
Age of Offenders in Study at Entry into Aftercare: 

Frequencies by District 

Age in 
Years E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. 
17-24 5 16 20 12 9 9 22 

(4.6) (12.1) (16.7) (16.0) (5.1) (17.6) (9.9) 

25-29 36 28 30 27 54 12 47 
(33.0) (21.2) (25.0) (36.0) (30.5) (23.5) (21.2) 

30-34 37 45 34 24 53 13 63 
(33.9) (34.1) (28.3) (32.0) (29.9) (25.5) (28.4) 

35-40 27 26 21 8 36 11 50 
(24.8) (19.7) (17.5) (10.7) (20.3) (21.6) (22.5) 

Over 40 4 17 15 4 25 6 40 
(3.7) (12.9) (12.5) (5.3) (14.1) (11.8) (18.0) 

Column 
total 109 132 120 75 177 51 222 

Average 
age 3~.6 32.6 31.7 29.6 33.0 31.8 34.2 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are row percentages. 

The data also reveal considerable differences between the dis­
tricts. In Central California, the average age at entry was 34.2 
years, and about 40 percent of the sample's offenders were over 
thirty-five at entry. In contrast, the average age at entry among 
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the Maryland sample was only 29.6 years, with 52 percent of the 
sample being younger than thirty at entry. There were also signifi­
cant variations in the percentage of offenders in the study who 
were under twenty-five at entry. 

TABLE 5 
Sex of Offenders in Study: Frequencies by District 

Sel' E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. 

Male 90 97 101 64 164 45 191 
(81.8) (73.5) (83.5) (83.1) (90.6) (84.9) (85.3) 

Female 20 35 20 13 17 8 33 
(18.2) (26.5) (16.5) (16.9) (9.4) (15.1) (14.7) 

Total 110 132 121 77 181 53 224 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses art' column percentages. 

Sex. Table 5 presents data on the sex of offenders in aftercare. 
Females make up about 16 percent of the aftercare population. The 
percentage of females in the sample of the districts studied ranged 
from only 9.4 percent in the District of Columbia to 26.5 percent in 
Southern New York. 

TABLES 
Race of Offenders in Study: Frequencies by District 

Race E.DN.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tel'. C.D.Cnl. 
White 36 30 46 32 3 26 102 

(32.7) (22.7) (38.0) (41.6) (1.7) (49.1) (45.5) 

Black 65 73 68 45 178 13 94 
(59.1) (55.3) (56.2) (58.4) (98.3) (24.5) (42.0) 

Hispanic 9 29 7 0 0 14 27 
(8.2) (22.0) (5.8) (0) (0) (26.4) (12.1) 

Native 
American 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

(100) 

Total 110 132 121 77 181 53 224 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are column percentages. 

Ethllicity. Table 6 shows the ethnicity of offenders in aftercare. 
Among the total aftercare population, almost 60 percent of the en­
rollees were black, 31 percent were white, and almost 10 percent 
were Hispanic. 

Again, the data reveal significant variations among the districts. 
In the District of Columbia, 98.3 percent of the cohort studied were 
black, compared to only 24.5 percent in Western Texas and 42.0 
percent in Central California. Districts with large Hispanic popula-
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tions included Western Texas (26.4 percent), Southern New York 
(22.0 percent), and Central California (12.1 percent). 

TABLE 7 
Offensc(s) of Instant Conviction 

Among Offenders in Sample 

Number of Crimes Percentage of Crimes 
"",T:Yc.<:.pe::..,:o:.;;...fC::..:;.r:;.:im:.::.e __ :::.:in Instant Convictions in Instant Convictions 
Violent 201 19.9 
Property 274 27.1 
Drug 366 36.2 
Other 161 15.9 

Total crimes 1,002 
Total offenders 899 

Offense of instant conviction. As part of the study, data were 
collected on the first (and, where relevant, second and third) of­
fense of instant conviction for each offender in the study. Table 7 
indicates that about 22 percent of the aftercare enrollees were con­
victed of violent offenses (including robbery), 30.5 percent were con­
victed of property-related offenses, and 40.7 percent were convicted 
of crimes involving drugs. 

Table 38 (see appendix B) presents detailed data on the specific 
offenses for which offenders in the program wele convicted. The 
data reveal that robberies accounted for almost all of the violent 
offenses among the cohort. Property-related crimes among the 
sample consisted primarily of larceny, forgery, and embezzlement 
or fraud, with relatively few convictions for burglary. Among those 
convicted of drug offenses, the large majority were convicted for 
possession with intent to distribute drugs. 

Table 8 compares the offenders in aftercare in terms of the of­
fenses of instant conviction as indicated in their case files. The 
data suggest significant differences between districts in the types of 
offenses for which the clients were convicted. For example, in three 
of the districts relatively few of those in the sample were convicted 
of violent crimes: Southern New York (7.5 percent), Eastern Penn­
sylvania (8.3 percent), and West Texas (5.7 percent). In contrast, 
42.9 percent of offenders in C0ntral California and 26 percent of of­
fenders in the District of Columbia were convicted of violent 
crimes. In addition, convictions for drug-related offenses repre­
sented more than half of total instant convictions in three of the 
districts: Eastern Pennsylvania (61.2 percent), Maryland (58.4 per­
cent), and Western Texas (56.6 percent). In contrast, drug offenses 
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TABLE 8 
Offense(s) of Instant Conviction by Major Offense Category: 

Frequencies by District 

Type 
of Crime E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. 

Violent 25 10 10 10 47 3 96 
(12.4) (5.0) (5.0) (5.0) (23.4) (1.5) (47.8) 

Property 47 55 21 19 65 14 53 
(17.2) (20.1) (7.7) (6.9) (23.7) (5.1) (I9.3) 

Drug 29 51 74 45 75 30 62 
(7.9) (13.9) (20.2) (I2.3) (20.5) (8.2) (16.9) 

Other 15 26 26 17 43 10 24 
(9.3) (16.1) (16.1) (10.6) (26.7) (6.2) (14.9) 

Total 
crimes 116 142 131 91 230 57 235 

Total 
offenders 110 133 121 77 181 53 224 

NOTE: F 19ures in parentheses are row percentages. 

represented only about one-quarter of total instant convictions in 
Eastern New York and Central California. 

The data shown in table 8 could be interpreted as suggesting 
some difference between the study districts with regard tc the 
screening procedures and criteria used for determining the eligibil­
ity of offenders for participation in aftercare. Specifically, districts 
such as Eastern Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Western Texas 
appear to have been focusing their programs primarily upon the 
drug abusing offender, while screening out many of the violent of­
fenders. In contrast, districts such as Eastern New York, the Dis­
trict of Columbia, and Central California were apparently not plac­
ing much emphasis upon the offense of instant conviction when 
screening offenders for participation in aftercare. 

Length of sentence imposed for the instant offense. Table 9 pre­
sents data on the length of sentence imposed for instant offenses 
among parolees in the program. As the table indicates, the average 
sentence for all parolees was 6.8 years. About 62.4 percent of of­
fenders in the study had received sentences of five years or more 
for their instant offense. The table reveals, however, that the dis­
tricts varied in the length of sentences imposed. Notably, the aver­
age sentence given parolees in Eastern Pennsylvania was far lower 
than in the other districts, perhaps partially reflecting the rela­
tively small percentage of violent and property offenses among the 
offenses of instant conviction obtained in that district (see table 8). 
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TABLE 9 
Length of Sentence Imposed on Parolees 

for Offense(s) of Instant Conviction: Frequencies by District 

Sentence 
!!!.!Eased E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. 

Less than 9 4 25 1 19 5 7 
3 years (17.0) (10.0) (39.1) (4.0) (12.5) (13.9) (45) 

3-5 14 10 18 9 38 10 28 
years (26.4) (25.0) (28.1) (36.0) (25.0) (27.8) (18.2) 

5-10 19 18 16 9 54 7 65 
years (35.8) (45.0) (25.0) (36.0) (35.5) (19.4) (42.2) 

10 or more 11 8 5 6 41 14 54 
years (20.8) (20.0) (7.8) (24.0) (27.0) (38.9) (35.1) 

Average 
sentence 
imposed 6.1 6.1 4.1 6.9 7.4 7.1 7.6 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are column percentages. 

In contrast, the relatively long average sentences imposed upon pa­
rolees in Central California (7.6 years) and the District of Columbia 
(7.4 years) probably reflected the large percentage of violent of­
fenses involved in the instant convictions in those two districts. 

Length of incarceration among parolees prior to entry into the 
program. Table 39 (see appendix B) presents data on the actual 
number of years parolees in aftercare were incarcerated immedi­
ately prior to enrolling in the program. Overall, case file data indi­
cate that they had served an average of 3.7 years in prison before 
entering aftercare. Parolees in three study districts had served rel­
atively short average prison terms: in Maryland, 2.4 years; in East­
ern Pennsylvania, 2.7 years; and in Western Texas, 2.7 years. Dis­
tricts in which the average parolee had served a relatively long 
term included Central California (4.8 years) and the District of Co­
lumbia (3.7 years). Parolees who had served six years or more in 
prison accounted for a high percentage of sample parolees in 
Central California (29.8 percent) and the District of Columbia (22.0 
percent). 

Prior adult arrests. Table 10 presents data on the number of 
adult arrests among the offenders in aftercare. The data show that 
the average number of prior adult arrests for the entire sample 
was 8.4, with an average of 10.1 for parolees and 5.9 for probation­
ers. In two of the districts, the average number of prior arrests was 
much below the sample average: New York Eastern (6.3 percent) 
and Maryland (5.2 percent). The low averages in these two districts 
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TABLE 10 
Adult Arrests Among Offenders in Sample Prior 
to Entry into Aftercare: Frequencies by District 

Number of 
Arrests 

0-2 

3-5 

6-10 

11-15 

16-52 

Average 
Parolees 
Probationers 

E.D.N.Y. 

30 
(17.4) 

30 
(13.8) 

29 
(11.8) 

13 
(10.8) 

8 
(5.9) 

6.3 
(7.4) 
(5.3) 

S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. 

34 27 
(19.8) (15.7) 

28 26 
(12.9) (12.0) 

35 29 
(14.2) (11.8) 

16 21 
(13.3) (17.5) 

18 16 
(13.3) (11.9) 

7.9 8.0 
(8.0) (9.6) 
(7.9) (6.2) 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are row percentages. 

D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. 

30 13 8 
(17.4) (7.6) (4.7) 

21 40 17 
(9.7) (18.4) (7.8) 

16 52 9 
(6.5) (21.1) (3.7) 

6 32 5 
(5.0) (26.7) (4.2) 

4 42 12 
(3.0) (31.1) (8.9) 

5.2 10.5 10.0 
(8.2) (11.4) (12.2) 
(3.5) (4.4) (4.2) 

C.D.Cal. 

30 
(17.4) 

55 
(25.3) 

76 
(30.9) 

27 
(22.5) 

35 
(25.9) 

9.0 
(10.3) 

(6.1) 

apparently reflect the large percentage of probationers in the two 
districts (see table 3) and the relative youth of the offenders (see 
table 4). 

Conversely, the relatively high average number of prior adult ar­
rests among sample offenders in the District of Columbia (10,5), 
Western Texas (10.0), and Central California (9.0) probably reflects 
the relatively large percentage of parolees in these districts and 
the high average age of offenders studied there. It should also be 
noted that the parolees in these districts had a higher average 
number of prior adult arrests than parolees in the other four dis­
tricts. 

Table 40 (see appendix B) shows the types of offenses offenders in 
aftercare had typically committed prior to program enrollment. 
About half of them had at least one prior arrest. for a violent crime 
(including robbery). The proportion of offenders in the study with 
prior arrests for violent crimes, however, varied significantly across 
the districts. In Maryland, about 36 percent of the sample had been 
arrested for a violent crime, compared to 65 percent in Central 
California and 63 percent in the District of Columbia. It should be 
noted that the latter two districts also had the highest percentage 
of offenders whose instant conviction was for a violent crime (see 
table 8). 

As table 40 indicates, a majority of offenders in each of the dis­
tricts had at least one prior adult arrest for a drug crime. However, 
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the percentage of offenders with a prior drug arrest ranged from a 
low of 60 percent in Eastern New York to a high of 80.5 percent in 
Maryland. 

Tables 41 to 44 (see appendix B) present data on the prior arrE~at 
histories of specific subgroups of offenders enrolled in the aftercare 
program. Table 41 compares parolees and probationers and indi­
cates that parolees were much more likely tha'n probationers to 
have had an arrest for a violent crime and were slightly more 
likely to have had arrests for other types of offenses. 

Table 42 shows the prior adult arrest histories for different age 
groups of offenders. The data indicate that offenders under thirty 
were less likely than older offenders to have had an arrest for a 
violent crime. In the seventeen-year-old to twenty-four-year-old age 
group, only one-third of the offenders had been arrested as adults 
for a violent crime. 

Table 43 presents data on the prior arrest patterns of male and 
female clients. The data show that males were more than twice as 
likely as females to have been arrested for a violent crime. Among 
female clients, the most common types of prior arrests were for 
property crimes or drug offenses. 

Finally, table 44 compares the prior arrest histories of offenders 
in the program by major ethnic group. The data suggest that 
blacks were more likely than whites or Hispanics to have had prior 
arrests for violent offenses and property offenses. Drug crimes were 
the predominant type of offenses for which whites and Hispanics 
had been arrested prior to program entry. 

Prior drug use. For each offender in the study, case record docu­
ments were reviewed to determine the types of drugs that had been 
used regularly by the individual prior to entry into the aftercare 
program. For each district, table 11 shows the number and percent­
age of offenders who had regularly used specific types of drugs. 

The data indicate that 68.6 percent of the offenders in the pro­
gram had regularly used heroin at some time prio~ to entering the 
program. The next most commonly used drugs were marijuana 
(461 percent) and cocaine (35.4 percent). 

From the data it is clear that the districts varied in the prior 
drug use patterns of their offenders. In Eastern Pennsylvania and 
Maryland, only about half of the offenders studied had regularly 
used heroin prior to program entry, compared to 76.8 percent of of­
fenders in the District of Columbia and almost three-quarters of of­
fenders in the two New York districts and Central California. In 
addition, the District of Columbia had a much higher percentage of 
prior methadone users (17.1 percent) and "other opiate" users (17.7 
percent) than any other district. 
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TABLE 11 
Drugs Regularly Used by Offenders in Study Prior to Aftercare: 

Frequencies by District 

Drugs Used E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.n.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. 

Heroin 80 99 63 39 139 32 165 
(13.0) (16.0) (10.2) (6.3) (22.5) (5.2) (26.7) 

Other 3 9 14 6 32 2 19 
opiates (3.5) (10.6) (16.5) (7.1) (37.6) (2.4) (22.4) 

Barbiturates 7 9 36 8 12 7 63 
(4.9) (6.3) (25.4) (5.6) (3.5) (4.9) (44.4) 

Amphetamines 5 5 50 8 32 16 57 
(2.9) (2.9) (28.9) (4.6) (18.5) (9.2) (32.9) 

Cocaine 59 66 36 25 38 9 85 
(18.6) (20.8) (11.3) (7.9) (11.9) (2.8) (26.7) 

Marijuana 34 34 57 51 66 33 139 
(8.2) (8.2) (13.8) (12.3) (15.9) (8.0) (33.6) 

Hallucinogens 7 5 10 4 5 8 33 
(9.7) (6.9) (13.9) (5.6) (6.9) (11.1) (45.8) 

PCP 2 10 12 8 21 0 41 
(2.1) (10.6) (12.8) (8.5) (22.3) (0) (43.6) 

Other 6 17 6 2 12 2 8 
(11.3) (32.1) (11.3) (3.8) (22.6) (3.8) (15.1) 

Not recorded 4 3 1 5 14 1 2 
(13.3) (10.0) (3.3) (16.7) (46.7) (3.3) (6.7) 

Totaloffenders 110 133 121 77 181 53 224 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are row percentages. 

The data in table 11 also indicate the following: 

• Eastern Pennsylvania had the highest proportion of offenders 
who had regularly used barbiturates and amphetamines. 

• The two New York districts had the highest percentage of cli-
ents who had regularly used cocaine. 

• The prior use of hallucinogens was much greater among the 
Western Texas and Central California samples than in the 
other districts. 

• Central California had a much higher percentage of prior PCP 
users (18.3 percent) than the other districts. 

Previous participation in a drug treatment program. Table 12 
shows the proportion of offenders in aftercare who, according to 
case file records, had participated in a drug treatment program at 
some time prior to entering the program. The data reveal that 
about 54 percent of the clients had previously participated in a 
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TABLE 12 
Offenders with Previous Participation in a Drug Treatment Program: 

Frequencies by District 

Prior Drug 
Treatment E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y E.D.Pa. D.Mrl. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. 
Yes 53 81 57 37 113 27 119 

(48.2) (61.4) (47.1) (48.7) (62.8) (51.9) (53.1) 
No 57 51 64 39 67 25 105 

(51.8) (38.6) (52.9) (51.3) (37.2) (48.1) (46.9) 
Tbtaloffenders 110 132 121 76 180 52 224 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are column percentages. 

drug treatment program, with the District of Columbia (62.8 per­
cent) and Southern New York (61.4 percent) having the highest 
percentages. 

Slightly less than half of the offenders in Eastern New York, 
Eastern Pennsylvania, and Maryland had previously participated 
in a drug treatment program. 

The data presented in this section reveal that there are signifi­
cant variations between the districts with regard to the character­
istics of aftercare program clients. Specifically, the districts vary 
widely in terms of: 

• Supervision status 

• Demographic characteristics 

• Prior criminal record 

• Prior drug use patterns. 

To some extent, the variations from district to district may re­
flect differences in the screening criteria used to determine 
whether offenders should be required to participate in the pro­
gram. As indicated in chapter 2, the Center's earlier study found 
that most federal judges, probation officers, and parole officials 
take account of an offender's prior criminal record, prior drug use 
patterns, and other factors when referring or recommending the of­
fender for participation in aftercare. 

To a great extent, however, the differences between the sample 
districts in the characteristics of offenders in aftercare may simply 
reflect basic differences in the nature of the local offender popula­
tion. It should be noted, for example, that two of the districts­
Maryland and Western Texas-include suburban and rural juris­
dictions as well as urban areas. In contrast, districts such as East-
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ern New York, New York Southern, and the District of Columbia 
are completely urban. The remaining two districts in the sample­
Eastern Pennsylvania and Central California-include a mix of 
urban and suburban populations. 

Given these differences in the overall population characteristics 
of the sample districts, we would expect to find variations among 
districts in the nature of the offender populations, not only in 
terms of demographic characteristics but also in regard to criminal 
histories and prior drug use patterns. 

Services Received by Offenders in Aftercare 
During the Year in the Program 

Treatment services. Table 13 presents data on the number of of­
fenders who received specific types of treatment services each 
month during the one-year follow-up period. In addition to regular 
treatment activities, the exhibit includes data on visits made by 
probation officers to the homes of clients and office meetings be­
tween clients and their probation officers. The exhibit also shows 
the number of clients who were still active in the aftercare pro­
gram during each month of the follow-up. 

The table indicates that during the first few months after pro­
gram entry, the portion of offenders who received some contract 
counseling each month was about 40 percent. In later months, 
about one-third of those studied were receiving contract counseling. 
The data also indicate that on a monthly basis, slightly more than 
half of the sample made office visits, while home visits were typi­
cally made each month in about 20 percent of the cases. 

