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Executive Summary

This report presents the findings of a five-year experimental study of drug testing for
youthful offenders released td parole. The intent of this study was to determine how mﬁch drug
testing should be part of regular parole supervision--that is, carried out by parole agents in the
context of their regular duties with no reduction in caseload size and no access to additional
outside resources, such as testing facilities.

Parole is a period of supervised release following a stay in a state-level correctional
institution. - The California Youth Authority’s Parole Services and Community Corrections
(PS&CC) Branch operates 16 parole units throughout California, grouped into Northern and
Southern regions. Policies of the Branch are developed jointly by parole administratofs and
members of the Youthful Offender Parole Board (YOPB), which has sole authority to revoke or
otherwise remove a ward from parole.

For juveniles committed to the California Youth Authority (CYA), parole follows a
determination by the YOPB that the offender has made sufficient progress that release to the
community is warranted. Parolees agree to abide by certaiﬁ conditions, which commonly include
staying out of. trouble, not associating with criminals, not engaging in gang behavior, and
refraining from drug and/or alcohol use. All CYA parolees are on maximum supervision (at least
two contacts per month) during a “Re-entry period,” which covers the first two to three months
of parole. From there, they move to “Case-management,” where they may earn thejr way to
lower supervision levels. Most parolees move to medium supervision (one contact per month)

within the first six months of parole and remain at that level.



Drug testing by parole agents supplements other aspects of parole supervision, expanding
agents’ ability to “observe” recent drug use, and thereby suppbrts both the control and support
aspects of parole supervision (Holt, 1998). Its use is intended primarily to enhance public safety
through controlling drug use among parolees and thereby reducing their criminal behavior. The
control of drug use, in this context, helps to reduce criminal behavior that is directly related to
substance abuse (sales, possession, and violence related to drug trafficking) and criminal
behavior that is indirectly related to substance abuse (thefts and robberies aimed at getting money
for drugs). Further, the control of drug use is considered useful in helping (or forcing) parolees
to adopt lifestyles that are less conducive to continued criminal behavior.
California Youth Authority parolees are not,.for the most part, “drug offenders™ but are
- serious offenders who also have substance abuse problems. For offenders at this level of
involvement in the criminal justice system, drug use in itself is oftentimes not the main issue.
For these serious offenders, the control of drug use may be best thought of primarily as a means .
for preventing noﬁ-drug crimes and for facilitating the development of more pro-social ways of i

‘life. However, drug use is typically only one of a number of problems that might hinder
successful reintegration into society, and the importance of controlling drug use may diffe;
across parolees and over time.

Drug testing is believed to reduce drug use among offenders through'.deterrence and

detection. The threat of detection through drug testing may deter offenders from:using drugs. : .

For offenders who are not deterred, drug testing aids in the detection of substance abuse, and sets +
the stage for treatment or sanctions, which may reduce drug use directly and/or bolster future -

deterrence. The CYA uses a general “graduated sanction” approach to responding to: positive :

drug tests, but specific responses are not required by policy. In keeping with the “individualized : : -
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justice” approach typical of juvenile justice agencies (Cavender and Knepper, 1992), positive
tests often serve primarily as "triggers" for evaluating everything the parolee is doing at the time,
‘and the appropriate response is based on that overall assessment of the parolee's adjustment.
Still, although no hard-and-fast rules exist, there is a general expectation among parole agents
concerning appropriate responses to ﬁositive tests. . The expected response graduates from
treatment (with a warning) through short-term incarceration combined with treatment (a
residential. drug program) to punishment (revocation). This graduated response is intended to
provide some assistance to the parolee in tackling his/her drug problem and send a message that
continued drug use will not be tolerated. The process is thereby expected to enhance the
deterrent value of drug testing in the future.