The data in table 13 reveal that relatively few of the clients re­
ceived monthly treatment services other than contract counseling 
(with the exception of psychotherapy) during the follow-up. 

Table 14 presents data on the number and percentage of offend­
ers receiving the following services in each district: 

• Methadone maintenance 

• Psychotherapy 

• Therapeutic community treatment. 

The data show that only thirty-four (3.8 percent) of those in the 
sample received methadone maintenance at some time during the 
follow-up. Most of these were located in the two New York dis­
tricts. 
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TABLE 13 
Aftercare Services Received by Offenders in Sample: Frequencies by Month of Study 

Treatment Services Other Services 

Contract Methadone Vocational Vocational Psychiatric Ambulatory Inpatient Therapeutic Home Office 
Month Counseling Maintenance Testing Placement Evaluation Psychotherapy Detox Detox Community Visit Visit 

Entry 208* 20 2 2 9 57 1 3 42 112 429 
1 337 21 3 4 14 114 2 4 50 167 506 
2 299 21 5 6 11 115 2 6 49 186 484 
3 311 22 2 5 10 120 3 6 48 160 447 
4 267 23 4 5 10 120 3 5 45 130 429 
5 251 20 3 4 9 113 4 4 43 134 399 
6 232 20 3 5 8 103 3 3 41 129 375 
7 234 20 3 6 6 92 2 37 114 357 
8 220 18 2 4 5 89 7 33 106 347 
9 198 16 2 4 7 79 1 5 30 102 323 
10 171 16 1 4 6 68 3 2 29 106 303 
11 158 15 1 3 4 60 2 1 26 94 274' 
12 84* 9 1 6 46 2 24 65** 182 

*:Missing data on 120 cases. **Missing data on 33 cases. 
NOTES: (1) Clients typically received more than one service. (2) Month "1" refers to the first full month after program entry. 

Total Active 
Clients 

899 
858 
844 
815 
774 
734 
707 
667 
642 
624 
599 
572 
563 
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TABLE 14 
Offenders Receiving Methadone Maintenance, Psychotherapy, or 

Therapeutic Community Treatment During Period of Study: 
Frequencies by District 

Service 
Provided E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md, D.D,C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. 

Methadone 8 16 4 4 1 1 0 
maintenance (23.5) (47.1) (11.8) (11.8) (2.9) (2.9) (0) 

Psychotherapy 2 19 13 4 2 0 110 
(1.3) (12.6) (8.6) (2.6) (1.3) (0) (0) 

Therapeutic 8 15 11 6 4 2 46 
community (8.7) (16.3) (12.0) (6.5) (4.3) (2.2) (50.0) 

Total offenders 110 133 121 77 181 53 224 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are row percentages. 

Table 14 also shows that Central California accounted for the 
majority of all offenders in the study who received therapeutic 
community treatment during the year. About 20 percent of the 
aftercare enrollees studied in Central California received this type 
of treatment during the follow-up. 

TABLE 15 
Average Contract Counseling Sessions, Home Visits, and Office 

Visits During Period Studied: Frequencies by District 

Type of Average Number of Contacts per Month 
Contact E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. 
Contract 

counseling 2.070 0.126 0.930 1.363 0.699 1.325 0.622 
Home visits 0.002 0.117 0.275 0.093 0.095 0.173 0.715 
Office visits 0.016 1.045 1.526 0.848 0.908 1.725 1.087 

Table 15 presents data for each district on the average number of 
contract counseling sessions per active client per month ,along with 
the average number of home visits and office visits per active 
aftercare client per month. 

The table shows that the amount of contract counseling provided 
to aftercare enrollees varied considerably among the districts. In 
Eastern New York, enrolled offenders received an average of about 
two counseling sessions per month during the follow-up. In South­
ern New York offenders in aftercare received very little contract 
counseling, largely because of the district's reliance upon its proba­
tion officers to provide the counseling. 
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The average number of home visit~ made by probation officers 
also varied significantly between the districts. Central California 
relied heavily on home visits, while in Eastern New York probation 
officers conducted virtually no visits to offenders' homes. Presum­
ably, the large amount of contract counseling provided to clients in 
Eastern New York was regarded as an appropriate substitute for 
routine home visits. 

Finally, the data on office visits by offenders in aftercare reveal 
that all districts except Eastern New York required a relatively 
large number of office visits by offenders in aftercare. Western 
Texas had the most office visits per offender during each of the 
months studied, averaging 1.725 visits per month. That district was 
followed by Maryland, with an average of 1.526 visits per month. 
All other districts except Eastern New York required an average of 
about one office visit per month per aftercare enrollee. 

TABLE 16 
Average Number of Urine Tests per Active Client 
During Period Studied: Frequencies by District 

Month E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. 

Entry 3.1 3.0 0.8 1.5 1.5 0.5 1.5 
1 6.6 4.0 1.4 2.5 3.6 2.7 2.5 
2 5.3 4.4 1.3 2.4 3.8 3.0 2.6 
3 4.6 4.5 1.0 2.3 3.9 3.2 2.5 
4 4.1 4.3 1.1 2.1 4.0 2.8 2.3 
5 4.2 4.6 1.4 2.0 4.0 2.8 2.2 
6 3.7 4.2 1.1 1.8 3.7 2.2 2.5 
7 3.9 3.2 1.0 1.8 3.8 2.9 2.2 
8 3.7 3.1 1.1 1.6 3.7 2.9 2.2 
9 3.3 2.4 1.25 1.7 3.6 2.6 2.2 
10 3.5 2.7 1.1 1.4 3.5 2.1 2.0 
11 3.0 3.1 1.0 1.6 3.25 1.9 2.6 
12 2.8 2.7 0.9 1.3 3.1 1.5 1.7 

NOTE: For most offenders. the data for the entry month and month 12 do notrefiect a full month of 
activity. 

Urine surveillance. Table 16 presents data for each district on 
the average number of urine tests that were conducted per active 
aftercare client during each month of the follow-up. The data 
reveal some de~ee of variation between the districts in the level of 
urine surveillance. For example, the average number of urine sam­
ples collected from offenders in Eastern Pennsylvania was gener­
ally much lower than in other districts. In contrast, the two New 
York districts and the District of Columbia collected about three to 
four times the number of samples per client that Eastern Pennsyl­
vania collected. 
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The data in table 16 also reveal that in most districts there was a 
steady decline in the level of urine surveillance after the first full 
month of participation in the program. A likely explanation of this 
decline is that many of the offenders who continued to abuse drugs 
were terminated early from the program, and the remaining cli­
ents were deemed to require less surveillance. 

Supervision Outcomes During the Follow-up Period 

This section presents data on selected outcomes among the 
cohort during the one-year follow-up. Specifically, data are pre­
sented on: 

.. Terminations 

.. Urine test results 

.. Arrests and convictions 

.. Technical violations 

.. Revocations 

• Employment patterns and living situations. 

Terminations from the aftercare program. Table 17 presents 
data on early terminations from the aftercare program among of­
fenders studied in each district. The table shows the number and 
percentage of offenders who were terminated for specific reasons. 

The data indicate that about 38 percent of all offenders were ter­
minated or had the special condition requiring participation in the 
aftercare program removed during their first year. The percentage 
was highest in Central California (51.8 percent) and Western Texas 
(49.1 percent). 

The major reason for termination among the sample was incar­
ceration or revocation of probation or parole, for which about 22 
percent of the offenders were terminated. Almost one-third of the 
offenders enrolled in aftercare in Western Texas and Central Cali­
fornia were incarcerated or had probation or parole revoked during 
the year, compared to only 9.8 percent in Southern New York, 10.4 
percent in Maryland, and 14.0 percent in Eastern Pennsylvania. 
More than one-fourth of those studied in the District of Columbia 
were incarcerated or had probation or parole revoked during the 
year. 

Central California and Western Texas also had the highest per­
centage of individuals who were terminated for absconding (12.1 
percent and 9.4 percent respectively). Very few clients in Maryland 
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TABLE 17 
Offenders Terminated from Aftercare During Period 

Studied: Frequencies by District 

Terminations E.D.N.Y. S.D.N'.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. 

Incarceration! 20 1::l 17 8 48 17 72 
Revocation (18.2) (9.8) (14.0) (lOA) (26.5) (32.1) (32.1) 

Absconded 7 11 3 1 8 5 27 
(6.4) (8.3) (2.5) (1.3) (4.4) (9.4) (12.1) 

Parole or 11 3 13 3 2 2 14 
probation (10.0) (2.3) (10.7) (3.9) (1.1) (3.8) (6.3) 
expired' 

Other 3 14 6 9 1 2 3 
terminations (2.7) (10.5) (5.0l (11.7) (0.6) (3.8) (1.3) 

Total 41 41 39 21 59 26 116 
terminees* (37.2) (30.2) (32.2) (27.3) (32.6) (49.1) (51.8) 

Total sample 110 133 121 77 181 53 224 
(100) (100) (1 DOl (100) (100) (100) (l00l 

I 

*As a percentage of total sample studied in each district. 
NOTE: Figures in parentheses are cell percentages. 

(1.3 percent) and Eastern Pennsylvania (2.5 percent) were termi­
nated for this reason. 

Overall, the perce'ltage of negative terminations (incarceration/ 
revocation/absconding) among the sample ranged from a low of 
11.7 percent in Maryland to a high of 44.2 percent in Central Cali­
fornia. 

One factor that may have been partly responsible for the high 
rate of reincarceration in Central California, Western Texas, and 
the District of Columbia was the large percentage of parolees in 
these districts (see table 3). It is probable that a parolee is more 
likely than a probationer to be incarcerated for a specific technical 
violation. 

Table 18 shows the number and percentage of active offenders in 
aftercare who were terminated during each month of the follow-up. 
The data indicate that with the exception of a decrease during the 
sixth month after entry, the rate of terminations per month in­
creased steadily during the follow-up, peaking at 5.8 percent in the 
seventh month. However, after declining signific.antly in the eighth 
and ninth months, the termination rate began to increase again in 
the tenth month. Of those clients who terminated in the first year, 
233 (67.9 percent) terminated during the first seven months. 

Urine test results. For each month of the follow-up, table 19 
shows the number and percentage of active aftercare enrollees who 
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TABLE 18 
Offenders Terminated from Aftercare 

by Month of Study 

Month 

Entry 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
Unknown 

Total 

Terminations 

10 
21 
24 
29 
41 
40 
27 
41 
24 
18 
25 
27 

9 
.2 
343 

As a Percentage 
of Active Clients 

1.1 
2.4 
2.8 
3.4 
5.0 
5.2 
3.7 
5.8 
3.6 
2.8 
4.0 
4.5 
1.6 

899 

NOTE: Data for month 12 pertain only to that part of the month for 
which offenders were tracked. 

TABLE 19 
Number and Percentage of Active Clients Who 
Had Positive Urine Samples by Month of Study 

Month 

Entry 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

Number of 
Persons with 

Positive 
Urine Samples 

104 
199 
200 
187 
147 
154 
135 
118 
112 
103 

90 
64 
53 

Offenders in 
Study at 

Beginning 
of Month 

899 
889 
868 
844 
815 
774 
734 
707 
667 
642 
624 
599 
572 

Percentage of 
Active 

Clients with 
Positive 

Urine Samples 

11.6 
22.4 
23.1 
22.2 
18.1 
19.9 
18.4 
16.7 
16.8 
16.0 
14.5 
10.7 
9.3 

had one or more positive urine samples. Excluding the month of 
entry, the data in,1icate that the percentage of enrollees who had 
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positive samples was about 23 percent during the first three 
months after entry into the program. After the third month, the 
percentage of individuals with positive samples began to decline, so 
that in the twelfth month after program entry, only about 9 per­
cent of active enrollees had a positive urine sample. 

The data in table 19 may partially reflect the impact of the 
aftercare program. An alternative explanation for the decline in 
the percentage of offenders with positive urine samples is that 
many of those with significant drug abuse problems may have been 
terminated early from the program because of continued drug use. 
To examine this question, positive urine results among offenders 
who remained in the program for the entire twelve-month study 
period were examined. For these clients, table 19 shows the per­
centage who had positive urine samples, arranged by months after 
program entry. The data indicate that after the second full month 
following program entry, the percentage of clients with positive 
samples declined steadily during the follow-up. These data suggest 
that the urine surveillance program may have had an impact upon 
drug use patterns among offenders who remained in the program 
for the entire follow-up. 

TABLE 20 
Offenders Remaining in Program for 

Entire Study Period: Number (N= 568) and 
Percentage Who Had Positive Urine Samples 

by Month of Study 

Month 
Entry 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

Number with 
Positive Urine Samples 

42 
106 
118 
112 

89 
108 

93 
91 
92 
89 
85 
62 
52 

Percentage of 
Active Clients 

7.4 
18.7 
20.8 
19.7 
15.7 
19.0 
16.4 
16.0 
16.2 
15.7 
15.0 
10.9 

9.2 

NOTE: Both entry month and month 12 do not represent a full 
month's data for most offenders included in the table. 

Table 20 presents data on the number and percentage of offend­
ers in each district who remained in the program for the entire 
period of study and who had at least one positive urine sample. 
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The table also shows the average number of positive samples per 
month per offender for each district. 

TABLE 21 
Offenders with Positive Urine Samples During Period Studied: 

Number of 
clients with 
at least 
one positive 
sampledur­
ingyear 

Average 
number of 
positive 
samples per 
month per 
active client 

Frequencies by District 

E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.n.Tex. C.D.Cal. Total 

110 133 121 77 181 53 224 899 

0.39 0.32 0.36 0.46 0.77 0.52 0.23 0.43 

The data in table 21 indicate that 569 (63.2 percent) of the offend­
ers studied had at least one positive urine sample during the 
follow-up. The percentage for individual districts ranged from a low 
of 44.2 percent in Maryland to a high of 79.6 percent in the District 
of Columbia. 

The District of Columbia cohort also had the highest average 
number of positive urine samples per month (0.77), while those in 
Central California had the lowest (0.23). Offenders in aftercare in 
Maryland had a relatively high average number of positive urine 
samples per month (0.44), even though Maryland had the lowest 
percentage of individuals who had a positive sample during the 
follow-up. These data suggest that in Maryland a relatively small 
group of those offenders studied accounted for a very large percent­
age of all the positive urine samples. 

Table 22 presents data for each district on the number and per­
centage of offenders who had a positive urine sample for specific 
drugs during the period of study. The data show that 55.2 percent 
of the total sample had at least one positive sample for morphine 
and/ or quinine, suggesting continued use of heroin. The percentage 
ranged from a low of 41.6 percent in Maryland to a high of 71.3 
percent in the District of Columbia. Eastern New York also had a 
high percentage of clients (69.1 percent) with morphine/quinine 
positives. 

To some extent, the differences between districts in the percent­
age of offenders who had morphine/quinine positives may have 
been a function of the prior drug use patterns. The data in table 
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TABLE 22 
Offenders with Positive Urine Samples for Specific Drugt;1 

During Period Studied: Frequencies by District 

Drug Type E.n.N.Y. S.n.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.n.C W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. 

Morphine! 76 74 62 32 129 26 97 
quinine (69.1l (55.6) (51.2) (41.61 171.3) (49.1) (43.3) 

Methadone 35 17 13 7 16 9 18 
(31.8) (12.8) (10.71 (9.1) (8.8) (17.0) (B.O) 

Barbiturates 7 6 15 7 19 9 17 
(6.4) (4.5) (12.4) (9.1) (10.5) (17.0\ (7.,3) 

Amphetamines 0 2 21 5 22 19 20 
(2.2) (17.4) (1).5) (12.2) (35.8) (8.9) 

Cocaine 35 26 17 5 32 11 49 
(31.8) (19.5) (14.0) (6.5) (17.7) (20.8) (21.9) 

PCP 2 4 3 9 28 0 18 
(1.8) (3.0) (2.5) (11.7) (15.5) (8.0) 

Codeine 8 10 8 6 16 10 16 
(7.3) (7.51 (6.6) (7.8) (8.8l (18.9) (7.1l 

Phenothiazines 1 3 1 0 11 3 2 
(0.9) (2.3) (0.8) (6.1l (5.7) (0.9) 

Dilaudid 1 0 2 0 6 0 0 
(0.9) n.71 (3.3) 

Propoxphene 4 13 5 1 7 3 1 
(3.6) (9.8) \4.1) n.3) (3.9) (5.7) (004) 

Other 8 3 16 6 15 2 7 
(7.3) (2.3) (13.2) (7.8) (8.3) (3.8) (3.11 

Total 110 133 121 77 181 53 224 
(100) (100) (100) (100) (100l (100) (1001 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are cell percentages. 

Total 

496 
(55.2) 

115 
(12.81 

80 
(rl9) 

89 
(9.9) 

175 
(19.5) 

64 
(7.1) 

74 
(8.2) 

21 
(2.8) 

9 
n.O\ 
34 
(3.81 

tJ7 
(6.3) 

899 
(100) 

21, for example, show that three of the districts-Eastern Pennsyl­
vania, Maryland, and Western Texas-had a lower percentage of 
prior heroin users than the others. In Central California, however, 
a large percentage of the sample (73.7 percent) were prior heroin 
users (see table 11) but only a relatively small percentRge of the 
sample (43.3 percent) tested positive for morphine/quinine during 
the period studied. A probable explanation for the low rate of ml)r­
phine/quinine positives in Central California is that the district 
was following a strict policy of revoking parole or probation as soon 
as an individual tested positive for morphine/quinine. This point 
will be illustrated below when data are presented on alleged and 
actual technical violations. 

After morphine and quinine, the next most frequently detected 
drug among the sample was cocaine; 19.5 percent of those studied 
had at least one positive urine sample for the drug or its 
metabolite. The percentage of individuals with cocaine positives 
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ranged from 6.5 percent in Maryland to 31.8 percent in Eastern 
New York. 

Methadone was the third most commonly detected drug among 
the enrollees in the program. In Eastern New York a high percent­
age (31.8 percent) of the cohort had at least one positive test for 
methadone; Western Texas also had a relatively large percentage 
(17 percentl. 

Among other significant findings presented in table 22 are the 
followinJ: 

• 17 percent of the clients in Western Texas had at least one 
positive for barbiturates. 

• 35.8 percent of those studied in. Western Texas had at least 
one positivo for amphetamines, a much greater percentage 
than in any other district in the study. 

• Detected PCP use was highest in the District of Columbia 
(15.5 percent of clients). 

• Codeine positives were much higher in Western Texas (18.9 
percent of the sample) than in the other districts. 

TABLE 23 
Prior Heroin Users Who Had Morphine or Quinine Positives 

During Period Studied: Frequencies by District 

E.D.N.Y. S.n.N.Y. E.n.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. Total 

Prior heroin 59 62 39 22 101 21 84 389 
users with a (73.8) (62.6) (61.9) (56.4) (73.0) (65.6) (50.9) (63.0) 
morphine! 
quinine 
positive 

Total prior 80 99 63 39 139 32 165 617 
heroin users (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are cell percentages. 

Table 23 presents data for each district on the number and per­
centage of offenders who had regularly used heroin prior to entry 
and who had at least one morphine or quinine positive during the 
study period. The data indicate that 63 percent of prior heroin 
users had at least one morphine/quinine positive while in 
aftercare. The district percentages ranged from a low of 50.9 per­
cent in Central California to a high of 73.8 percent in Eastern New 
York. The District of Columbia had the second highest percentage 
at 73.4 percent. 
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TABLE 24 
Average Monthly Positive Urine Samples 

per Offender Studied by Selected 
Offender Characteristics 

Characteristic 
Entry age 

17-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-40 
Over 40 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Ethnicity 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

Supervision status 
Parolees 
Probationers 

Prior drug treatment 
Yes 
No 

Average Positive Urine Samples 

0.32 
0.38 
0.46 
0.46 
0.51 

0.44 
0.38 

0.28 
0.51 
0.41 

0.45 
0.40 

0.51 
0.32 

Table 24 presents data on the average number of positive urine 
samples per month among specific subgroups of offenders in the 
total sample. The data indicate the following; 

e The average number of positive urine samples per month was 
only slightly higher among parolees than probationers. 

• The average number of positive urine samples per month in­
creased steadily with the age of offender. 

• Males were slightly more likely than females to have a posi­
tive urine sample. 

• The average number of positive urine samples among blacks 
was much higher than among whites. 

• Offenders who had previously participated in a drug treat­
ment program were much more likely than other offenders to 
have a positive urine sample. 

Arrests and convictions. Table 25 presents data on arrests 
among individuals in the program during the period of study. The 
data reveal that 26.9 percent of all offenders studied had at least 

48 

-----------------~----- -



Analysis of Descriptive Data 

TABLE 25 
Total Arrests Among Sample 

During Period Studied 

Number of As Percentage of 
0haracteristic Clients/Crimes Active Clients 

~umberofarrests 
after entering program 

1 170 18.9 
2 52 5.8 
3 11 1.2 
4 5 0.6 
5 1 ~ 

Total arrested 239 26.51 
Type of crime* 

Violent 40 13.1 
Property 93 30.4 
Drug lOB 35.3 
Other ...Q2 21.2 

Total crimes 306 100.0 
Month 

Entry 22 2.4 
1 26 2.9 
2 34 3.9 
3 21 2.5 
4 23 2.B 
5 26 3.4 
6 20 2.7 
7 15 2.1 
B 13 1.9 
9 14 2.2 
10 6 1.0 
11 10 1.7 
12 3 0.5 
Unknown 6 1.0 

Total arrested 239 

*Includes first and second offenses. 

one arrest during the follow-up. About 8 percent of all the offend­
ers had more than one arrest. 

As part of the study, data were gathered on the first and second 
offenses for which individuals were arrested during the study 
period. As table 25 indicates, 35.3 percent of the offenses consisted 
of drug-related crimes, while 30.4 percent of the offenses were 
crimes against property. Only 13.1 percent of the offenses were 
crimes of violence. 

An effort was made to determine whether offenders are more 
likely to be arrested early in the period of their enrollment in 
aftercare. Table 25 presents data on the months during the one­
year period of study when the arrests occurred among the sample. 
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The data reveal that the percentage of active offenders in the 
cohort who were arrested each month began to decline after the 
fifth full month following entry into the program. During the first 
five months after program entry (including the entry month), a 
total of 152 offenders were arrested. This represented 63.6 percent 
of the total 239 arrested during the entire period of study. 

E.D.N.Y. 

29 
(26.4) 

TABLE 26 
Offenders with at Least One Arrest 

During Period Studied 

S.D.N.Y. 

31 
(23.3) 

E.D.Pa. 

24 
(19.8) 

D.Mrl. 

18 
(23.4) 

D.D.C. 

78 
(43.1) 

W.D.Tex. 

10 
(18.9) 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are cell percentages. 

C.D.Cal. 

50 
(22.3) 

Table 26 shows the number and percentage of offenders in each 
district who had at least one arrest during the follow-up. The data 
indicate that in the District of Columbia, the percentage of 
aftercare clients who were arrested (43.1 percent) was much higher 
than in any other district.. Eastern Nsw York had the next highest 
percentage of offenders who were arrested at least once during the 
follow-up (26.4 percent). 

Table 27 presents data on the percentage of arrests among spe­
cific subgroups of offenders in the program. The table shows the 
following: 

• Almost one-third of the parolees were arrested during the 
follow-up, compared to only 18 percent of probationers. 

• The age group with the highest percentage of arrests was the 
thirty-year-old to thirty-four-year-old age group, followed by 
the twenty-five-year-old to twenty-nine-year-old age group. 

• The percentage of males who were arrested was only slightly 
higher than the percentage of females. 

.. The percentage of blacks who were arrested was much higher 
than the percentage of whites or Hispanics. 

• There was a clear correlation between the number of prior 
adult arrests and the probability of an arrest while in 
aftercare. 

Table 28 presents data for each district on the number and per­
centage of offenders in the study who had at least one conviction 
during the follow-up. As the data indicate, a total of eighty-five (9.5 
percent) of those studied had at least one conviction; of these of­
fenders, seventy-six had one conviction and nine had two convic-
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TABLE 27 
Percentage of Offenders Who Had One or More 

Arrests During Period Studied by 
Selected Offender Characteristics 

Characteristic 

Entry age 
17-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-40 
Over 40 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Ethnicity 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

Supervision status 
Parolees 
Probationers 

Number prior adult arrests 
0-2 
3-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16 or more 

TABLE 28 

Percentage Arrested 

25.5 
27.4 
29.4 
25.1 
18.1 

27.3 
23.3 

21.5 
31.2 
16.3 

32.4 
18.2 

12.8 
18.0 
32.1 
35.8 
41.5 

Offenders with at Least One Conviction 
During Period Studied 

E.n.N.Y. S.n.N.Y. E.n. Pa. n. Md. n.n.c. w.n. Tex. C.D. Cal. Total 

4 13 8 5 34 3 18 85 
(3.6) (10.0) (6.6) (6.5) (18.8) (5.7) (8.0) (9.5) 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are cell percentages. 

tions. In the District of Columbia, the percentage of offenders con­
~icted of an offense during the follow-up (18.8 percent) was much 
higher than in the other districts. 

Technical violations and revocations. Table 29 summarizes for 
the entire sample the number and percentage of individuals 
charged with technical violations of their parole/probation condi­
tions during the follow-up. The table also shows the nature of the 
technical violations. A total of 370 (41.2 percent) of the offenders 
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TABLE 29 
Frequency and Basis of Alleged 

Technical Violations 

Clients charged with: 
One violation 
Two violations 
Three violations 
Four violations 

Total charged with 
one or more violations 

Total violations charged 
Basis of alleged violations 

Rearrest 
Continued drug use 
Refusal to submit to urine tests 
Fail ure to report 
Absconded 
Other 

Total violations charged 

Number 

145 
107 
74 
44 

370 

757 

146 
215 
87 

198 
69 
42 

757 

Percentage 

16.1 
11.9 
8.2 
4.9 

41.1 

19.3 
28.4 
11.5 
26.2 
9.1 
5.5 

100.0 

were charged with at least one technical violation during the 
follow-up; about 25 percent were charged with two or more viola­
tions. 

"Continued drug use" was cited as a factor in 215 (28.4 percent) 
of the 757 technical violations. "Failure to report" was a factor in 
slightly more than one-quarter of the technical violations, and 
"rearrest" was a factor in about 19 percent of the violations. 

52 

TABLE 30 
Offenders Charged with Technical Violations: 

Number and 
percentage of 
clients with 
at least one 
tschnical 
violation 

Frequencies by District 

E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Ca\. 

34 33 25 22 97 27 132 
(30.9) (24.8) (20.7) (28.6) (53.6) (50.9) (58.9) 

Total 

370 
(41.21 

Average number 0.65 0.44 0.31 0.51 1.3 0.70 1.25 0.85 
of alleged 
technical 
violations per 
month per 
active client 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are cell percentages. 
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Table 30 presents data on technical violations among offenders in 
the program. The data show that more than half of the individuals 
in three districts were charged with at least one technical violation 
during the period of study. These districts were Central California 
(58.9 percent), District of Columbia (53.6 percent), and Western 
Texas (50.9 percent). In the other four districts, the percentage of 
offenders charged with technical violations ranged from only 20.7 
percent to 30.9 percent. 

The District of Columbia and Central California had the highest 
average number of technical violations per month per active 
aftercare client, 1.3 and 1.25 respectively. Western Texas averaged 
only 0.7 technical violations per month per active client, even 
though a large percentage of them received a technical violation. 
These data suggest that very few of the sample in Western Texas 
were charged with more than one technical violation. 

TABLE 31 
Nature of Technical Violations Charged: Frequencies by District 

Total Violations 
Cause of (percentage of 
Violation E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cal. all violations) 

Rearrest 12 12 14 10 53 3 42 146 
(1704) (20.3) (36.8) (25.6) (22.5) (8.1) (15.1) (19.3) 

Continued 12 8 7 8 64 19 97 215 
drug use (1704) (13.6) (1804) (20.5) (27.1) (51.4) (34.8) (28.4) 

Refusal to submit 10 3 0 6 42 5 21 87 
to urine tests (14.5) (5.1) (1504) (17.8) (13.5) (7.5) (11.5) 

Failure to 25 25 11 14 62 4 57 198 
report (36.2) (42.4) (28.9) (35.9) (26.3) (10.8) (20.4) (26.2) 

Absconded 10 7 3 1 10 5 33 69 
(14.5) (11.9) (7.9) (2.6) (4.2) (13.5) (11.8) (9.1) 

Other 0 4 3 0 5 1 29 42 
(6.8) (7.9) (2.1) (2.7) (lOA) (5.5) 

Total 69 59 38 39 236 37 279 757 
violations (100\ (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are row percentages. 

Table 31 outlines a number of specific causes cited as the basis 
for technical violation charges. IIContinued drug use" accounted for 
a relatively large percentage of the technical violations in Western 
Texas (51.4 percent), Central California (34.8 percent), and the Dis­
trict of Columbia (27.1 percent). IIFailure to report" accounted for 
more than one-third of the technical violations in Southern New 
York (42.4 percent), Eastern New York (36.2 percent), and Mary­
land (35.9 percent). Rearrest was a major factor in technical viola­
tions in Eastern Pennsylvania (36.8 percent) and Maryland (25.6 
percent). "Refusal to submit to urine tests" accounted for more 
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than 10 percent of technical violations in four districts: the District 
of Columbia (17.8 percent), Maryland (15.4 percent), Eastern New 
York (14.5 percent), and Western Texas (13.5 percent). 

The data in table 31 provide insights into the policies of the dif­
ferent districts with regard to technical violations. In Central Cali­
fornia, for example, a total of ninety-seven clients were charged 
with a technical violation for "continued drug use." 

Data presented in table 21 showed that a total of 125 clients in 
the Central California sample had at least one positive urine 
sample during the follow-up. The data from the two tables, there­
fore, suggest that almost all of those who tested positive for drugs 
in Central California were charged, at some point during the 
period studied, with a technical violation. 

In contrast, it appears that most of the other districts did not 
routinely charge offenders with technical violations in response to 
positive urine tests. In Southern New York, for example, a total of 
seventy-six individuals in the study had at least one positive urine 
sample during the follow-up (only eight were charged with a tech­
nical violation for continued drug use). A similar pattern was found 
in Eastern New York, Eastern Pennsylvania, and Maryland. 

In the case of the District of Columbia and Western Texas, the 
data from the two tables suggest that about half of the offenders 
who tested positive for drugs during the follow-up were charged 
with technical violations for continued drug use. 

With regard to rearrests, the data in table 31-when considered 
in connection with the data in table 26-suggest that the districts 
differed in their technical violation procedures in response to ar­
rests among offenders in the study while in the program. In the 
case of Eastern New York and Southern New York, table 26 
showed that twenty-nine and thirty-one offenders, respectively, 
were arrested during the period studied. However, table 31 reveals 
that in each of the two districts, only twelve individuals were 
charged with technical violations for having been rearrested. In 
contrast, a total of fIfty individuals in the Central California cohort 
were arrested during the follow-up, and forty-two of these were 
charged with technical violations for rearrest. Similarly, seventy­
eight offenders in the District of Columbia were rearrested during 
the follow-up, and fifty-three were charged with technical viola­
tions for rearrest. 

Table 32 presents data for specific subgroups on the percentage 
of clients who were charged with at least one technical violation 
during the follow-up. The data indicate the following: 
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TABLE 32 
Percentage of Offenders Who Had One or More 

Technical Violations Charged During Period 
Studied by Selected Offender Characteristics 

Characteristic 

Entry age 
17-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35--40 
Over 40 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Ethnicity 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

Supervision status 
Parolees 
Probationers 

Number prior adult arrests 
0-2 
3-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16 or more 

Percentage Charged 

40.9 
27.4 
29.4 
25.1 
18.1 

27.3 
23.3 

21.5 
31.2 
16.3 

32.4 
18.2 

12.8 
18.0 
32.1 
35.8 
41.5 

• Parolees were much more likely to be charged with a techni­
cal violation than probationers. 

• Age at entry into the program was not a significant factor in 
technical violations. 

• Males were more likely than females to be charged with a 
technical violation. 

• Blacks had a slightly larger percentage of technical violations 
than whites or Hispanics. 

• The probability of being charged with a technical violation 
was clearly correlated with the number of prior arrests. This 
relationship presumably reflected the fact that prior arrests 
were correlated with arrests while in the program (see table 
27). 

Table 33 shows tlie actions resulting from technical violations in 
each district. During the study, we recorded only one "resulting 
action" for each offender who was charged with a technical viola-
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TABLE 33 
Actions Taken Regarding Offenders with One or More Charges of 

Technical Violations: Frequenci~s by District 

Action Taken E.D.N.Y. S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Cnl. Total 

No indication 7 9 5 8 39 2 32 102 
of change in (20.6) (27.3) (20.0) (36.4) (40.2) (7.4) (24.2) (27.6) 
supervision 

Revocation of 20 13 17 7 37 21 77 192 
supervision (58.8) (39.4) (68.0) (31.8) (38.1) (77.8) (58.3) (51.9) 
andincar-
ceration 

Increased fre- 4 1 0 0 5 0 1 11 
quencyof (l1.B) (3.0) (5.2) <0.8) (3.0) 
contact with 
offender or 
hislher 
family or 
associates 

PlacemenUn 0 1 1 2 3 2 13 22 
residential (3.0) (4.0) (9.1) (3.1) (7.4) (9.8) (5.9) 
program 

Increased fre- 0 1 O. 1 4 1 0 7 
quencyof (3.0) (4.5) (4.1) (3.7) (1.9) 
urine col-
lection 

Changes in 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 6 
treatment (4.0) (4.5) (1.0) (2.3) (1.6) 
(other than 
residential 
placement) 

Other 3 8 1 3 8 1 6 30 
(8.8) (24.2) (4.0) (13.6) (8.2) (3.7) (4.5) (8.11 

Total 34 33 25 22 97 27 132 370 
clients (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) 
with one 
or more 
techni-
cal vio-
lations 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are row percentages. 

tion. Accordingly, the data in the table pertain only to the most 
significant actions that were taken for each offender and do not in-
clude every action that was taken for each violation. 

The data in the table show that 192 (51.9 percent) of the 370 cli-
ents who were charged with technical violations during the follow-
up had their parole or probation revoked and were incarcerated. 
For individual districts, the percentage ranged from a low of 31.8 
in Maryland to a high of 77.8 in Western Texas. Eastern Pennsyl-
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vania, like Western Texas, had a high percentage of cases (68.0 per­
cent) that resulted in revocation/incarceration. 

The high percentage of revocations in Eastern Pennsylvania 
probably reflected the fact that a large proportion of the technical 
violations in that district involved a rearrest (table 31). In Western 
Texas, however, only a low percentage of technical violations in­
volved rearrests. In addition, other districts that had a high per­
centage of revocations-Eastern New York (58.8 percent) and 
Central California (58.3 percent)-did not have a particularly large 
number of rearrests among their technical violations (table 31). 
The data presented in tables 31 and 33 indicate, therefore, that the 
districts responded in very different ways to specific types of tech­
nical violations. 

The data in table 33 also suggest that the rate of incarceration/ 
revocation among aftercare participants reflects the policies of the 
different districts as well as the actual behavior of the offenders. 
For example, the relatively high percentage (32.1 percent) of of­
fenders who were incarcerated/revoked in Central California re­
flected the high percentage who were charged with technical viola­
tions for a given offense and the relatively high percentage of tech­
nical violations that resulted in incarceration or revocation. 

Table 33 indicates that for 27.6 percent of the offenders in 
aftercare charged with technical violations, there were no case-file 
indications of any change in supervision status or supervision ac­
tivities. Among the individual districts, the percentage ranged from 
7.4 percent in Western Texas to 40.2 percent in the District of Co­
lumbia. Maryland had the second highest percentage of offenders 
(36.4 percent) for whom case files contained no indications of 
changes in supervision status or activities in response to technical 
violations. 

Data on the number and percentage of individuals in the study 
whose parole/probation was revoked during the period of study are 
presented in table 34. The data show that most of the revocations 
during the follow-up occurred after the fifth full month that offend­
ers were in the program, even though, as indicated previously, the 
rate of arrests and technical violations tended to be highest during 
the, first few months after program entry. Time lags involved in 
completing revocation hearings no doubt accounted for the pat­
terns observed in table 34. 

Table 35 presents data on the employment status of offenders 
during the follow-up. In considering the table, it should be noted 
that there were significant amounts of missing data for this vari­
able, especially for the entry month and month twelve. The data in 
table 35 suggest that among offenders in the study whose employ-
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Month 

Entry 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

TABLE 34 
Offenders Whose Parole or Probation 
Was Revoked: Frequencies by Month 

Number of As Percentage 
Month Clients of Active Clients 

Entry 2 0.2 
1 7 0.8 
2 5 0.6 
3 12 1.4 
4 9 1.1 
5 9 1.2 
6 18 2.5 
7 16 2.3 
8 19 2.8 
9 17 2.6 
10 19 3.0 
11 23 3.8 
12 10 1.8 
Unknown 24 

Total 192 

NOTE: Data for entry month and month 12 do not usually cover a 
full month of client activity. 

TABLE 35 
Employment Status of Offenders During Period Studied 

Job Percentage of 
Change Active Clients 

Self- During Employed or 
Employed employed Unemployed Terminated Unknown Month* Self-employed 

296 9 415 11 171 5 42.4 
370 12 380 32 108 23 50.1 
381 13 351 58 99 33 52.9 
367 15 336 92 92 32 53.2 
355 13 310 130 94 23 54.3 
338 16 293 161 94 31 54.7 
323 13 289 194 83 25 53.8 
315 17 274 228 68 24 54.8 
315 14 254 254 64 18 56.4 
293 15 246 271 77 23 55.6 
283 15 224 293 87 20 57.1 
277 16 205 320 84 20 58.8 
263 10 183 321 125 12 59.9 

*No data for clients whose employment status was unknown are included in column. 

ment status was known, the percentage who were employed or self­
employed increased steadily during the study period to about 60 
percent. 

58 



Analysis of Descriptive Data 

TABLE 36 
Living Arrangements of Offenders at 

End of Study Period 

Arrangement 

With spouse or children 
With parents or relatives 
With common-law spouse 
With girlfriendlboyfriend 
In institution 
Incarcerated 
Alone 
Other 

Total dienl,,, · .. hose living 
situation was known 

122 
155 

27 
64 
32 

212 
44 
~ 
676 

(18.0) 
(22.9) 

(4.0) 
(9.5) 
(4.7) 

(31A·) 
\6.5) 

_ (3.0) 

(l00l 

NOTE: Figures in parenthrses are row percentages. The living 
arrangements for an additional 110 offenders who were in aftercare at 
the conclusion of the study period were unknown. In addition, theft' 
were 113 offenders whose participation in aftercare had tenninated l,y 
the end ofthe study period for whom living arrangem,'nts could not bEe' 
d"tl'rmined. 