Drug testing serves a number of purposes in criminal justice settings and has enjoyed
increasing popularity since the late 1980s and early 1990s. It has become an integral part of
probation and parole as well as of treatment programs for substance abusers (Cullen, Wright, and
Applegate, 1996). It provides a concrete measure of drug use activity, both at the individual
level and at the aggregate level and therefore provides a means of monitoring and understanding
of the behavior of offenders; of ‘identifying drug users (Toborg, Bellassai, Yezer, and Trost,
1989; Torres, 1996a, 1996b) and ongoing patterns of use (Wish and Gropper, 1990); of
determining trends in drug use for the nation (U.S. Department of Justice, 1997) and for local
jurisdictions; and of estimating an offender’s suitability for pretrial release (Britt, Gottfredson,
and Goldkamp, 1992; Goldkamp and Jones, 1992) or supervision level for offenders in the
community. Drug testing is also commonly considered a deterrent to future drug use and

associated criminal activity (Toborg et al., 1989; Wish and Gropper, 1990).
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Several other functions of drug testing that arise from its ongoing use and from the
increasing reliance of agencies on drug test fesults might be added to this list (Simon, 1993; ‘
Boyken and Haapanen, 1996). These functions go beyond any simple informational value or
presumed effect on the behavior of individual offenders. First, a positive drug test provides hard
-evidence of drug use, a legally defensible indicator that parole or probatidn conditions have been
violated, and a consequent justification for action with (or against) a supervised offender.
Second, drug testing has come to be an important means of measuring both the progress of a
parolee and 'thé nature of the parolee/agent relationship, providing a tangible, empirical basis fo*
describing the parolee’s conduct on parole and the extent to which his or her drug use was
monitored during su'pervision.v Third, drug testing serves as a convenient way for agents to
demonstrate that they have been diligent-in monitoring the drug use of the parolees and/or for an -
agency to monitor the performance of parole agents. Fourth, the testing procedure helps to :
structure the interac_tion between the parolee and the agent around a set of activities that have a
procedural legitimacy and which therefore take some of the “guesswork™ and the suspicion out of
parole visits. Finally, drug testing portrays a public image of the brobation or parole agency as
engaged in concrete actions to hold offenders accountable and/or to “get tough” on supervised
offenders. | i

‘Balanced against these real and assﬁmed benefits of drug testing are the associated .costs,
especially those associated with an over;reliance on drug testing. Dollar costs of drugiesting run;
into the millions. There are also opportunity costs associated with drug testing, especially.as: - .
agencies develop an over-reliance on the “measurement” features and benefits. To the extent that ;.

agencies strive to provide both control-oriented activities and support for offenders” efforts to~ -

develop pro-social lifestyles, over-reliance on testing pushes the balance toward control. It: ¢ '
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means less time and resources to devote to other aspects of supervision, such as assisting with
employment, finding a suitable placement, or securing appropriate services for other problems
the paroleé may have. Further, the parolee/agent relationship may come to be increasingly
structured around a violation-oriented, relatively distasteful activity (Torres, 1996b).

. As with other agencies providing community supervision, drug testing by CYA f)amle
agents supplements other methods of supervision (such as face-to-face and phone -contacts,
collateral contacts, direct observation, etc.), all of which are intended to increase public safety.
Parole agents value the increased ability to “observe” recent drug use, and drug testihg is often
regarded as an indispensable tool for enforcing parole conditions prohibiting drug use. Although
the emphasis is clearly on the “control” side, drug testing is believed to reinforce both the control
and support aspects of parole supervision. Drug testing is believed to help deter drug use by
parolees and to help detect substance abuse problems and set the stage for treatment 'that will
contribute to the adoption of a more pro-social lifestyle. These changes, in turn, are believed to
lead to a reduction in criminal behavior and an increase in public safety. This assumed public
safety benefit is the primary justification for drug testing CYA parolees.

Over the five years prior tb this study’s implementation, the California Youth Authority’s
expenditures for drug testing had risen steadily from $77,000 in 1986 to over $325,000 in 1990.
After that peak, budget limitations brought this figure down sharply in 1991 to about $200,000
and slowly thereafter to a current level of about $120,000 per year. While this sum may not be
large in comparison to that of other agencies, the funds, as well as the time the agents spend
administering drug tests, might be put to better use. The other benefits of drug testing, such as
monitoring trends, providing tangible evidence of parole violations, and measuring parole

performance, are also valued but may not, in themselves, justify the costs of continued testing in



the absence of a clear public safety benefit. It is this public safety benefit that is the primary
focus of the present study: do higher frequencies of drug testing result in less criminal behavior
(as indicated by fewer arrests) é.nd/pr in better parole adjustment?