Data on the living situation of offenders in aftercare at the COll­

elusion of the study period are set out in table 3() It should be 
noted that no data were available on the living situations of 117 
offenders who had terminated from the program and 110 clients 
who were still active. Among the 676 clients whose living situation 
at the end of the follow-up was known, 212 (81.4 percent) were in­
carcerated, 155 (22J) percent) were living with parents or relatives, 
and 122 (18,0 percent) were living with a spouse or children. 

TABLE 37 
Status of Offenders at Time of Data Collection 

Status 
Receiving aftercare services 322 
Under supervision but not in aftercare 65 
No longer under probation/parole supervision 162 
Incarcerated 273 
Absconded 45 
Deceased 7 
Other 20 
Unknown .2 

Total 899 

NOTE: FigurNI in parenthes~s are row percentages. 

(35.8) 
(7.2) 

(18.0) 
(30.4) 

15.0) 
CO.8) 
(2.2) 

--lQJi~ 
(100l 

As shown in table 37, data were collected on the status of offend­
ers in the study from November 1984 to February 1985. At that 
time, the period since entry into aftercare ranged from seventeen 
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months to thirty-two months. While the principal focus of this 
study was on the one-year period discussed earlier in chapter 2, an 
effort was made to detennine the status of each offender in the 
study as of the time of the actual data collection. The data show 
that slightly more than one-third of the offenders in the study were 
still in the aftercare program. About 35 percent of the clients were 
incarcerated or had absconded, and 18 percent were no longer 
under probation or parole supervision. 
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IV. OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS, 
SERVICES RECEIVED, 

AND SUPERVISION OUTCOMES: 
lVIULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

This chapter presents the results of the multiple regression anal­
ysis of the aftercare sample data. The analysis had two major ob­
jectives: 

• To identify offender characteristics that are associated with 
positive or negative aftercare outcomes during the period 
studied 

.. To assess the impact of specific types of treatment services 
upon supervision outcomes of the offenders in the study. 

The chapter is organized as follows: The first section discusses 
the overall approach to the regression analysis; the next section 
presents the results of the analysis, which sought to identify spe­
cific offender characteristics that appear to be associated with posi­
tive or negative aftercare outcomes; the final section contains a dis­
cussion of the impact of treatment services on supervision out­
comes of the offenders we studied. 

Approach to the Multiple Regression Analysis 

Selection and definition of supervision outcome variables. 
Three outcome variables were used in the multivariate analysis: 

• Positive urine samples as an indicator of continued illegal 
drug use 

• Arrests as an indicator of continued criminal activity 

• Alleged or determined technical violations as an indicator of 
apparent failure to comply with the terms and conditions of 
community supervision. 

These outcome variables represented the dependent variables for 
the multiple regression analysis. 
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In defining the outcome variables for the analysis, each was 
structured as an interval scale. The positive urine sample variable 
was defined as the average number of positive urine samples per 
month during each offender's enrollment in the program. The 
arrest variable was defined as the average number of alleged or de­
termined technical violations per month during each offender's 
stay in the program. The rationale for defining each of the outcome 
variables in this manner was that it helped to eliminate a number 
of potential biases associated with different lengths of stay in the 
program. If, for example, total positive urine samples had been 
used as an ordinal outcome variable, an offender who stayed in the 
program for the full year and had an average of one positive 
sample per month would have the same value (twelve positive 
urine samples) as one who had twelve positive samples during the 
first two months and was then terminated. Clearly, the two repre­
sent significant differences in program adjustment. 

Sehction of offender characteristics as independent variables. 
The following offender characteristics were included as independ­
ent variables in the multiple regression analysis of characteristics 
associated with specific aftercare putcomes: 

• Supervision status 

• Age at entry into aftercare 

• Sex 

• Ethnicity 

• Offense of instant conviction 

• Length of sentence received for instant offense 

• Length of time actually incarcerated for instant offense 

• Number of prior arrests 

8 Nature of prior arrests 

• Nature of prior drug use 

• Previous participation in a drug treatment :)rogram. 

Selection and definition of treatment services variables. One of 
the problems encountered in selecting variables pertaining to treat­
ment services was that there was virtually no variation in the 
nature and type of aftercare services provided to the offenders in 
our sample. The only aftercare-related services provided in any sig­
nificant degree were: 

• Contract counseling 
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o Urine collection and screening 

.. Home visits 

• Office visits. 

Multiple Regression Analysis 

Admittedly, three of the above do not involve the delivery of a 
specific service to the offenders in aftercare. Nonetheless, they 
were included in the analysis in an effort to determine whether of­
fender outcomes were in any way related. 

In selecting the treatment services variables, it was decided that 
only the above four should be included in the analysis. In the case 
of the first three variables, we defined services received on an in­
terval scale as: 

.. Average number of contract counseling sessions received per 
month by the offender while in the program 

.. Average number of visits by the drug program specialist or 
probation officer assigned the case to the offender's home per 
month while the offender was in the program. 

Stepwise multiple regression procedure used. The specific ap­
proach that was used in carrying out the multiple regr·ession analy­
sis was the stepwise inclusion of independent variables on the basis 
of preestablished statistical criteria. This procedure is designed to 
identify a subset of predictor variables that produce an optimal 
prediction equation with as few terms as possible. Under the 
stepwise procedure. the order of inclusion of the independent varia­
bles is determined by the relative contribution of each variable to 
the explained variance. Using the Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences' (SPSS) multiple regression package, the default values of 
F = .01 and T = .001 were selected. The default values are not 
particularly restrictive with regard to the exclusion of independent 
variables, since the value of T = .001 indicates that a variable 
may be entered into the equation if the proportion of its variance 
not explained by other independent variables merely exceeds 
0.1 percent. 

Offender characteristics associated with positive or negative 
aftercare program outcomes. This section presents the results of 
mUltiple regression analysis of the relationship between selected of­
fender characteristics and program outcomes among the sample. 
Simple correlation coefficients for the independent and dependent 
variables are presented first. The section then presents the results 
of multiple regression analysis for the relationship between the of­
fender characteristics variables and the three outcome variables 
described above. 
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Table 45 in appendix B contains the simple correlations between 
major offender characteristics variables and the three outcome 
variables for the sample. The table also shows the intercorrelations 
between the supervision outcome variables. 

Average number of positive urine samples per month. For this 
outcome variable, the table indicates that four independent varia­
bles had correlation coefficients greater than +0.1. These inde­
pendent variables included: 

.. Prior use of methadone (+0.145) 

• Ethnicity = black (+0.141) 

.. Previous participation in drug treatment (+0.133) 

• Prior use of barbiturates (-0.119). 

Average number of arrests per month. For this outcome vari­
able, a total of four independent variables had correlation coeffi­
cients greater than +0.1. These were: 

• Number of prior adult arrests (+0.175) 

.. Status = parolee (+ 0.135) 

• Ethnicity = black (+0.135) 

• Length of sentence for instant conviction among parolees 
(+0.100). 

Average number of technical violations per month. For this out­
come, a total of eight independent variables had correlation coeffi­
cients greater than +0.1. These were: 

• Length of incarceration for instant offense among parolees 
(+0.188) 

• Status = parolee (+0.184) 

o Number of prior adult arrests (+ 0.177) 

.. Length of sentence for instant conviction among parolees 
(+0.166) 

• Prior use of heroin (+0.143) 

• Prior arrest for a violent crime (+0.130) 

• Offense of instant conviction = violent (+ 0.129) 

• Prior use of cocaine (-0.107). 

Intercorrelations among the outcome variables. The data in 
table 45 reveal a relatively high correlation (+0.364) between two 
of the outcome variables: 
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• Average number of arrests per month 

• Average number of technical violations per month. 

The data reveal, however, that the outcome variable "average 
number of positive urine samples per month" had only a moderate 
degree of correlation with the other two outcome variables: 

• Average number of arrests per month (+0.137) 

• Average number of technical violations per month (+0.158). 

Relationship Between Offender Characteristics and Average 
Number of Positive Urine Samples per Month 

Total sample. Table 46 presents the summary results of a 
stepwise multiple regression analysis of the relationship between 
selected offender characteristics and average number of positive 
urine samples per month for the entire sample. The table presents 
the following: 

• The overall multiple correlation coefficient (multiple R) 

• The overall R2 (the percentage of the variance in the depend­
ent variable explained by the independent variables) 

8 The unstandardized regression coefficient (B) and standard­
ized regression coefficient (beta) for each independent variable 
in the equation . 

• The standard error of beta for each independent variable 

• The F ratio for each beta 

• The relative contribution of each independent variable to the 
multiple R. 

To test the statistical significance of the betas, Student's t values 
were computed. Independent variables that had a statistically sig­
nificant relationship with the outcome variable are denoted in the 
table by asterisks. 

As the table indicates, the independent variables that had a sta­
tistically significant impact upon the outcome variable (average 
number of positive urine samples per month) were as follows (in 
order of statistical significance): 

• Prior use of methadone (.001 level, positive) 

• Previous participation in drug treatment (.01 level, positive) 

• Ethnicity = black (.01 level, positive) 
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• Offense of instant conviction = drug offense (.01 level, posi­
tive) 

• Offense of instant conviction = "other" offense (.05 level, posi­
tive) 

• Prior use of barbiturates (.05 level, negative) 

• Prior arrest for a drug offense (.05 level, negative). 

In combination, the independent variablef< in the analysis ac­
counted for 8.8 percent (Rz) of the variance in the outcome vari­
able. 

Parolees .. Table 47 presents the results of the multiple regression 
analysis for parolees only. The data indicate that prior use bf 
methadone had the most statistically significant relationship with 
the outcome variable (.001 level, positive). The following independ­
ent variables had a statistically significant relationship with the 
outcome variable (average number of positive urines per month) at 
the .05 level: 

• Offense of instant conviction = drug offense (positive) 

• Ethnicity = black (positive) 

• Previous participation in a drug treatment program (positive). 

The independent variables in the analysis accounted for almost 
11 percent of the variance in the outcome variable. 

Probationers. Table 48 presents the results of the multiple re­
gression analysis for the probationers in the sample. The data 
reveal that none of the independent variables in the equation had 
a statistically significant impact upon the outcome variable. As a 
group, the independent variables accounted for only 8.2 percent of 
the variance in the outcome variable. 

Discussion and supplemental analyses. For parolees, the analy­
sis suggests that the types of offenders who are most likely to con­
tinue using drugs while in aftercare are those who have a history 
of prior drug treatment, especially for heroin use, and whose of­
fense of instant conviction was a drug-related offense. It should be 
noted, however, that the independent variables in the analysis ac­
counted for only 11 percent of the total variance among parolees. 
Accordingly, the independent variables, as a group, do not repre­
sent a particularly strong set of predictors of continued drug use. 
For probationers, it is not possible .from the analysis to identify any 
specific offender characteristics from those included in the study 
that predict continued drug use while in the program. 

66 



Multiple Regression Analysis 

The fact that prior use of methadone had the most significant re­
lationship with positive urine samples among parolees in the 
sample raises the following questions: 

• Did prior use of me:thadone occur primarily in the context of 
prior methadone maintenance treatment? 

• Were the results of the analysis unduly influenced by the Dis­
trict of Columbia sample, which had by far the highest per­
centage of prior methadone users (see table 11)? 

To address these questions, a number of supplemental analyses 
of the data were conducted. With regard to the first question, we 
cross-tabulated prior use of methadone with previous participation 
in a drug treatment program for the entire sample. The results of 
that analysis are sho\Vll in table 49. As the table indicates, the 
large majority (80.7 percent) of the eighty-three prior methadone 
users in the sample had previously participated in a drug treat­
ment program, compared to only 51.8 percent of clients who were 
not prior methadone users. These data suggest that, in all likeli­
hood, the large majority of prior methadone users had used metha­
done primarily in the context of drug treatment. To address the 
second question-whether the results of the regression analyses 
hold true for all districts in the sample and are not unduly influ­
enced by the District of Columbia data-we conducted supplemen­
tal regression analyses breaking out the District of Columbia data. 

Table 50 presents the results of a multiple regression analysis of 
the relationship between offender characteristics and average posi­
tive urine samples per month during the follow-up for the District 
of Columbia sample only. The data show that the following varia­
bles had a statistically significant relationship with the dependent 
variable: 

• Previous participation in drug treatment (.01 level) 

• Prior arrest for a consensual crime (.01 level) 

• Status = parolee (.05 level, negative) 

• Prior use of methadone (.05 level) 

• Offense of instant conviction = drug use (.05 level). 

In combination, the independent variables accounted for !lbout 25 
percent of the variance in the dependent variable. Table 51 pre~ 
sents the results of a similar analysis of parolees only in the Dis­
trict of Columbia sample. The table shows that four of the inde­
pendent variables in the analysis had a statistically significant re­
lationship with the dependent variable: 
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• Previous participation in drug treatment (.01 level) 

• Prior use of methadone (.01 level) 

.. Prior arrest for a consensual crime (.01 level) 

.. Offense of instant conviction = drug offense (.05 level). 

As a group, the independent variables in the equation accounted 
for 23.6 percent of the variance in the dependent variable. 

The data for the District of Columbia, therefore, indicate that the 
variables "previous participation in drug treatment" and "prior use 
of methadone" were significantly related to the average number of 
positive urine samples per month during the follow-up. Variables 
that were predictive for the total sample (see table 46) but not for 
the District of Columbia included: 

• Ethnicity = black (more than 98 percent of the District of Co-
lumbia's sample was black) 

.. Prior use of barbiturates (negative) 

• Instant conviction = "other" offense 

• Prior drug arrest. 

Table 52 presents the multiple regression analysis results for all 
offenders in districts other than the District of Columbia. The table 
shows that only three variables had a statistically significant rela­
tionship with the average number of positive urine samples per 
month during the follow-up: 

• Prior use of methadone (.05 level) 

• Prior use of barbiturates (.05 level, negative) 

o Offense of instant conviction = "other" (.05 level). 

The independent variables in the equation accounted for only 5.4 
percent of the v, riation in the dependent variable. The variables 
that were predictive for the total sample (see table 46) but were not 
predictive when the District of Columbia data were excluded are as 
follows: 

• Previous participation in drug treatment 

• Ethnicity = black 

• Instant conviction = drug offense 

• Prior drug arrest. 

Finally, table 53 presents the results for parolees in districts 
other than the District of Columbia. The data indicate that none of 
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Multiple Regression Analysis 

the independent variables in the equation had a statistically sig­
nificant relationship with the dependent variable. As a group, the 
independent variables accounted for only 5 percent of the variance 
in the dependent variable. In interpreting the data in table 53 it 
must be kept in mind that the number of prior methadone users in 
districts other than the District of Columbia was relatively small 
(n = 52) as a proportion of the total sample of clients in those dis­
tricts. In addition, the data in the table pertain only to parolees; it 
is possible that the low F ratios for "prior use of methadone" may 
have reflected the small number of prior methadone users in the 
analysis. 

Although the study data suggest that some type of relationship 
exists between prior drug use/drug treatment and continued drug 
use while in the aftercare program, the exact dimensions of this re­
lationship cannot be determined on the basis of this study. 

Relationship Between Offender Characteristics and Average 
Number of Arrests per Month 

'rotal sample. Table 54 presents the summary results of the mul­
tiple regression analysis of the relationship between selected of­
fender characteristics and arrests during the follow-up for the 
entire sample. The data reveal that two independent variables had 
a statistically significant relationship with the outcome variable at 
the .001 level: 

• Number of prior arrests (positive) 

It Age at entry into aftercare (negative). 

The variable "ethnicity = black" had a statistically significant 
positive relationship with the outcome variable at the .05 level. 
Overall, the independent variables in the equation accounted for 
about 10 percent of the variance in the independent variable. 

Parolees. Table 55 presents the results of the multiple regression 
analysis for parolees only. The data show that two independent 
variables had a statistically significant impact upon the outcome 
variable at the .01 level: 

• Number of prior arrests (positive) 

• Age at entry into the program (negative). 

The variable "ethnicity = black" had a statistically sigr11ficant 
impact upon the outcome variable at the .05 level. The independent 
variables in the analysis accounted for 9.4 percent of the variance 
in the outcome variable. 
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Probationers. Table 56 presents the results of the mUltiple re­
gression analysis for probationers. The data indicate that two inde­
pendent variables had a statistically significant impact upon the 
outcome variable: 

• Number of prior arrests (.01 level, positive) 

• Age at entry into aftercare (.01 level, negative). 

The independent variables in the equation accounted for 12.3 
percent of the variance in the outcome variable. 

Discussion. The results of the analysis indicate that the "high 
risk" offenders in terms of likelihood of being arrested while in 
aftercare are those who: 

• Have a large number of prior arrests 

• Are younger than the average offender at the time of entry 
into aftercare (as indicated in chapter 2, the average age of 
the sample at entry into the program was 32.5 years). 

The results of the analysis indicate that the above two factors 
are predictive for both parolees and probationers. It should be 
noted, however, that the independent variables in the analysis ac­
counted for a relatively small percentage of the total variation in 
the dependent variable and were accordingly not a very strong set 
of predictors of continued criminal activity. 

To illustrate the results of the regression analyses, we conducted 
a three-way cross-tabulation of the following variables: 

• Age at entry into the program 

• Number of prior adult arrests 

• Average number of arrests per month while in aftercare. 

Table 57 shows the results of the analysis. The number of offend­
ers in each cell of the table is included in parentheses. As a note of 
caution, it should again be emphasized that some of the cell sizes in 
the table are relatively small. 

There are some significant contrasts between the six highest cell 
values and nine lowest cell values in terms of the average number 
of arrests per month among individuals &.:udied while in the pro­
gram. The six highest values are clustered among offenders in the 
upper right-hand corner of the table, indicating that high-risk of­
fenders are the younge:r individuals with extensive arrest records. 
For example, the highest risk group were offenders aged seventeen 
to twenty-four at entry who had eleven to fifteen prior adult ar-
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rests. This group of individuals averaged two arrests per month 
while in the aftercare program. 

In contrast, the nine lowest values are clustered in the lower left­
hand corner of the table, indicating that the low-risk offenders are 
the older individuals with relatively few prior arrests. For example, 
offenders who were over forty years of age at the time of program 
entry and who had five or fewer prior adult arrests had no arrests 
while in the aftercare program. 

Relationship Between Offender Characteristics and Average 
Number of Technical Violations per Month 

Total sample. Table 58 presents the summary results of the mul­
tiple regression analysis of the relationship between selected of­
fender characteristics and technical violations during the follow-up 
period for the total sample. The data reveal that two of the inde­
pendent variables had a statistically significant relationship with 
the outcome variable at the .01 level: 

• Number of prior arrests (positive) 

• Prior use of amphetamines (negative). 

In addition, four of the independent variables had a statistically 
significant relationship with the outcome variable at the .05 level: 

• Prior use of cocaine (negative) 

• Length of incarceration for the offense of instant conviction 
(positive) 

• Supervision status = parolee (positive) 

• Age at entry into aftercare (negative). 

In combination, the independent variables in the equation ac­
counted for about 10 percent of the variance in the outcome vari­
able. 

Parokes. Table 59 presents the results of the multiple regression 
analysis for parolees in the sample. The data reveal that only two 
of the independent variables had a statistically significant relation­
ship with the outcome variable: 

• Number of prior arrests (.01 level, positive) 

• Prior use of cocaine (,05 level, negative). 