Research on Drug Testing. Several studies of the deterrent effect of drug testing on drug

use and criminal behavior among criminal justice populations have shown mixed results (Cullen,
"Wright, and Applegate, 1996). There is some research evidence that drug testing with graduated
responses can reduce drug use among offenders. However, there is no research evidence that
routine drug testing fof regular prob;tion or parole populations by their agents. provides any
crime-reduction (public safety) benefits. |

Drug testing programs among probationers have been reported to have a deterrent effect
on the drug use behavior of the offenders under supervision (Oregon Department of Corrections,
1993; Vito, Wilson, and Ho]rﬁes, 1993). These studies focused on the percentage of tests that
showed evidence of drug use. They did not address the effects of drug testing on other forms of
criminal behavior. Studies that focused on misconduct among offenders released and awaitiﬁg
trial found that drug testing as a component of pretrial release had no effect on pretrial
misconduct (Britt, Gottfredson, and Goldkamp, 1992; Goldkémp and Jones, 1992). Special
programs that have incorporafed drug testing as part of a coordinated drug-treatment effort, such
as the California Civil Addict Program, have shown reduced levels of drug use and criminality’ -

for offenders receiving intensive supervision coupled with drug testing than for offenders:::

receiving regular supervision (without drug testing) or no supervision (McGlothlin, Anglin, :and; ~. : -.

Wilson, 1977).
Studies of drug testing as part of intensive supervision programs for regular offenders, on: -

the other hand, have found no benefits for drug testing in terms of crime reduction for -
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probationers (Tumer and Petersilia, 1992) or for parolees (Turner, 1992). Drug testing increased
the likelihood of new violations for both groups, due to the increased ability to detect drug use.
Intensive supervision, however, did ﬂot result in lowered arrest rates. To date, there have been
no studies of the relative benéﬁts of different testing levels on offenders under regular

community supervision.

Issues Not Addressed. This study did not address the general question of whether drug

testing at some level could reduce criminal behavior among offenders on community
supervision. Such levels of drug testing would require changing other aspects of parole
supervision as well--the number of contacts between agents and parolees or the use of an outside
contractor for collecting urine samples. It would be extremely difficult or impossible to sort out
the effects of the increased drug testing from the other changes in supervision. While the present
study was necessarily limited to relatively low levels of drug testing, it was able to study drug
testing differences while holding other aspects of supervision constant (on average) across
groups. Further, it addressed a policy issue that could be immediately put into effect in most
paroling agencies: How much should parole agents test?

In addition, no hypotheses regarding either positive tests or actual drug use as they relate
to levels of drug testing were explicitly addressed by this study, although levels of positive tests
may have some implications for overall drug use among parolees. Differences in the numbers of
positive tests would be difficult to interpret without some independent, direct measure of actual
drug use. None was available for this study.

The study also did not involve an experimental evaluation of different kinds of responses

to positive tests. In the parole setting, situations rarely involve only drug use. The positive tests
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often serve primarily as a "trigger" for evaluating the parolee’s overall adjustment at the time,
and the appropriate response is based on that assessment. A study requiring particular types of
response to positive drug tests would be both impractical and unrealistic because it would require
agents and other decision makers (i.e., members of the Youthful Offender Parole Boérd) to
ignore aspects of the parolees' adjustment that would not be ignored otherwise. Further, the
inclusion of response options in the present study would have resulted in a very complex design
involving relatively small samples and would probably not have been generalizable to other areas

or agencies.

Design
The study was designed to assess differences in outcome (if any) for comparable groups
that differed in the amount of drug testing but not in other aspects of supervision. The levels

were chosen to provide a reasonable range of possible drug testing frequencies, from "no testing"

up to two tests per month. The goal was to design a study that maximized scientific rigor while :

maintaining a foundation in the realities of parole operations at the CYA. Through maximizing . .

scientific rigor, the study sought to oﬁtain 'the best assessment of the effectiveness of drug testing Fy
levels, independent of the effects of other aspects of parole (Rossi and Freeman, 1993). ¢

Balanced against this goal was the goal of a\:'oiding artificiality: of recognizing and incorporating ; :
the practical realities of day-to;day parole operations. The intent was td maximize the study’s : .

usefulness, so that its findings and results were considered as relevant as possible to actual policy .

decisions regarding drug testing in parole (Patton, 1997).

The present study employed a true experimental design (Campbell and Stanley, 1966) . .

and attempted to avoid other possible differences in parole for the groups. Groups were formed - :
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by randomly assigning new parolees to different drug testing levels, and thé groups were to be
tested at their respective frequencies for the duration of parple (up to 24 months). All other
aspects of parole wefe to remain unchanged to the extent possible. In this way, the study sought
to have the amount of drug testing be the only difference among the groups. Differences in the
outcomes for the groups could then be confidently attributed to differences in drug testing.