Overall, the independent variables in the equation accounted for 
about 8.7 percent of the variance in the outcome variable. 
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Probationers. The results of the multiple regression analysis for 
probationers in the sample is presented in table 60. The table re­
veals that one of the independent variables had a statistically sig­
nificant relationship with the outcome variable at the .01 level: of­
fense of instant conviction = violent crime (positive). 

In addition, five independent variables had a statistically signifi­
cant relationship with the outcome variable at the .05 level: 

• Offense of instant conviction = "other" type of offense (posi-
tive) 

• Offense of instant conviction = property crime (positive) 

• Offense of instant conviction = drug crime (positive) 

• Age at entry into aftercare (negative) 

• Prior use of amphetamines (negative). 

Discussion. The interpretation of the data on technical violations 
is complicated because, as indicated in chapter 2, there appear to 
be significant differences between the districts in terms of their 
policies for charging offenders with technical violations for given 
patterns of behavior. It is also probable that different probation of­
ficers within each of the districts follow different policies of charg­
ing offenders with technical violations. Finally, districts may be fol­
lowing different technical violation policies for parolees and proba­
tioners for a given pattern of behavior. 

The data presented in this section indicate that parolees and pro­
bationers differ in terms of the factors associated with technical 
violations. In the case of parolees, the primary predictive factor­
the number of prior arrests-was the same variable that had the 
most significant relationship with the likelihood of arrest during 
the follow-up. HAge at entry," however, was not a significant factor 
in the likelihood of a technical violation, even though it had a 
strong, statistically significant relationship with the probability of 
arrest. 

The fact that "prior use of cocaine" had a statistically significant 
negative relationship with the probability of a technical violation 
might reflect the policies of the two districts that had the highest 
percentage of prior cocaine users: Eastern New York and Southern 
New York (table 11). As indicated in chapter 2, these two districts 
were apparently following a relatively lenient policy as to charging 
offenders with technical violations for continued drug use. 

In the case of probationers, the variable that had the strongest 
relationship with the outcome variable-"offense of instant convic­
tion = violent crime "-did not have a statistically significant rela-
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tionship with either of the other two outcome variables. A partial 
explanation for the data might be technical violation policies of the 
Central California district. As indicated in table 8, Central Califor­
nia had by far the highest percentage of total offenders whose 
offense(s) of instant conviction included a violent crime (42.9 per­
cent). At the same time, Central California appears to have been 
stricter than most of the other districts in charging offenders with 
technical violations. 

The data on probationers showed that instant convictions for 
each of the other three types of offenses (property, drug, and 
"other") also had a statistically significant positive relationship 
with the outcome variable at the .05 level. While the data on the 
instant conviction variables may appear contradictory, it must be 
remembered that many of the offenders were convicted of a 
number of different instant offenses. Finally, it should be noted 
that the R2 for each of the analyses was relatively small, indicating 
that, as a group, the independent variables were not highly predic­
tive of the probability of technical violations among the sample. 

Impact of Treatment Services on Offender Outcomes 

This section presents the results of mUltiple regression analyses 
of the relationship between selected treatment services and super­
vision outcomes among the sample. As indicated previously, the 
services included in the analysis were: 

• Average number of contract counseling sessions pel' month 

• Average number of visits by probation officers to the client's 
home per month 

• Average number of office visits by the offender per month 

• Receipt of psychotherapy. 

The above variables were included as independent variables in the 
analysis. 

The impact of treatment services upon client outcomes was ex­
amined for each of the three offender outcome variables described 
previously: 

• Average number of positive urine samples per month 

• Average number of arrests per month 

• Average number of technical violations per month. 
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In addition to including each of the four treatment services vari­
ables in the analysis, we incorporated a number of offender charac­
teristic variables as independent variables. Rather than including 
all of the offender characteristic variables that had been used in 
the previous multiple regression analyses, we selected only those 
that appeared to have some type of relationship with the outcome 
variables. As an arbitrary rule, we incorporated only those inde­
pendent variables that had an F ratio value of 2.0 or greater with 
respect to specific outcome variables. 

Relationship Between Treatment Services and Average Number of 
Positive Urine Samples per Month 

Table 61 presents the summary results of the multiple regression 
analysis of the relationship between selected independent variables 
and the average number of positive urine samples per month for 
the total sample during the follow-up. The independent variables in 
the analysis include: 

• The four treatment services variables 

• Each of the independent variables that had an F ratio of 2.0 
or greater in the analysis presented previously in table 46. 

The data in the table show that none of the four treatment serv­
ices variables had a statistically significant relationship with the 
outcome variable. The independent variables that had the strong­
est relationship with the outcome variable were essentially the 
same as those identified in the analysis presented in table 46: 

• Prior use of methadone 

• Previous participation in drug treatment 

• Ethnicity = black 

• Offense of instant conviction = drug crime 

• Prior use of barbiturates (negative) 

• Offense of instant conviction = "other" crime. 

Overall, the variables in the equation accounted for about 7.9 
percent of the variance in the outcome variable. 

Relationship Between Treatment Servkes and Average Number of 
Arrests per Month 

Table 62 presents the results of the multiple regression analysis 
of the relationship between the four treatment services variables 
and the average number of arrests per month for offenders during 
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Multiple Regression Analysis 

the follow-up. The independent variables incorporated in the analy­
sis included: 

• The four treatment services variables 

• The offender characteristi.:: variables in table 54 for which the 
F ratio was 2.0 or greater. 

The data in the table reveal that two of the treatment services 
variables had a statistically significant relationship with the out­
come variable: 

• Average number of contract counseling sessions per month 
(.001 level, negative) 

• Average number of office vh:its per month (.01 level, negative). 

The fact that the relationship for both variables was negative in­
dicates that the larger the number of counseling sessions and office 
visits per month, the smaller the likelihood of an arrest while the 
offender was in the program. 

Other independent variables that had a statistically significant 
relationship with the outcome variable were: 

• Number of prior arrests (.001 level, positive) 

• Age at entry into aftercare (.001 level, negative) 

" Status = parolee (.01 level, positive). 

In combination, the independent variables in the equation ac­
counted for about 11.4 percent of the variance in the outcome vari­
able. 

Relationship Between Treatment Services and Average Number of 
Technical Violations per Month 

Table 63 presents the results of the multiple regression analysis 
of the relationship between the four treatment services variables 
and the average number of technical violations per month for cli­
ents during the follow-up. The independent variables that were in­
cluded in the analysis consisted of: 

• The four treatment services variables 

• The offender characteristic variables in table 58 for which the 
F ratio was 2.0 or greater. 

The data in the table show that two of the treatment services 
variables had a particularly significant relationship with the out­
come variable: 
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• Average number of office visits (.001 level, negative) 

• Average number of contract counseling sessions (.001 level, 
negative). 

The fact that the relationships were both negative indicates that 
the larger the number of office visits and contract counseling ses­
sions, the smaller the average number of technical violations 
during the follow-up. 

The data suggest that the following additional variables had a 
statistically significant relationship with the outcome variable: 

• Number of prio:r arrests (.01 level, positive) 

.. Status = parolee (,01 level, positive) 

" Prior use of cocaine (,01 level, negative) 

.. Age at entry into aftercare (.05 level, negative) 

• Length of incarceration prior to entry into aftercare (.05 level, 
positive). 

Overall, the independent variables in the equation accounted for 
about 14 percent of the variance in the outcome variable. 

Discussion. With regard to the outcome variable "average 
number of positive urine samples per month," we would have ex­
pected a strong negative relationship with the variable "average 
number of contract counseling sessions per month." Based upon 
the data that were gathered during the study, however, there is no 
evidence to support the hypothesis that contract counseling had a 
significant impact upon continued drug use among the sample. It 
must be noted that we gathered data only on a limited number of 
variables for ~ach offender. If a more extensive battery of data 
items were to be collected in future studies, a relationship between 
the receipt of contract counseling and a decline in· drug use might 
be discernible. 

With regard to the outcome variable "average number of arrests 
per month," the data must be interpreted with caution. Although 
the analysis indicated that the greater the number of counseling 
sessions and office visits, the lower the average number of arrests 
for a given offender, the data do not necessarily establish a causal 
relationship between the receipt of these treatment services and a 
lower probability of arrest. For example, it is possible that those in 
aftercare who were arrested during the period studied were gener­
ally uncooperative in their behavior and had a tendency not to 
show up for scheduled counseling sessions or office visits. If this 
was the case, the apparent relationship between the receipt of 
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treatment services and the lower probability of an arrest while in 
aftercare may have been largely correlational in nature. 

With regard to the third outcome variable-the average number 
of technical violations per month-a similar type of argument 
might apply to the analysis. For example, the data show that the 
larger the number of counseling sessions and office visits, the lower 
the probability of a technical violation. For any given offender in 
the study, the data do not, however, establish conclusively that the 
receipt of these treatment services reduced the number of technical 
violations among individuals in the study. Alternative explanations 
include the following: 

• Offenders charged with a technical violation during the period 
of study tended to engage in a pattern of uncooperative behav­
ior, including failing to keep scheduled counseling sessions 
and office visits. 

• Many of the offenders who were charged with a technical vio­
lation may have been so charged precisely because they had a 
consistent pattern of not appearing for counseling sessions 
and office visits. A decision by the probation officer to allege a 
violation in these instances is indeed consistent with the rele­
vant policies of the Administrative Office and in no way 
should be viewed as a failure of the supervision process. 
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APPENDIX A 
Case File Data Collection Instrument 



1. Offender's name: 

FJe PHASE 11 DRue AFTERCARE STUDY 
DATA <X>LLECTI0H FORM 

Last 

2. Case code 1. D. numb. r: 

3. Offender's supervision status: (J Probat!on 

Firat 

( I Paro'e (including mandatory release) 

H.1. 

( I n::.« (specify) ___________ _ 
: I Hissing data 

4. Date of entry into superv!sion: 

5. Date of entry into AItercare if later 
th3n the date of entry Into supervision: 

6. Sex: ( I Hale ( I Female 

7. Date of bi rth: I I I I I I I I I 
Honth ---o;;y-~ 

8. Ethnic!ty: I \/h!te, non-Hlspan!c , 
Black, non-lIlsp.nlc , 

I lIispanlc 
I I Aslan/Paclflc Islander 
( I American Indianl Alaskan 
I I Other 

9. a. Risk classlflcat!on High 
(at entry Into Aftercare): Lou 

Other 

b. SFS (for parolees): _,_,_, 
RPS 80 (for probationers): _,_,_, 

11I11I1I1 
Ma;rth ---nay y;;r 

I11111111 
Ma;rth ---nay y;;r 

Nat Ive 

(specify) 

Na~e of Data Collector: 
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10. Offens~ of inst.nt conviction (do not include parole or probation reVOca­
tions). Use the numeric codes below to indicate the nature of the offense, then 
check if there was an attempt/conspiracy. 

First offense: 

Second offense 

Third offense. 

01 Homicide 
02 Robbery 
03 Aggravated assault 
04 Burglary 
05 Larceny and theft 

-'-'-' 
-'-'-' 
LLJ 

06 Embe~zlement and fraud 
07 Auto theft 
08 Forgery and counterfeiting 
09 Sexual assault 
10 Narcotics--Simple possession 
11 Narcotics--Possession with 

intent to distribute 
12 Narcotics--Other 

Attempt'conspiracy indicated: I Yes 

Attempt/conspiracy indicated: [ I Yes 

Attempt/conspirncy indicated: [ J Yes 

Offense Codes 

13 Prostitution, procuring 
14 Simple assault 
15 Extortion, racketeering 
16 Gambling 
17 Immigration violations 
18 Kidnapping 
19 Fireanns 
20 Dealing in stolen property 
21 Escape 
22 Liquor law violations 
23 Traffic offenses 
24 Other (specify with U.S. 

Code Title) ___ _ 

[ I 
[ 1 
( J 

11. If incarcerated for the instant conViction, 
date when the incarceration began: 

, , " , " , / 
HO;;ti\ ---o;;y Year 

12. Length of sente-'ce for instant offense (in IIIOnths): 

13. Number of prior adult arrests 
(including arrest for instant conviction): 

_/_/_, 

No 

No 

No 

14. Types of prior arrests. (For each category. indicate the total number of arrests 
cited.) 

-'-'-' 
-'-'-' 
-'-'-' 
-'-'-' 
-'-'-' 
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Violent (homicide, robbery, aggravated assault. rape, kidnapping) 

Property (burglary, larceny, thert, auto thef~. embe~~lement and 
fraud, forgery, dealing in stolen property) 

Narcotics/controlled substances 

Consensual offenses (prostitution, procuring, gambling, liquor 
law violations) 

Other (simple assault, extortion, immigration laws, firearms, 
escape, traff ie, other) 



Data Collection Instrument 

15. Drugs used regularly prior to Aftercare program entry. (If offender vas 
incarcerated prior to Altercare program entry. list drugs ~sed regularly pr!~r 
to incarceration.) (Check all that apply.) 

[ j Heroin 
[ ) Hethadone 
[ ) 0 the r op la tes 
[ ) 8B rbl tura tes and other 

seda t l.ves 
Amphetamines and other 
• tlmulants 

Cocaine 
Marijuana 
Ha lluc1 noge ", 
PCP 
Other (specify): ____________ __ 

16. Does the casef.le Ind!c.te that the offender has previously participated In a 
drug treatment progrdm~ 

[ ) Yes [ J No 
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19. hplOV'1ltnt .nd Rutdtnev 

DiJ'LOTMlN'T a.tSlotHCY 

Job ChuII' II Not Ll,tnl 

lmpbycol' 
,",,,_ber of 

th.
Gu

H
r
o
1
:t'h!.l 

£,:a('llo"'11 0. .... f\ e~!t:;t!:~~:ll Konth Tur Dnt Vor ... d Vb,. "'Ot'- A.ddru_ 

01 52 

08 '2 I 
09 52 I I 
10 52 1 
II 52 I I 1 
12 82 I 1 
01 5) 1 : I, 

02 4) 1 I, : " 

0) OJ , 1-._~ 
0' !l I I j ! 
O! I 53 II 11 

06 I 53 Ii 
" 

01 I 53 I il 
08 83 il I 
09 I) II I I: I I 10 I 81 11 I I :1 1 

II 1 ,3 I I II I I 
12 II I, t 

1 il I , 
01 I .' ,. 

! ~ 'I I 
I ! , -- I ~2 8. I 
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I 0) '<" -
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20. Arrests .inee entering Artereare program: 

Fi rst 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

Fifth 

Other 

fi rst 

Second 

Other 

~ 

111111111 
Hoiiti1 ----oay -y;ar 

111111111 
~ ----nay ~ 

'1111111' HOrlth ----oay -y-'-;;-;-

(List dates and offense types) 

111111111 
Hon~h ----oay ~ 

/1/1'1111 
"rl;:;th" ~~D.lY YP.u 

22. Charged with technl.nl vl.larl~n.: 

_1_1_1 I 

_1_1_1 L .. 

_1_1_' 

1.._1_' 

_1_1_1 

Since enterln~ the AftercAfP pro~ram. "'all th .. oftf'ft:Jt'r dloHl{('d .... 1th till': 

technical violatinns? 

88 

( J Yes 
( 1 No 

_'_1_' 

.8 
29 

Rparresc (U5~ code~ frnm lte~ lrl) 
Cont lnued drug use 
Fe(usal t(J sub!!:i! tfl urlrw tp .. r" 
f'al1ur~" to fppnn fur r-n!ln<.('11n~~ 
pr0batlon offIcer 
Absc :)'l;iej 
Other (speclfyl 

Use OCfen~e Corlps fr~~ ItP~ 10. 
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22. (continued) 

If yes, r~sult. of the technical v!olation(s): 

L! Increased frequency of contacr with the offender, his or her 
family, associates and/or employees 

2 Placement in a residential program 
3 Changes in treatment other than placement in a residential 

program 
~ ~cre~ed frequency of urine collections 
5 Offender's Dupervlslon waG revoked and he or she Was 

imprisoned 
6 No indication of change in supervision 

Combination (list): 
8 Other (specify): 

23. Revocations since entering Aftercare program: 

•• If a warrant was i.sued for revocation of parole or probation: 

b. 

First lIarrant 

Second lIarrant 

• Cause Codes 

01 - 24 
25 
26 
27 

28 
29 

111111111 
~oay~ 

1111111" 
Moiith oay ~ 

Primary Cause. 

LLJ 

L_'_' 

Rearrest (use codes from Item 10) 
Cant inued d rug us. 
Refusal to submit to u~ine tests 
Failur. to report for counseling sessions or appointments 
with probatIon officer 
Absconded 
Other (specify): 

If probation or parole Was revoked. 
date of revocation: 

I I 1/ , 1_1_1_/ 
HOri't'h o;;y- Ye a r 

24. At the time of data collection. the offender was: 

[ J 

[ J 

[ I 
I I 
I I 
[ I 
( I 

St111 under Federal probation or parole supervision and receivIng Aftercar. 
se rvices 
Still under Federal probation or parole supervision. but no longer 
receiving Aftercare services 
No longer under Federal probation or parole supervision 
Incarcerated 
Absconded 
Deceased 
Other (specify) ______ _ 
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TABLE 38 
Specific Offense Involved in Instant Convictions 

First Of Tense Second Offense Third Offense 

Type of Crime No. '7c No. (" 
,( No. '7c 

Violent 
Homicide 2 0.2 
Robbery 176 19.5 16 1.8 7 0.8 
Aggravated assault 11 1.2 7 0.8 4 0.4 
Rape 2 02 
Kidnapping 1 0.1 1 0.1 

Subtotal 190 21.1 25 2.8 12 1.3 

Property 
Burglary 21 2.3 4 0.4 1 0.1 
Larceny 94 10.4 16 1.8 3 0.3 
Embezzlement 'fraud 35 3.9 2 0.2 
Auto theft 5 0.6 1 0.1 1 0.1 
Forgery 6'5 7.2 22 2.4 3 0.3 
Stolen property 31 3.4 13 1.4 1 0.1 

Subtotal 251 27.8 58 6.4 9 1.0 

Drugs 
Possession 55 6.1 12 La '" 0.8 , 
Intent to distribute 271 30.0 65 7.2 13 1.4 
Other 25 2.8 10 1.1 2 0.2 

Subtotal 351 38.9 87 9.6 22 2.4 

Other 
Prostitution/procuring 1 0,1 1 0.1 
Simple assault 4 0.4 1 0.1 
Immigration 1 0.1 
Firearms 17 1.9 14 1.6 3 0.3 
Escape 6 0.7 5 0.6 1 0.1 
Liquor law 2 0.2 1 0.1 1 0.1 
Traffic 2 0.2 4 0.4 1 0.1 
Other 71 7.9 41 4.5 13 1.4 

Subtotal 104 11.5 67 7.4 19 2.1 

Totai 247 27.4 62 6.9 
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TABLE 39 
Time Actually Served by Parolees on Instant Conviction: 

Time 
Served 

Less than 
2 years 

2-3 
years 

4-5 
years 

6 years 
or more 

Average 
years 
served 

E.D.N.Y 

13 
(24.1) 

19 
(35.2) 

16 
(29.6) 

6 
(11.1) 

3.2 

FreqlJ,encies by District 

S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. D.D.C 

10 27 8 35 
(24.4) (41.5) (32.0) (23.3) 

17 18 11 48 
(41.5) (27.7} (44.0) (32.0) 

11 13 4 34 
(26.8) (20.0) (16.0) (22.7) 

3 7 2 33 
(7.3) (10.8) (8.OJ (22.0) 

3.1 2.7 2.4 3.7 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are column percentages. 

TABLE 40 

W.O. Tex. C.D. Cal. 

13 16 
(37.1) (10.6) 

13 41 
(37.1) (27.2) 

4 49 
(11.4) (32.5) 

5 45 
(14.3) (29.8) 

2.7 4.8 

Offenders with Prior Adult Arrests by Major Offense 
Categories: Frequencies by District 

Type of 
Crime 

Violent 

Property 

Drug 

Consensual 

Other 

Total 

E.D.N.Y. 

47 
(10.0) 

83 
(12.3) 

66 
(10.2) 

9 
(6.9) 

67 
(11.7) 

110 

S.D.N.Y. E.D.Pa. D.Md. 

63 53 28 
(13.4) (11.3) (6.OJ 

98 87 43 
(14.5) (12.9) (6.4) 

95 91 62 
(14.7) (14.1) (9.6) 

18 24 12 
113.8) (18.5) (9.2) 

80 91 45 
(13.9) (15.8) (7.8) 

131 120 77 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are row percentages. 

D.D.C. W.D.Tex. C.D.Ca!. 

112 21 145 
(23.9) {4.Q) (30.9) 

150 36 177 
(22.3) (5.3) (26.3) 

128 35 168 
(19.8) (5.4) (26.0) 

16 13 38 
(12.3) (10.OJ (29.2) 

125 35 132 
(21.7) (6.1) (23.0) 

179 5I 223 



Tables 38 to 63 

TABLE 41 
Offenders with Prior Adult Arrests by 

Major Offense Category and Supervision Status 

Type of Crime Parolees Probationers 

Violent 

Property 

Drug 

Consensual 

Other 

Total 

341 
(63.6) 

424 
(79.1) 

418 
(78.0) 

89 
(16.6) 

377 
(70.3) 

536 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are cell percentages. 

TABLE 42 

128 
(36.0) 

251 
(70.5) 

228 
(64.0) 

41 
(11.5) 

199 
(55.9) 

356 

Offenders with Prior Adult Arrests by 
Major Offense Category and Age at 

Entry into Mtercare 

Entry Age 

Type of Crime 17-24 25-29 30-34 35-40 Over 40 

Violent 31 101 149 111 72 
(33.3) (43.9) (55.6) (62.4) (64.9) 

Property 58 161 210 144 93 
(62.4) (70.0) (78.4) (80.9) (83.8) 

Drug 58 137 203 142 98 
(62.4) (59.6) (75.7) (79.8) (87.4) 

Consensual 9 18 39 29 34 
(9.7) (7.8) (14.6) <16.3) (30.6) 

Other 50 131 168 134 87 
(53.8) (57.0) (62.7) (75.3) (78.4) 

Total 93 230 268 178 III 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are cell perClmtages. 
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TABLE 43 
Offenders with Prior Adult Arrests 
by Major Offense Category and Sex 

Type of Crime Male 
Violent 433 

(57.9) 
Property 570 

(76.2) 
Drug 553 

(73.9) 
Consensual 105 

(14.0) 
Other 518 

(69.3) 
Total 748 

N01'E: Figures in parentheses are cell percentages. 

TABLE 44 

Female 

35 
(24.5) 

104 
(72.7) 

92 
(64.3) 

24 
(16.8) 

57 
(39.9) 

143 

Offenders with Prior Adult Arrests by 
Major Offense Category and Ethnicity 

Ethnicity 
Type of Crime White Black Hispanic 
Violent 115 313 39 

(42.3) (58.8) (·t5.3) 
Property 180 435 58 

(66.2) (81.8) (67.4) 
Drug 203 370 72 

(74.6) (69.5) (83.7) 
Consensual 39 81 9 

(14.3) (15.2) (10.5) 
Other 163 355 57 

(59.9) (66.7) (66.3) 
Total 272 532 86 

NOTE: Figures in parentheses are cell percentages. 



Tables 38 to 63 

TABLE 45 
Correlation Coefficients for Client Characteristic Variables 

and Outcome Variables: Total Sample 

Outcome Variables 
Average Positive Urine Average Arrests Average Technical 

Variable Samples per Month pel'Month Violations per Month 

Outcome 
Average positive urine 

samples per month .137 .158 
Average arrests 

per month .137 .364 
Average technical 

violations per 
month .158 .364 

Client characteristic 
Status '" parolee .034 .135 .184 
Age at entry .051 -.071 .038 
Sex = male .031 .024 .083 
Ethnicity 

Black .141 .135 .070 
Hispanic -.011 -.096 -.023 

Offense ofinstant 
conviction 

Violent -.053 .084 .129 
Property -.006 .036 .013 
Drug .056 -.063 -.082 
Other .054 -.014 -.036 

Length of sentence 
(parolees) .007 .100 .166 

Length ofincarceration 
(parolees) .008 .074 .188 

Number of prior 
adult arrests .071 .175 .177 

Type of prior arrests 
Violent .051 .082 .130 
Property .008 .087 .134 
Drug -.018 .061 .041 
Consensual .036 .047 -.010 

Prior drug use 
Heroin .085 .075 .143 
Methadone .145 .007 .051 
Other opiates .023 .056 .029 
Barbiturates -.119 .013 -.025 
Amphetamines -.061 -.094 -.067 
Cocaine -.033 -.023 -.107 
Marijuana -.085 -.055 -.016 
Hallucinogens -.080 .019 -.023 
PCP -.016 .037 -.019 

Previous participation 
in drug treatment .133 .076 .099 
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<:0 TABLE 46 ~ 00 

Relationship Between Selected Offender Characteristics and Average Positive Urine Samples per Month: Total Sample 'ti 
CI> ;:s 

Variables in the Equation Summary Table ~ H· 
B Beta Std. ErrorB F MultipleR R2 R2 Change SimpleR to 

Prior use of methadone .3156052 .13083 .08165 14.940*** .14525 .02110 .02110 .14525 
Ethnicity-black .1491680 .10489 .05551 7.222** .19716 .03887 .01777 .14061 
Previous drug treatment .1390264 .09921 .05111 7.399** .22262 .04956 .01069 .13321 
Prior use ofbarbiturates -.1541602 -.08074 .07047 4.786* .24386 .05947 .00991 - .11922 
Instant conviction: drug offense .2481379 .17470 .09601 6.679** .25824 .06669 .00722 .05560 
Instantconviction. other offense .1765844 .09696 .07571 5.440* .26981 .07280 .00611 .05370 
Prior drug arrest -.1325990 -.08490 .06177 4.607* .27544 .07587 .00307 -.01829 
Prior arrest: violent crime .6202308E-01 .04437 .05897 1.106 .28026 .07854 .00267 .05138 
Prior use of marijuana - .5298908E-01 -.03784 .05001 1.123 .28376 .08052 .00198 -.08537 
Prior arrest: consensual crime .6434093E-01 .03253 .07078 .826 .28607 .08184 .00132 .03598 
Prior use of hallucinogens - .9146824E-01 -.03555 .09168 .995 .28813 .08302 .00118 -.08025 
Instant conviction: property crime .8071873E-01 .05322 .08872 .828 .28969 .08392 .00090 -.00621 
Sex-male .5378950E-01 .02842 .06707 .643 .29109 .08473 .00081 .03056 
Prior use of heroin A584016E-01 .03046 .05785 .628 .29237 .08548 .00075 .08494 
Ethnicity-Hispanic .6219146E-Ol .02633 .08720 .509 .29322 .08598 .00050 -.01061 
Length of sentence - .5037723E-03 -.04177 .00068 .547 .29396 .08641 .00043 .00727 
Status-parolee .3710157E-01 .02601 .06758 .301 .29449 .08672 .00031 .03409 
Prior arrest: property crime - A005695E-01 -.02462 .06557 .373 .29499 .08702 .00030 .00789 
Number of prior arrests .3357323E-02 .03480 .00443 .574 .29587 .08754 .00052 .07074 
Prior use of amphetamines - .2898253E-01 -.01640 .06437 .203 .29618 .08772 .00018 -.06147 
Instant conviction: violent crime .3413799E-01 .02037 .10230 .111 .29639 .08785 .00012 -.05345 
Prior use of other opiates .2657170E-01 .01113 .08077 .108 .29660 .08797 .00012 .02307 
Prior use of PCP .2320048E-01 .01017 .07899 .086 .29677 .08807 .00010 -.01556 
Length ofincarceration - .1655217E-02 -.00674 .01235 .018 .29682 .08810 .00003 .00786 
Age at entry - A731051E-03 -.00492 .00378 .016 .29685 .08812 .00002 .05148 
Prior use of cocaine - .5449640E-02 -.00373 .04979 .012 .29687 .08813 .00001 -.03323 

Constant .1231579 

*Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .01 level. ***Significant at the .001 level. 
NOTE: Multiple R ~ .29687; R2 = .08813; adjusted R2 = .06008; standard error = .67707; regression ~. 26; residual = 845. 
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TABLE 47 
Relationship Between Selected Offender Characteristics and Average Positive Urine Samples per Month: Parolees 

Variables in the Equation Summary Table 
B Beta Std. ErrorB F MultipleR R2 R2 Change SimpleR 

Prior use of methadone .4079403 .17369 .10304 15.674** .18611 .03464 .03464 .18611 
Ethnicity-black .1454024 .10476 .07189 4.091* .23136 .05353 .01889 .14844 
Previous drug treatment .1270519 .09357 .06289 4.081* .25799 .06656 .01303 .14097 
Prior use ofbarbiturat<:!s -.1556375 -.08679 .08776 3.145 .28026 .07854 .01199 -.13514 
Instant conviction: drug offense .2874881 .21420 .11654 6.085* .29681 .08809 .00955 .08585 
Number of prior arrests .6832931E-02 .07772 .00503 1.849 .30296 .09178 .00369 .08870 
Prior drug arrest -.1372444 -.08515 .08037 2.916 .31008 .09615 .00436 -.02257 
Prior use of hallucinogens -.1176948 -.05058 .11008 1.143 .31532 .09942 .00327 -.10324 
Ethnicity-Hispanic .1010648 .04499 .10985 .846 .31774 .10096 .00153 .00000 
Instant conviction: other offense .1188894 .06220 .09271 1.645 .31974 .10223 .00127 .00605 
Prior arrest: violent crime .7429823E-01 .05352 .07474 .988 .32208 .10373 .00150 .05087 
Length of sentence -.5581862E-03 -.04615 .00067 .686 .32484 .10552 .00179 -.02244 
Instant conviction: property crime .1183122 .07425 .10884 1.182 .32610 .10634 .00082 .00831 
Instant conviction: violent crime .1007987 .07029 .11743 .737 .32810 .10765 .00131 -.05004 
Prior use of marijuana - .3180597E-01 -.02363 .06247 .259 .32884 .10813 .00048 -.06956 
Age at entry - .2651524E-02 -.02925 .00491 .291 .32976 .10874 .00061 .03180 
Prioruse of heroin .3263985E-01 .02094 .07536 .188 .33036 .10914 .00040 .06668 
Prior arrest; consensual crime .3425740E-01 .01909 .08493 .163 .33093 .10951 .00037 .01396 
Prior use of other opiates .2193422E-01 .01046 .09144 .058 .33109 .10962 .00011 .00992 

!] 
Length ofincarceration -.2182661E-02 -.00956 .0:i231 .031 .33117 .10968 .00006 -.02085 
Prior use of cocaine -.8782877E-02 -.00616 .06502 .018 .33123 .10971 .00004 -.05629 
Prior use of amphetamines - .1059967E-01 -.00657 .07602 .019 .33129 .10975 .00004 -.04199 

~ 

1 
Sex-male - .1250463E-01 -.00557 .10116 .015 .33134 .10978 .00003 -.00333 

0-
Prior use of PCP - .1215126E-01 -.00541 .10235 .014 .33137 .10981 .00002 -.01889 ~ Prior arrest: property crime -.8058477E-02 -.00491 .07937 .010 .33140 .10982 .00002 .01104 

Constant .2034853 ~ 

j *Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .001 level. 0-
w NOTE: Multiple R = .33140; R2 = .10982; adjusted R2 = .06479; standard error = .64644; regression = 25; residual = 494. ~ 
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TABLE 48 0 

0 
Relationship Between Selected Offender Characteristics and Average Positive Urine Samples per Month: Probationers 

Variables in the Eguation Summary Table 
B Beta Std. ErrorB F MultipleR R2 R2 Change SimpleR 

Ethnicity-black .1167241 .07851 .09039 1.667 .12424 .01544 .01544 .12424 
Previous drug treatment .1536534 .10346 .09223 2.775 .16507 .02725 .01181 .11766 
Instant conviction: other offense .1967852 .11257 .14890 1.747 .19633 .03855 .01130 .11563 
Prior use of amphetamines - .6394460E-01 -.03113 .12595 .258 .21558 .04647 .00793 -.10276 
Instant conviction: violent crime -.1930794 -.07114 .23251 .690 .22906 .05247 .00600 -.11382 
Prior use ofbarbiturates -.1242061 -.05909 .12503 .987 .23669 .05602 .00355 -.09765 
Prior use of methadone .1502083 .06024 .13957 1.158 .24377 .05942 .00340 .09273 
Sex-male .1211731 .07154 .09884 1.503 .25044 .06272 .00330 .04760 
Prior arrest: property crime -.8899732E-01 -.05482 .12449 .511 .25596 .06552 .00280 -.00157 
Prior use of marijuana - .9345257E--01 -.06301 .08889 1.105 .26295 .06914 .00363 -.10294 
Prior use of heroin .8366409E-Ol .05569 .09675 .748 .26662 .07109 .00195 .09496 
Prior arrest: consensual crime .1279381 .05521 .13331 .921 .27000 .07290 .00181 .06418 
Number of prior arrests - .5415606E-02 -.04230 .00979 .306 .27317 .07462 .00172 .01896 
Prior arrest: violent crime .6765722E-01 .04384 .10073 .451 .27593 .07614 .00152 .03132 
Instant conviction: drug offense .1564422 .10006 .18587 .708 .27851 .07757 .00143 .00530 
Prior drug arrest - .9041271E-01 -.05848 .10881 .690 .28157 .07928 .00171 -.02666 
Prioruse of PCP .8310064E-01 .03573 .13319 .389 .28338 .08030 .00102 -.01034 
Prior use of hallucinogens -.1047814 -.03469 .17463 .360 .28474 .08108 .00078 -.05099 
Use of other opiates .7112254E-01 .02355 .17207 .171 .28548 .08150 .00042 .03832 
Prior use of cocaine .2903127E--01 .01914 .08342 .121 .28607 .08184 .00034 .00638 
Instant conviction: property crime .4568058E-01 .03041 .17498 .068 .28639 .08202 .00018 -.00664 
Age at entry .1480138E-02 .01351 .00637 .054 .28665 .08217 .00015 .06528 

Constant .1305187 

NOTE: MultipleR = .28665; ~ = .08217;adjustedR2 = .02004; standard error = .73508;regression = 22; residual = 325. 
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TABLE 49 
Prior Use of Methadone by Previous 

Participation in Drug Treatment 

Previous Participation 
in Dru!{Treatment 

CJientType Yes No 

Prior methadone users 67 18 
(80.7) (19.3) 

Other clients 414 386 
(51.8) (48.3) 

NOTE: figures in parentheses are row percentages. 

Tables 38 to 63 

Total 

85 
(100) 

800 
(100) 

101 
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~ 0 TABLE 50 t-.:> 'tl Relationship Between Selected Offender Characteristics and Average Positive C\) 
;::! 

Urine Samples per Month: District of Columbia ~ 
~. 

Variables in the Equation Summary Table t:J:j 

B Beta Std. ErrorB F Mnltiplf'R R2 R2Change SimpleR 

Previous drug treatment .5108597 .24500 .16692 9.367** .20466 .04189 .04189 .20466 
Status-parolee -.7095187 -.24287 .27655 6.582* .28983 .08400 .04211 -.16278 
Prior arrest: consensual crime .8097190 .22920 .30716 6.949** .35764 .12790 .04390 .17818 
Instant conviction: other offense .5414806 .26463 .26351 4.223* .39126 .15308 .02518 .16842 
Ethnicity-Black 1.174418 .14876 .63735 3.395 .41881 .17541 .02232 .09903 
Prior arrest: property crime -.3524325 -.12884 .22496 2.454 .43796 .19181 .01641 -.15668 

j Prior use of methadone .4298548 .16067 .20729 4.300* .45730 .20913 .01731 .15244 
Prior use ofhallucinogp-ns -.6378007 -.10371 .48785 1.709 .46740 .21846 .00933 -.11324 
Prior drug arrest -.2905900 -.13013 .20758 1.960 .47445 .22511 .00664 -.00887 I Prior use of amphetamines -.2257789 -.08545 .20293 1.238 .48235 .23266 .00756 -.01943 
Sex-male .1413825 .04092 .28343 .249 .48659 .23677 .00411 -.00413 
Prior use of cocaine .8729389E-02 .06614 .01451 .362 .48917 .23929 .00252 .07516 

I Number of prior arrests .1796139 .07584 .20596 .761 .49101 .24109 .00180 -.04327 
Instant conviction: other offense .1319800 .05333 .20562 .412 .49274 .24279 .00171 .01430 ;1 
Prior use of barbiturates -.1114250 -.02750 .35588 .098 .49398 .24402 .00123 -.07958 

II Length of sentence - .8202025E-03 -.05545 .00156 .275 .49493 .24495 .00094 -.14919 
Instant conviction: violent crime .1855971 .08073 .25944 .512 .49673 .24674 .00178 -.09696 \ 
Instant conviction: property crime .1389441 .06613 .23148 .360 .49841 .24841 .00167 -.07473 ::1 
Age at entry - .2820982E-02 -.01924 .01431 .039 .49880 .24880 .00040 .08790 

11 

Prior use of heroin .5692344E-01 .02384 .18803 .092 049918 .24918 .00037 .03329 
Prior use of other opiates - .6360336E-01 -.02407 .20577 .096 .49964 .24964 .00046 -.00326 
Prior use of PCP A022258E-01 .01278 .24995 .026 049980 .24980 .00016 .03613 ~I 

Length ofincarceration - .5113133E-02 -.01547 .03174 .026 049991 .24991 .00011 -.09373 i! 
;J 

Prior arrest: violent crime .2201057E-01 .01057 .20711 .011 .49997 .24997 .00006 -.01442 II 

Constant -.1649445 jl 

*Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .01 level. 
.~ 

!l 
NOTE:MllltipleR = .49997;R2 = ,24997;adjustedR2 = .12916; standard error = .94323; regression = 24; residual = 149. ~ 
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TABLE5! 
Relationship Between Selected Offender Characteristics and Average Positive 

;1 Urine Samples per Month: District of Columbia Parolees 

Variables in the Equation Summary Table 
]1 
:I 

B Beta Std. ErrorB F MultipleR R2 R2 Cbange SimpleR "I 
Previous drug treatment .4773421 .25074 .16123 8.765** .24239 .05875 .058'75 .24239 ~ 
Prior arrest: consensual crime .7699782 .25399 .28261 7.423** .32943 .10852 .04977 .19315 ,I 

Prior use of methadone .5447179 .22584 .19842 7.537** .38080 .14501 .03649 .22755 ~I 
Instant conviction: drug offense .5332996 .29311 .26034 4.196* .42447 .18017 .03516 .19680 ,I 
Prior use of amphetamines -.3023427 -.13256 .19240 2.469 .44118 .19464 .01447 -.02020 I 

1 
Prior use of hallucinogens -.6782029 -.10362 .54270 1.562 .45278 .20501 .01037 -.10305 I 
Instant conviction: violent crime .2358480 .11964 .24677 .913 .46009 .21168 .00667 -.06985 I 
Ethnicity-black .8720407 .07742 .94867 .845 .46585 .21702 .00534 .06283 '.)1 

Prior use ofmarijuana .1038545 .05497 .16579 .392 .46902 .21998 .00297 .00982 ~ 
Prior use of barbiturates -.1498921 -.0388E! .36961 .164 .47163 .22243 .00245 -.10342 

'I 
Length ofincarceration - .9608966E-03 -.00322 .02962 .001 .47407 .22474 .00231 -.03792 , 

I 

Prior use of cocaine .104340 ... .04792 .19877 .276 .47618 .22675 .00201 .05823 ~ Prior drug arrest -.1409757 -.06985 .20730 .462 .47754 .22805 .00130 .05279 
Length of sentence - .8399109E-03 -.06144 .00146 .333 .47853 .22900 .00095 -.10254 ~ ~ 

Instant conviction: other offense .1256622 .05772 .19752 0405 .48020 .23059 .00160 -.06384 
Instant conviction: property crime .1194386 .06422 .21397 .312 .48190 .23223 .00164 -.06744 

11 
Number of prior arrests .7418866E-02 .06281 .01336 .308 .48283 .23312 .00090 .13696 
Age at entry - .9290062E-02 -.06771 .01570 .350 .48417 .23442 .00130 .08451 

, 

Prior use of PCP -.1114498 -.03655 .26724 .174 .48519 .23541 .00099 -.03665 ~ ~ 
0-

j 
Prior use of heroin .3263953E-01 .01499 .19424 .028 .48540 .23561 .00020 .01947 ...... 
Prior arrest: violent crime .3070590E-01 .01582 .18809 .027 .48556 .23577 .00016 .02605 ~ j 

Constant -.6239381 ~ 1 

.... 