In order to completely isolate the effects of one activity,-such-as-drug testing, -other
activities had to be held constant across groups, and a certain amount of artificiality became
unavoidable. For example, in order to ensure that differences in drug testing levels were
maintained, it became necessary to prohibit two common practices:

e responding to positive drug tests by increasing the amount of testing and

e responding to a pattern of non-use of drugs and good parole adjustment by gradually

reducing the amount of drug testing over time.

Other aspects of parole, such as overall supervision level, which were more incidental to drug
testing policy, were controlled. In order to avoid having drug testing levels “drive” supervision
levels (so that differences in overall supervision level wo‘uld be confounded with drug test
levels), agents were instructed to keep drug testing levels and supervision levels separate.
Parolees with drug testing levels that would require their being seen more often than their
supervision levels would require were to be “called in” for a drug test only, which could be .
performed by the OD (officer on duty) that day.

Other activities that were more integral to the use of drug testing in parole were not
restricted. These activities involved responses to positive drug tests other than an increase in

testing levels: referral to a residential drug treatment program, temporary detention,
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individualized corrective action plans, and revocations. These responses could be seen as
exfensions of the drug testing “program” in that without some kind of response to the positive
tests, there is no real “treatment” and no basis for expecting any effects. No attempt was made to
“standardize” these responses to dirty tests. Imposing particular responses to dirty tests would
have created a profoundly artificial situation.

~The final ‘design- was developed-in consultation with a task group of parole agents and
field supervisors to ensure that the procedures were practical énd did not cause undue hardship
 for parole personnel. The task group was made up of parole administrators,vparole supervisors,
and field staff. It was carefully selected so as to represent different geographical areas of the
state, ethnicities, levels of responsibility, and types of parole caseloads (e.g., urban vs. rural).
- Such a diverse group was necessary to represent both staff and égency perspectives on the
relative importance of various research issues and the practical strengfhs and yveaknesses of .
various research designs.

Sample.- The sample included all wards committed directly to the California Youth
Authority from juvenile or adult courts who were released to parole over the: course of ten
months (November 1992 through August 1993). Cases were excluded only if their possible
parole exposure was very limited or if their parole circumstances made unscheduled drug tests

impractical or unfeasible.




All cases meeting the following basic criteria were eligible:
1. YA cases: M-cases (easily distinguished by their identification numbers)' were excluded;
2. California parole: no out-of-state cases;
3. At least 6 months remaining jurisdiction time (to the age at which the California Youth
Authority's jurisdiction over the offender, based on commitment offense, ends);
4. At least 60 days available confinement time (ACT) at release."
Cases meeting these criteria were excluded only if participation was not practical or feasible:
1. cases with no parole conditions regarding drug testing;
2. cases with parole conditions that specified the frequency of drug testing or that mandated
particular responses to dirty tests;
3. certain "special interest" cases;
4. cases assigned to “rural” parole caseloads.
It was initially estimated that approximately 44% of parole releases would be excluded,
providing a net one-year total sample of just over 2,000. Due to a greater-than-expected number
of releases and a lower-than-expected number of exclusions, this number was reached in ten

months. After correcting for errors, the final sample included 1,958 cases.

" The California Youth Authority population is made up of two kinds of offenders: (a) cases committed directly to
the California Youth Authority as juveniles or young adults (YA cases), and (b) young adults who have been
committed to adult prison but who are housed and programmed at the Youth Authority (referred to as M-cases
because their YA identification numbers begin with "M"). '

W Available confinement time is determined by the offense(s) for which the offender was committed to the
California Youth Authority. Parolees can be revoked or otherwise confined (e.g., temporary detention) only up to
the amount of confinement time remaining (available) after the parolee leaves CYA institutions.
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Participating  parolees were assigned, at random, to one of five levels of routine,
unscheduled drug-testing. The five levels of testing were chosen to provide a range of testing
intervals that would be practical to implement as part of routine parole supervision. They were
chosen to match minimum standards for face-to-face contacts with parolees, which range from
one conta~ct4 every two months (minimum supervision) to one contact per month (medium
supervision) and 'two contacts per months (maximum supervision). Group assignments were
made by a computer program which assigned cases to groups at random, based on a pre-
'determined probability of group assignment.' The high-test group was to have only half the

number as the other groups in order to keep expenses down and to reduce the need to contact

parolees more than contact standards required (once per month for most parolees). In keeping

with other aspects of parole, the parolees were tested at a higher level (double the frequency)

.during the first 60 to 90-day Re-entry period.