I f-' *Significant at the .05 level. "''''Significant at the .01 level. 0 

0 NOTE: Multiple R = .48556; R2 = .23577; adjusted R2 = .11136; standard error = .85010; regression = 21; residual = 129. ~ 00 
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...... TABLE 52 
0 Relationship Between Selected Offender Characterigtics and Average Positive fl:>.. 

Urine Samples per Month: Total Sample, Excluding District of Columbia 

Variables in theEguation Summ~Table 

B Beta Std. ErrorB F MultiEleR R2 R2 Charw,e 

Prior use of barbiturates -.1262739 -.08653 .06173 4.185* .10620 .01128 .01128 
Prior use of methadone .1878387 .08637 .08433 4.961* .14301 .02045 .00917 
Instant com'iction: other offense .1627284 .10699 .08000 4.137* .16565 .02744 .00699 
Previous drug treatment .6088676E-01 .05399 .04720 1.664 .18168 .03301 .00557 
Prior use of marijuana - .6695490E-01 -.05940 .04618 2.102 .19217 .03693 .00392 
Prior arrest: violent crime .9247166E-01 .08208 .05393 2.940 .19807 .03923 .00230 
Instant t:onviction: violent crime - .5031952E-01 -.03665 .10856 .215 .20860 .04351 .00428 
Prior use of heroin A617899E-01 .03866 .05465 .714 .21202 .04495 .00144 
Instant conviction: drug offense .1064883 .09284 .10155 1.100 .21510 .04627 .00132 
Prior drug arrest - A273806E-Ol -.03382 .05722 .558 .218Z2 .04762 .00135 
Prior use of amphetamines - A052501E-01 -.02864 .06025 0452 .22043 .04859 .00097 
Ethnicity-Hispanic .7016347E-Ol .04062 .07249 .937 .22192 .04925 .00066 
Ethnicity-black .3836701E-Ol .03405 .04887 .616 .22456 .05043 .00118 
Prior arrest: property crime .4462343E-Ol .03490 .06025 .549 .22575 .05096 .00054 
Number of prior arrests - .3031261E-02 -.03786 .00419 .523 .22724 .05164 .00067 
Prior arrest: consensual crime .3818013E-01 .02484 .06303 .367 .22817 .05206 .00042 
Se:l<-male .2865861E--01 .01953 .05932 .233 .22893 .05241 .00035 
Prior use of other opiates - .3824931E-!)1 -.01774 .08426 .206 .22963 .05273 .00032 
Age at entry -.1883653E-02 -.024GO .00342 .304 .23029 .05303 .00030 
Prior use of PCP - .3990087E-01 -.02139 .07455 .286 .23103 .05337 .00034 
Prior use of cocaine .2505F70E-01 .02170 .04489 .311 .23189 .05377 .00040 
Status-parolee .3227385E-01 .02857 .06354 .25:'3 .23264 .05412 .00035 
Instant conviction: property crime .3084689E-01 .02486 .09587 .104 .23297 .05428 .00015 
Prior use of hallucinogens - .1698374E-01 -.00876 .07952 .046 .23311 .05434 .00007 
Length of sentence - .1735844E-03 -.01631 .00077 .050 .23321 .05439 .00005 
Length ofincarceration .1660631E-02 .00809 .01283 .017 .23326 .05441 .00002 

Constant .2259593 

*Significant at the .05IeveI. 
NOTE: Muitiple R = .23326; R2 = .05441; adjusted R2 = .01777; standard error = .55868; regression = 26; residual = 671. 
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TABLE 53 
Relationship Between Selected Offender Characteristics and Average Positive 

Urine Samples per Month: All Parolees, Excluding District of Columbia 

Variables in the Egnation Summary Table 
B Beta Std. ErrorB F MultieleR R2 R2 Chang:e SimeleP 

Prior use of barbiturate , -.1096425 -.08728 .07569 2.099 .10850 .01177 .01177 -.10850 
Prior use ofheroin .8818596E-01 .07477 .07151 1.521 .13844 .01916 .00739 .09158 
Ethnicity-Hispanic .1158825 .07798 .08841 1.718 .15323 .02348 .00432 .08076 
Ethnicity-black .5871395E-01 .05732 .06278 .875 .16779 .02815 .00467 .05150 
Prior use of methadone .1599843 .07252 .11957 1.790 .17834 .031E1 .00365 .06260 
Prior use of marijuana - .5074108E-01 -.04949 .05911 .737 .18548 .03440 .00259 -.08104 
Prior drug arrest -.1128556 -.08799 .07707 2.144 .19154 .03669 .00228 -.04647 
Instant conviction: drug offense- .3854650E-01 .03753 .13639 .080 .20171 .04069 .00400 .03423 
Prior arrest: violent crime .7895143E--{}1 .07502 .07095 1.238 .20741 .04302 .00233 .04336 
Instant conviction: other offense- .4159143E-01 .02559 .10767 .149 .21299 .04536 .00235 .00363 
Prior use of cocaine - .4610613E-Ol -.04345 .05950 .600 .21758 .04734 .00198 -.07242 
Instant conviction: violent crime - .9094684E-01 -.08334 .13594 .448 .21958 .04822 .D0088 -.02878 
Prior arrest; consensual crime - .3440853E-01 -.02656 .07494 .211 22137 .04901 .00079 -.028!6 
Prior use of hallucinogens - .5907250E-Ol -.03742 .09303 .403 .22313 .04979 .00078 -.07391 
Prior use of PCP .4583023E-01 .02670 .09835 .217 .22455 .05042 .00063 -.00701 
Prior use of amphetamines .3273891E-01 .02696 .07168 .209 .22561 .05090 .00048 -.04355 
Instant conviction: property crime -.5489756E-01 -.04016 .13398 .168 .22655 .05133 .00043 -.03058 
Age at entry -.1102981E-02 -.01651 .00420 .069 .22707 .05156 .00023 .02178 ~ Sex-male - .1977703E-01 -.01179 .09178 .046 .22739 .05171 .00015 -.00499 0-
Prior use of other opiates - .1905139E-01 -.01070 .09721 .038 . 22761 .05181 .00010 -.03275 ..... 

~ Number of prior arrests .579644 7E-03 .00852 .00461 .016 .22768 .05184 .00003 .01303 
~ Length of sentence - .6828587E-04 -.00667 .00065 .011 .22775 .05187 .00003 .00796 

Constant .4052311 .... 
..... 0 
0 

NOTE: Multiple R = .22775: R2 = .05187; adjusted R2 = .00842; standard error = .51486; regression = 22; residual = 346. ~ en 



TABLE 54 ~ 
Relationship Between Selected Offender Characteristics and Average NUmber of Arrests per Month: Total Sample § 

Number of prior arrests 
Age at el.try 
Ethnicity-black 
Status--parolee 
Prior use of marijuana 
Ethnicity-Hispanic 
Previous drugtreatment 
Prior drug arrest 
Instant conviction; drug offense 
Prior use of other opiates 
Prior use ofhallucinogens 
Instant conviction; violent crime 
Prior arrest; violent crime 
Instant conviction; property crime 
Prior use of PCP 
Prior use of amphetamines 
Prior use of barbiturates 
Instant conviction; other offense 
Prior use of methadone 
Prior use of heroin 
Length of sentence 
Prior arrest; consensual crime 
Length ofincarceration 
Prior arrest; property crime 

Constant 

B 

.2034903E-01 
- . 1874962F.r-Ol 

.1246380 

.1285098 
- .8822667E-Ol 
-.1347181 

.5764652E-01 

.1181903 

.8017861E-03 

.9993377E-Ol 

.9180144E-01 

.1583556 
-.6319983E-01 

.1039452 

.6045656E-Ol 
- .4679541E-01 

.4717210E-01 

.3565746E-01 
- .3371602E-Ol 

.2458781E-Ol 
-.2079339E-03 

.1542904E-01 

.1759693E-02 
- .7647042E-02 

.5282826 

Variables in the Equation 
Beta Std. ErrorB 

.20596 .00449 
- .19060 .00384 

.08558 .05637 

.08799 .06836 
- .06153 .05017 
- .05570 .08852 

.04017 .05174 

.07390 .06272 

.00055 .09723 

.04089 .08206 

.03484 .09272 

.09227 .10389 
- .04415 .05899 

.06692 .09013 

.02587 .07974 
- .02586 .06506 

.02413 .07147 

.01912 .07687 
- .01365 .08283 

.01596 .05872 
- .01684 .00069 

.00762 .07159 

.00699 .01255 
- .00459 .06661 

F 

20.528** 
23.889** 

4.889* 
3.534 
3.092 
2.316 
1.241 
3.551 

.000 
1.483 

.980 
2.323 
1.148 
1.330 

.575 

.517 

.436 

.215 

.166 

.175 

.090 

.046 

.020 

.013 

MultipleR 

.17535 

.24128 

.26697 

.28284 

.28710 

.29145 

.29483 

.29812 

.30373 

.30670 

.30843 

.30950 

.31135 

.31286 

.31381 

.31434 

.31512 

.31540 

.31568 

.31593 

.31604 

.31612 

.31615 

.31617 

*Significant at the .05IeveJ. **Significant at the .0011eveJ. _ 
NOTE:MultipleR = .31617;R2 = .09997;adjustedR2 = .07446; standard error = .68801; regression = 24; residual = 847. 

Summary Table 
R2 R2 Change 

.03075 .03075 

.05822 .02747 

.07127 .01306 

.08000 .00872 

.08243 .00243 

.08494 .00251 

.08693 .00198 

.08888 .00195 

.09225 .00338 

.09407 .00181 

.09513 .00106 

.09579 .00066 

.09694 .00115 

.09788 .00094 

.09848 .00060 

.09881 .00033 

.09930 .00049 

.09948 .00018 

.09965 .00017 

.09981 .00016 

.09988 .00007 

.09993 .00005 

.09995 .00002 

.09997 .00001 

SimpleR 

.17535 
-.07107 

.13519 

.13482 
-.05473 
-.09569 

.07561 

.06145 
-.06260 

.05608 

.01925 

.08447 

.08280 

.03588 

.03670 
-.00937 

.01314 
-.01448 

.00693 

.07487 

.09974 

.04704 

.07354 

.08662 
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TABLE 55 
Relationship Between Selected Offender Characteristics and Average Number of Arrests per Month: Parolees 

Variables in the Equation Summary Table 
B Beta Std. ErrorB F Multipl...:.!!.. R2 R2 Change SimpleR 

Ethnicity-black .1925459 .12012 .08304 5.376* .1368~ .01874 .01874 .13689 
.:1 Age at entry - . 1848076E-U1 -.17651 .00569 10.541 ** .17884 .03198 .01324 -.12489 

Number of prior arrests .1894696E-01 .18660 .00583 10.551** .24325 .05917 .02718 .09947 ! 
Prior use of other opiates .1791590 .07399 .10611 2.851 .25451 .06478 .00561 .06885 

;1 
Instant conviction: drug offense - .9175162E-01 -.05919 .12385 .549 .26475 .07009 .00532 -.09438 
Prior drug arrest .1447550 .07776 .09245 2.452 .27233 .07416 .00407 .01453 ;1 

Prior use of marijuana - .8773915E-01 -.05644 .07232 1.472 .27752 .07702 .00285 -.1)4083 

il Prior use of PCP .1674147 .06452 .11720 2.040 .28379 .08054 .00352 .07412 
Prior use of cocaine - .9324688E-01 -.05664 07556 1.523 .28737 .08258 .00205 -.06166 ~j 
Prior use of hallucinogens .1379449 .05133 .12719 1.176 .29110 .08474 .00216 .03332 ~,' 

Prior use of methadone -.1472774 -.05429 .11966 1.515 .29501 .08703 .00229 -.03000 
Prior arrest: violent crime - .9005350E-01 -.05617 .08640 1.086 .29776 .08866 .00163 .01707 
Previous drug treatment .5569959E-01 .03552 .07059 .623 .29929 .08957 .00092 .03830 
Prior arrest: consensual crime .5346048E-01 .02579 .09848 .295 .30089 .09053 .00096 .03014 
Instant conviction: violent crime .1257323 .07591 .12794 .966 .30214 .09129 .00076 .05529 
Instant conviction: property crime .9591145E-01 .05212 .11928 .647 .30356 .09215 .00086 .07863 
Prior use of barbiturates .6879212E-01 .03321 .10184 .456 .30489 .09296 .00081 .02300 ~ Prior arrest: property crime -.3674494E-01 -.01937 .09210 .159 .30547 .09331 .00035 .04019 

, 
, 

Ethnicity-Hispanic -.5001781E-01 -.01928 .12731 .154 .30597 .09362 .00031 -.09517 ~ Sex-male -.4485556E-01 -.01729 .11762 .145 .30643 .09390 .00028 -.01769 ~ ~ Prior use of amphetamines - .2120030E-01 -.01139 .08824 .058 .30658 .09399 .00009 -.00261 0-

~ Length of sentence - .2238643E-03 -.01602 .00077 .085 .30674 .09409 .00010 .00413 "-
~ 

Length ofincarceration .2806707E-02 .01065 .01417 .039 .30686 .09416 .00007 -.01693 
~ Constant .7482509 

~ ..... 
*Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .01 level. 0 

....... 
~ ~ 0 NOTE:MultipleR = .30686;R2 = .09416;adjustedR2 = .05216; standard error = .75162; regression = 23; residual = 496. -.J , 

!J 
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~ 0 TABLE 56 CO 'ti Relationship Between Selected Offender Characteristics and Average Number of Arrests per Month: Probationers <1l 
;::J 
~ 

Variables in the Equation Summary Table ~. 

B Beta Std. ErrorB F Multi21eR R2 R2 Change Sim21eR O:l 
Number of prior arrests .2522154E-01 .24273 .00781 10.440* .25128 .06314 .06314 .25128 
Age at entry ~ .1549675E-01 ~.17428 .00505 9,435* .28521 .08135 .01821 -.05182 
Ethnicity-Hispanic -.2296786 -.11202 .11943 3.698 .30161 .09097 .00962 - .10419 
Prior use ofheroin .6561337E-01 .05381 .07781 .711 .31086 .09663 .00':567 .13027 
Prior use of cocaine .7470608E-01 .06068 .06617 1.275 .31740 .10075 .00411 .08049 
Prior use of amphetamines -.8044327E-Ol -.04825 .09757 .680 .32314 .10442 .00367 -.06273 
Prior drug arrest .5269544E-01 .04200 .08676 .369 .32727 .10710 .00268 .08725 
Prior arrest: property crime .1217416 .09240 .09897 1.513 .33255 .11059 .00349 .13747 
Prior use of methadone .1004727 .04964 .11081 .822 .33558 .11262 .00202 .08102 
Instant conviction: drug offense .1821866 .14357 .14nO 1.534 .::l3860 .11465 .00203 -.04667 
Prior use of other opiates -.1174889 -.04793 .13525 .755 .34146 .11659 .00194 -.01513 
Ethnicity-black .6688923E-01 .05543 .07431 .810 .34416 .11844 .00185 .10123 
Prior use of marijuana - ,4478324E-01 -.03720 .07064 ,402 .34587 .11962 .00118 -.06164 
Instant conviction: violent crime .1637101 .07431 .18486 .784 .34750 .12076 .00113 .02878 
Previous drug treatment .3298797E-01 .02737 .07288 .205 .34815 .12121 .00045 .10670 
Instant conviction: other offense .7262165E-01 .05118 .11807 .378 .34878 .12164 .00043 -.01291 
Prior arrest: consensual crime - ,4710715E-01 -.02505 .10570 .199 .34939 .12207 .00043 .05407 
Instant conviction: property crime .5814321E-01 .04768 .13843 .176 .34998 .12249 .00041 .04889 
Sex-male - .2586623E-01 -.01881 .07838 .109 .35047 .12283 .00034 .00799 
Prior arrest: violent crime - .1279784E-01 -.01022 .08009 .026 .35058 .12291 .00008 .10553 
Prior use of PCP - .1769987E-01 -.00938 .10564 .028 .35066 .12296 .00006 -.01950 
Prior use of hallucinogens .1809492E-01 .00738 .13855 .017 .35073 .12301 .00005 -.03409 

Constant .3102771 

"Significant at the .01 level. 

NOTE: Multiple R = .35073;R2 = .12301; adjusted R2 ~ .06365; standard error = .58319; regression = 22; residual = 325. 



Tables 38 to 63 

TABLE 57 
Average Number of Arrests per Month per 

Offender While in Program by Age at Entry and 
Number of Prior Arrests 

Number of Prior Arrests 

Ent!}:Ag:e 0-2 3-5 6--10 11-15 16+ 

17-24 0.15** 0.27 0.69* 2.0* 1.0* 
(n=33) (n=37) (n = 16) Cn=4) (n=2) 

25-29 0.22** 0.31 0.44 0.94* 1.2* 
(n=72) (n = 68) (n=63) (n = 17) (n= 10) 

30-34 0.10** 0.19** 0.47 0.50 1.03* 
(n=41) (n=64) (n= 87) (n=42) (n=34) 

35-40 0.17** 0.19** 0.35 0.26 0.50 
(n= 18) (n = 32) (n= 49) (n= 31) (n=48) 

Over 40 0.00** 0.00** 0.19** 0.27 0.~9 
(n=7) (n= 14) (n= 27) (n=22) (n = 41) 

*Six highest values. **Nine lowest values. 
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TABLE 58 ~ ...... 

0 
Relationship Between Selected Offender Characteristics and 'ti 

'" Average Number of Alleged Technical Violations per Month: Total Sample ~ 
I=l.. 
~. 

Variables in the Equation SummaryTable b:1 
B Beta Std. ErrorB F Multipl"R R2 R 2Change SimpleR 

-----

Length ofincarceration .4977450E-01 .11719 .02117 5.531 * .18763 .03520 .03520 .18763 
Number of prior arrests .2333393E-01 .13991 .00759 9.449** .22665 .05137 .01617 .17739 
Prior use of cocaine -.2163873 -.08579 .08527 6.439* .24547 .06026 .00889 -.10661 
Age at entry - .1306386E-01 -.07867 .00648 4.060* .25824 .06669 .00643 .03775 
Prior use of heroin .1502557 .05776 .09884 2.311 .27086 .07336 .00668 .14321 
Prior use of amphetamines -.2785657 -.09118 .10567 6.950** .28080 .07885 .00549 -.06747 
Prior arrest: property crime .1749578 .06222 .11180 2.449 .28875 .08338 .00453 .13452 
Status-parolee .2602875 .10557 .11551 5.078* .29682 .08810 .00472 .18417 
Prior arrest: consensual crime -.1881562 -.05502 .12088 2.423 .30201 .09121 .00311 -.00984 
Instant conviction: violent crime .1662312 .05738 .17528 .899 .30536 .09324 .00204 .12883 
Prior use of me thad one .1593435 .03821 .13995 1.296 .30797 .09484 .00160 .05064 
Length of sentence - .1284139E-02 -.06160 .00117 1.210 .31006 .09614 .00129 .16596 
Prior use of marijuana .8619362E-Ol .03561 .08495 1.030 .31190 .09728 .00114 -.01560 
Prior use of other opiates .1187960 .02879 .13790 .742 .31323 .09811 .00083 .02904 
Instant conviction: property crime .2085552E-01 .00795 .15135 .019 .31409 .09865 .00054 .01325 
Ethnicity-Hispanic -.9272548E-01 -.02271 .13629 .463 .31474 .0990-6 .00041 -.02327 
Sex-male .8554381E-01 .02615 .11484 .555 .31529 .09941 .00035 .08274 
Prior arrest: violent crime - .6202464E-01 -.02567 .10072 .379 .31589 .09979 .00038 .13027 
Prior drug arrest £413212E-01 .02375 .10553 .369 .31629 .10004 .00025 .04084 
Instant conviction: drug offense - .9404393E-01 -.03830 .16407 .329 .31672 .10031 .00027 -.08229 
Previous drug treatment .3723705E-Ol .01537 .08760 .181 .31705 .10052 .00021 .09861 
Prior use of hallucinogens - .6242525E-Ol -.01404 .15418 .164 .31727 .10066 .00013 -.02308 
Instant conviction: other offense - .3550303E-01 -.01128 .12956 .075 .31739 .10073 .00008 -.03593 
Prior use of PCP .3385682E-01 .00858 .13459 .063 .31749 .10080 .00007 -.01920 

Constant .6350896 

*Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .01 level. 
NOTE: MultipleR = .31749;R2 = .10080;adjustedR2 = .07532; standard error = 1.16088; regression = 24; residual = 847. 
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Number of prior arrests 
Instant conviction: drug offense 
Prior use of cocaine 
Prior arrest: consensual crime 
Prior use of amphetamines 
Instant conviction: other offense 
Prior use ofheroin 
Prior use of other opiates 
Length ofincarceration 
Age at entry 
Prior arrest: property crime 
Length of sentence 
Prior drug !lrrest 
Prior use of PCP 
Sex-male 
Prior use of hallucinogens 
Prior use of methadone 
Prior use of marijuana 
Previous drug treatment 
Instant conviction: property crime 
Ethnicity-Hispanic 
Instant conviction: violent crime 
Prior use of barbiturates 

Constant 

TABLE 59 
Relationship Between Selected Offender Characteristics and 
Average Number of Technical Violations per Month: Parolees 

Variables in the Equation 
B Beta Std. ErrorB F MultiEleR 

.2665232E-01 .15297 .00970 7.554** .14838 
-.3842219 -.14446 .23145 2.756 .19220 
-.2582744 -.09142 .13020 3.935* .21773 
-.2046526 -.05754 .16977 1.453 .23186 
-.2566237 -.08032 .15190 2.854 .24254 
-.2436410 -.06432 .18518 1.731 .25200 

.1744256 .05646 .14932 1.364 .25882 

.2192222 .05276 .18293 1.436 .26283 

.4108178E-01 .09082 .02465 2.777 .26707 
- .1154682E-01 -.06427 .00977 1.398 .27160 

.1833830 .05633 .15869 1.335 .27559 
- .1437155E-02 -.05995 .00135 1.134 .27962 

.1736661 .05437 .15996 1.179 .28292 

.1699170 .03816 .20446 .691 .28559 

.1619918 .03638 .19898 .663 .28741 
-.1764772 -.03827 .21528 .672 .28914 

.1393256 .02993 .20591 .458 .29071 

.8368780E-01 .03137 .12433 .453 .29201 

.7334442E-01 .02726 .12594 .339 .29293 
-.1189430 -.03767 .21693 .301 .29373 
- .8402386F'-{)1 -.01887 .19829 .180 .29426 
- .5124155E-01 -.01803 .22572 .052 .29440 
- .3111736E-01 -.00876 .17485 .032 .29450 

.8801181 

*Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .01 level. 

Summary Table 
R2 R2 Change 

.02202 .02202 

.03694 .01493 

.04741 .01047 

.05376 .00635 

.05882 .00506 

.06351 .00468 

.06699 .00348 

.06908 .00209 

.07133 .00225 

.07377 .00244 

.07595 .00218 

.07819 .00224 

.08004 .00185 

.08156 .00152 

.08260 .00104 

.08360 .00100 

.08451 .00091 

.08527 .00076 

.08581 .00053 

.08628 .00047 

.08659 .00031 

.08667 .00009 

.08673 .00006 

NOTE: Multiple R ~ .29450; R2 = .08673; adjusted R2 = .04438; standard error = 1.29499; regression = 23; residual = 496 . 

SimEleR 
.14838 

-.11315 
-.11792 
-.03527 
-.08456 
-.03994 

.11864 

.02366 

.10392 

.03344 
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l-' TABLE 60 t\:) 

Relationship Between Selected Offender Charac-reristics and 
Average Number of Technical Violations per Month: Probationers 

Variables in the Equ&don Summary Table 
B Beta Std. ErrorB F MultipleR R2 R2 Change 

Prior arrest: property crime .2152482 .10427 .15748 1.868 .12406 .01539 .01539 
Prior use of amphetamines -.3120804 -.11948 .15617 3.993* .15777 .02489 .00950 
Instant conviction: violent crime .9156156 .26527 .29363 9.723** .18853 .03554 .01065 
Age at entry -.1633268E-Ol -.11724 .00805 4.115* .21072 .04440 .00886 
Prior use of methadone .2119495 .06684 .17456 1.474 .22169 .04914 .00474 
Prior use of cocaine -.1325007 -.06869 .10565 1.573 .22973 .05278 .00363 
Number of prior arrests . 1547995E-Ol .09509 .01229 1.586 .23622 .05580 .00302 
Prior arrest: violent crime -.1303618 -.06642 .12572 1.075 .24050 .05784 .00204 
Instant conviction: other offense .4536100 .20405 .18764 5.844* .24447 .05976 .00192 
Instant conviction: property crime .5124526 .26824 .22114 5.370* .25012 .06256 .00280 
Instant conviction: drug offense .5047327 .25387 .23349 4.673* .27204 .07400 .01144 
Prior use of hallucinogens .2419303 .06299 .22097 1.199 .27664 .07653 .00253 
Prior use ofheroin .1092669 .05720 .11725 .868 .28023 .07853 .00199 
Ethnic: ty-Hispanic -.1243513 -.03871 .19090 .424 .28444 .08091 .00238 
Prior use of other opiates -.1418882 -.03694 .21827 .423 .28645 .08205 .00115 
Prior arrest: consensual crime -.1194092 -.04052 .16794 .506 .28829 .08311 .00106 
Ethnicity-black .8853272E-01 .04683 .12159 .530 .28972 .08394 .00083 
Prior use of PCP -.1026720 -.03472 .16853 .371 .29124 .08482 .00088 
Prior use ofbarbiturar<;!s .8369695E-01 .03131 .15777 .281 .29267 .08566 .00084 
Prior use of marijuana ,4260719E-Ol .02259 .11123 .147 .29333 .08604 .00039 
Prior drug arrest - .2846758E-01 -.01448 .13783 .043 .29353 .08616 .00012 

Constant .2953521 

*Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .01 level. 
NOTE: Multiple R = .29353; R2 = .08616; adjusted R2 = .02730; standard error = .93130; regression = 21; residual = 326. 
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TABLE 61 
Relationship Between Selected Treatment Services and Average Number of Positive Urine Samples per Month 

Variables in the Equation Sumrnlll'YTable 
B Bet'l Std. ErrorB F MUltipleR R2 R2 Change SimpleR 

Prior use of methadone .3124440 .12952 .07975 15.350*** .14525 .02110 .02110 .14525 
Ethnicity-black .1639023 .11525 .04876 11.297*** .19716 .03887 .01777 .14061 
Previous drug treatment .1704272 .12162 .04660 13.376*** .22262 .04956 .01069 .13321 
Prior use ofbarbiturates -.1884658 -.09871 .06413 8.638** .24386 .05947 .00991 -.11922 
Instant conviction: drug offense .1761641 .12403 .05363 10.791** .25824 .06669 .00722 .05560 
Instant conviction: other offense .1402655 .07702 .06077 5.328* .26981 .07280 .00611 .05370 
Prior drug arrest - .9350044E-D1 -.05987 .05747 2.647 .27544 .07587 .00307 -.01829 
Received psychotherapy -.7849454E-D1 -.04202 .06358 1.524 .27864 .07764 .00177 -.08501 
Counseling sessions per month .1600338E-D1 .02786 .01907 .704 .27978 .07828 .00064 .01027 
Office visits per month .1214094E-D1 .01922 .02110 .331 .28039 .07862 .00034 -.00630 
Home visits per month .4478229E-D2 .00360 .04234 .011 .28041 .07863 .00001 -.06078 

Constant .1948908 

*Significant at the .05 level. '-Significant at the .01 lev!'!. ***Significant at the ,001 level. 
NOTE: Multiple R = .28041; R2 = .07863; adjusted R2 = .06708; standard error = .67454; regression = 11; residual = 877. 
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TABLE 62 
Relationship Between Selected Treatment Services and Average Number of Arrests per Month 

Variables in the Equation Summary Table 
B Beta Std. ErrorB F MultiEleR R2 R2Change 

Number of prior arrests .1950605E-01 .19743 .00372 27.496** .17535 .03075 .03075 
Age at entry - .1922510E-01 -.19543 .00359 28.649** .24128 .05822 .02747 
Ethnicity-black .6526142E-01 .04481 .05349 1.489 .26697 .07127 .01306 
Counseling sessions per month - . 7208640E-O 1 -.12254 .01933 13.911** .28408 .08070 .00943 
Status-parolee .1436035 .09832 .05181 7.681* .30086 .09052 .00981 
Office visits per month -.6592320E-Ol -.10189 .02117 9.700* .31871 .10158 .01106 
Home visits permonth -.7736313E-Ol -.06081 .04296 3.243 .32419 .10510 .00352 
Ethnicity-Hispanic -.1597876 -.06606 .08498 3.535 .32890 .10818 .00308 
Instant conviction: violent crime .9741625E-01 .05676 .05888 2.737 .33208 .11028 .00210 
Prior use of marijuana -.6505242E-Ol -.04537 .04726 1.894 .33480 .11209 .00181 
Prior drug arrest .6549205E-01 .04095 .05473 1.432 .33705 .11360 .00152 

. Received psychotherapy -.3752754E-01 -.01962 .06476 .336 .33756 .11395 .00034 
Constant .8387842 

*Significant at the .01 leveL **Significant at the .OOlleve!. 
NOTE: MultipleR ~ .33756;R2 = .11395;adjustedR2 ~ .67783; standard error ~ .67783;regression ~ 12;residual = 866. 
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TABLE 63 
Relationship Between Selected Treatment Services and Average Technical Violations per Month 

Length ofincarceration 
Office visits per month 
Counseling sessions per month 
Status---parolee 
Number of prior arrests 
Prior use of cocaine 
Age at entry 
Prior arrest: property crime 
Prioruse of amphetamines 
Home visits per month 
Prior arrest: consensual crime 
Prior use of heroin 
Received psychotherapy 

Constant 

B 

.3692337E-01 
-.1863676 
-.1564041 

.2917797 

.2208866E-01 
-.2318740 
-.1489517E-{)1 

.1741185 
-.1751943 

.9857629E-01 
-.1845666 

.7752521E-01 

.8235602E-01 
1.128178 

Variables in the Equation 
Beta 

.08693 
-.17064 
-.15750 

.11835 

.13244 
-.09193 
-.08970 

.06192 
-.05734 

.04590 
-.05397 

.02980 

.02551 

Std. ErrorB 

.01744 

.03598 

.03189 

.09835 

.00674 

.08043 

.00611 

.09634 

.09941 

.07050 

.11546 

.08892 

.10698 

*Significant at the .05 leveL **Significant at the .011evel. **·Significant at the .0011evel. 

F 

4.482* 
26.832*** 
24.053*** 
8.801** 

10.728** 
8.311** 
5.937* 
3.267 
3.106 
1.955 
2.555 

.760 

.fi93 

Summary Table 
MultipleR ~ R2 Change SimpleR 

.18763 .03520 .03520 .18763 

.24835 .06168 .02647 -.16519 

.30094 .09057 .02889 - .15499 

.32292 .10428 .01372 .18417 

.33702 .11358 .00930 .17739 

.34887 .12171 .00813 - .10661 

.35679 .12730 .00559 .03775 

.36137 .13059 .00328 .13452 

.36562 .13368 .00309 -.06747 

.36928 .13637 .00269 .04995 

.37289 .13905 .00268 - .00984 

.37388 .13978 .00073 .14321 

.37466 .14037 .00059 .01846 

NOTE: MultipleR = .37466;R2 = .14037;adjustedR2 = .12745; standard error = 1.12768;regress:on = 13; residual = 865. 
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APPENDIX C 
Confidence Intervals for Selected 
Regression Coefficients Presented 

in Tables 45·63 



Appendix C 

For the regression coefficients asterisked in tables 46 to 63, 95 per-
cent confidence irltervals were computed, using the following formula: 

118 

Confidence interval = 13k ± (t. 975 , n - p) (S{3k), 
where 
13k = estimated regression coefficient for the parameter 13k, 
k = number of parameters to be estimated, excluding the intercept, 
n '-'- ::;ample size, 
p = k + 1, and 
S{3k ."- estimated standard error of 13k' 
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~ Confidence Intervals ~ 

1 
~ 

{ Confidence Intervals for Regression Coefficients 
f Presented in Tables 46-63 
1 

Ii . Asterisked Estimated Confidence 
Table Coefficients Standard Error Intervals 

itr 46 .3156 .0817 (.1555, .4757) 
I" 

:! .1492 .0555 (.0404, .2580) 
.1390 .0511 (.0302, .2392) 

'1 -.1542 .0705 ( - .2924, - .0160) 
!t .2481 .0960 (.0560, .4363) 
i~ .1766 .0757 (.0282, .3250) 

ii -.1326 .0618 ( - .2537, - .0115) 

'{ 47 .4079 .1030 (.2060, .6098) 
i'l .1454 .0719 (.0045, .2863) 

[1 .1271 .0629 (.0038, .2504) 
I •. .2875 .1165 (,0592, .5158) 
It;. 
!:{ 54 .0203 .0045 (.0115, .0291) 
11 

I 
.0187 .0038 (- .0113, - .0261) 
.1246 .0564 (.0141, .2351) 

,. 55 .1925 .0830 (.0298, .3552) 
I. -.0185 .0057 (- .0297, - .0073) 
It .0190 .0058 (.0076, .0304) 

~ ;:;6 .0252 .0078 (.0099, .0405) i' 

il -.0155 .0051 ( - .0255, - .0055) 

It 58 .0498 .0212 (.0914, .0082) I 
I' .0233 .0076 (.0084, .0382) 

II 
-.2164 .0853 ( - .3836, - .0492) 
-.0131 .0065 ( - .0258, - .0004) 

! .2786 .1057 (- .4858, - .0714) 

i .2603 .1155 (.033S, .4867) 

t 59 .0267 .0097 (.0077, .0457) 

f 
-.2583 .1302 ( - .5135, - .0031) 

60 -.3121 .1562 ( - .6183, - .0059) 
!~ J .9156 .2936 (.3401,1.4911) 

I -.0163 .0081 ( - .0322, - .0004) 
.4536 .1876 (.1683, .8213) 
.5125 .2211 (.0791, .9459) 

f 
.5047 .2335 (.0470, .9624) 

61 .3124 .0798 (.1560, .4688) 

I .1639 .0488 (.0683, 2595) 
.1704 .0'%66 ('0748, .261'1) 

1 - .1885 .0641 ( - .3141, - .0629) 

I .1762 .0536 (.D711, .2813) 
.1403 .0608 (.0211, .2595) 

62 .0195 .0037 (.0122, .0268) 
-.0192 .0036 (- .0792, - .0121) t -.0721 .0193 ( - .1099, - .0343) , 

} .1436 .0518 (.0421, .2451) 
.0659 .0212 ( - .1075, - .0243) 

.~ 63 .0369 .0174 (,0028, .0710) 

i 
-.1864 .0360 ( - .2570, - .1158) 
-.1564 .0319 ( - .2189, - .0939) 

J 
.2918 .0984 (.0989, .4847) 
.0221 .0067 ('0090, .0352) 

:1 
-.2319 .0804 (- .3895, - .0743) 
-.0149 .0061 (- .0269, -.0029) 
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THE FEDERAL JUDICIAL CENTER 

The Federal Jujicial Center is the research. development. and train­
ing arm of the federal judicial system. It was established by Congress 
in 1967 (28 U.S.c. §§ 620-629). on the recommendation of the Judi­
cial Conference of the l!nited States. 

By statute, the Chief Justice of the United States is chairman of the 
Center's Board. which also includes the Director of the Administra­
tive Office of the United States Courts and six judges elected by the 
Judicial Conference. 

The Center's Continuing Education and Training Division pro­
vides educational programs and services for all third branch person­
nel. These include orientation seminars. regional workshops. on-site 
training for support personnel, and tuition support. 

The Division of Special Educational Services is responsible for 
the production of educational audio and video media. educational pub­
lications, and special seminars and workshops, including programs on 
sentencing. 

The Research Division undertakes empirical and exploratory re­
search on federal judicial processes, court management. and sentenc­
ing and its consequences. usually at the request of the Judicial Confer­
ence and its committees. the courts themselves. or other groups in the 
federal court system. 

The Innovations and Systems Development Division designs and 
tests new technologies. especially computer systems, that are useful 
for case management and court administration. The division also con­
tributes to the training required for the successful implementation of 
technology in the courts. 

The Divisilln of Inter-Judicial Atl'airs and Information Services 
prepares a monthly bulletin for personnel of the federal judicial sys­
tem, coordinates revision and production of the Bench Bookjor United 
States District Court Judges, and maintains liaison with state and 
foreign judges and related judicial administration organizations. The 
Center's library, which specializes in judicial administration mate­
rials, is located within this division. 