The following levels were assigned:

1. No routine testing (parolees are tested only after an arrest, either by law enforcement or .

by parole agents who have probable cause to arrest for drug use);
2. No routine testing, but tested once or twice during Re-entry;

3. Once every two months (Bimonthly), with one test a month (Monthly) during Re-entry;- .

4. Once a month (Monthly), with one test every two weeks (Biweekly) during Re-entry; and "
5. Once every two weeks (Biweekly), with one test every week (Weekly) during Re-entry. .= -
Each agent was to have a “mix” of cases in different testing groups. In order to. reduce thei*
likelihood of cases in different testing groups being treated differently in terms of other aspects::’

of parole, unit supervisors were not to assign cases to agents on the basis of their testinglevels... *
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Testing Procedures. Except for differences in frequency, drug tesﬁng was expected to

follow regular parole procedures. Following established practices, drug tests were to be carried
out by the assigned agents at the time of regular parole cont#cts. Tests could also be ordered at
other times, in which case the parplee was expected to visit the parole office and be tested by the
OD (officer on duty). Once contacted, parolees were required to report for drug testing within 48 -
hours. This interval was considered short-enough-that most-drugs-could still be-detected in the
urine and long enough that scheduling would not interfere with employment, school, or other
pro-social activities. As much as possible, tesis were to be scheduled on a "surprise” baisis;
especially for parolees in the low-level testing groups. Parolees were to be tested at their
assigned levels for 24 months or until parole removal (discharge,-revocation, or death). Wards
remaining on parole after 24 months could be tested at the discretion of the parole agent. Drug
tests over the assigned level were permitted (but not required) only after an arrest. In these
instances, drug tests were allowed either to verify actual drug use or to 6btain a fuller picture of
the parolee’s adjustment (to support a recommended disposition by the YOPB).

Performance standards for parole agents and supervisors regarding drug testing were
amended to include the study procedures. Thus, adherence to the testing frequencies became part
of the standards by which the performance of parole agents and their supervisors were to be
evaluated. While enforcement of this standard was not directly assessed, its existence signaled
administrative support of the study and may have helped to ensure that parolees were tested at
their assigned levels.

Audits of the drug testing were performed as part of the study and as part of the regular
audit process for the Parole Services and Community Corrections Branch. Data on the reasons

for each missed (or extra) test were not systematically recorded and are not reported. Auditing
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proved to be a tedious and labor-intensive process, but it was invaluable for understanding the
subtleties of implementing and maintaining policies that would tightly control the number of
drug tests administered to parolees. With only a few exceptions, audits showed that agents and

supervisors made responsible efforts to test parolees at their assigned levels.

Data Coilection. A variety of types of data \&ere collected to describe the sample
-(background data), to assess the implementation of the study (implementation data), to assess the
effect of differénces in drug testing levels on parolee behavior (outcome data), and to help
understand the role of drug‘ testing information in parole (process data). Implementation data
were used primariiy to determine whether the study was carried out as designed and whether the
groups actually differed in terms of drug-testing levels. Outcome measures focused specifically
on hypothesized public safety benefits of drug testing: parole adjustment and criminal behavior.
Process data were used to assess whether differences in drug testing were associated with
expected differences in certain “intermediate outcomes,” such as detection of drug use,
ideniiﬁcation of substance abuse problems, and responses to dirty tests.

Primary outcomes of direct interest to this study were related to the hypothesized public
safety benefits of testing: a reduction in criminal behavior and_ an increase in the number of
offenders successfully completing parole. Criminal behavior was meésured in terms of arrests.
Califomia»Department of Justice “rap sheet” information covering at least 42 months from parole
release was obtained in automated form. These data were used to establish counts of arrest -
charges for various types of offenses covering the period of parole (up to 24 months) and for:
standard 24-month and 42-month follow-up periods.

Arrest information has limitations for studying criminal behavior, but these limitations: °

did not seriously compromise the present design. Arrests are not a direct measure of criminal :. -
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behavior. Not all crimes result in arrest, and the probability of arrest is not the same for all types
of crimes. Arrests therefore provide a somewhat reduced, biased picture of criminality.
However, arrest data can still be considered adequate for assessing differences across the groups
in this study. Because any measurement bias would be expected to operate equally across
groups, arrest data would not be expected to bias the results of any group comparisons. The fact
that arrests are an incomplete measure of criminal behavior means only that true ‘behavioral -
differences among the groups would be harder to identify using arrest data. For policy purposes,
such conservatism is probably an asset: it reduces the likelihood of discovering “signiﬁcz;nt,” but
trivial differences.

Parole adjustment was measured in terms of the circumstances of each parolee’s removal
from parole. The circumstances of parole removal may not provide a ;lear picture of the
behavior of the parolee; therefore, less emphasis was placed on the results for these Parole
Adjustment measures than on the results for the arrest data. An index was created by combining
information on official parole removal (discharge or revocation), the parolee’s status at discharge
(in local custody, in adult prison, in federal prison, deceased, not on violation, etc.), the YOPB’s
evaluation of the parolee at discharge (honorable, general, or dishonorable discharge), and the
parolee’s status if still on parole at the end of 24 months. Some parolees, for example, were
officially on parole while actually being in local custody, “missing,” or, in a few cases, in prison.
This index was further collapsed into general categories indicating Good Adjustment, Marginal

Adjustment, and Poor Adjustment.
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Implementation

Ar-aalyses of descriptive data across groups, drug test information, and supervision levels - ‘
suggest that the study was implemented as designed. By these criteria, the study was a success,
and stands as one of the few successful large-scale experiﬁaental studies of correctional
interventions.

"Parolees were accepted into the study based upon pre-established eligibility criteria that
excluded only those parolees for whom policies regarding routine drug testing of "ordinary"
parolees would not apply (parolees who were in special programs or residing in rural areas, for
example). No evidence of a breakdown in the sarﬁpling procedure, intentional or otherwise, was
found, and eligibles actually exceeded the estimated proportion of total parole releases. A total
of 1,958 parolees participated.

Comparability of Groups. - The goal of the random assignment was to establish groups

that were similar in all major respects, thereby minimizing the likelihood that pre-existing group
differences would affect outcomés. Comparisons across groups on im.portant background
~ characteristics identified no significant differences, and led to the coﬁclusion that the groups °
were essentially equivalent. This similarity meant that any differences in outcome among the
groups could be attributed to differences in the experiences of the parolees in the groups after :
entering the study. | i .

Drug Testing Differences. The gfoups were tested at different levels throughout parole. -

However, the magnitude of the differences was less than anticipated from the design, and there::
was a considerable amount of variation in testing within groups. Drug testing data for the study:’

are summarjzed in Table ES-1.
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Table ES-1
Summary of Drug Testing During Months Available for Testing®

By Group
~ Group
1 2 3 4 5 Total

Total Cases 442 457 429 445 185 1,958
Cases Available at Least One Month 419 437 - 404 420 177 1,857

Average Months Available 10.5 10.2 10.5 9.6 9.0 10.1
Drug Tests (Throughout Parole) : .

Percentage of Available Cases Tested 33.7% 778% 89.1% 926% 944% 75.2%

Average Tests per Available Month** 0.09 0.31 0.53 0.80 1.35 0.52

Average Total Tests (Available Months)** 0.81 2.06 4.67 6.38 9.79 4.06
Drug Tests (Case-management)

Expected Tests per Available Month 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 20 0.49

Actual Tests per Available Month** 0.09 0.16 041 0.55 0.89 0.35

® Availability defined as being on the street at least 75% of the days (23 days of each 30-day month).
**p<.0]

The "no testing" group ac;tually turned out to be a "minimal testing" group, with about
one in twelve of the parolees tested each month. Over one-third (33.7%) of these cases were
tested at least once during parole.

Tests over the study period, taking into account periods of non-availability, ranged from
.09 per month for the “No test” group (Group 1) to 1.35 tests per month for the high-test group
(Group 5). The total number of tests administered to participants over the “available” months
ranged from .81, on average, for Group 1 to 9.79 for Group 5. The high-test group was tested
less than once per month, on average, during the period following Re-entry (i.e., during Case-
Management), when they were supposed to be tested twice per month. However, differences in

overall testing levels were statistically significant. In addition, analysis of testing for each month
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of parole indicated that differences did not erode appreciably over time--that the group
differences in testing were maintained throughout the study.‘ |

Audits and interviews with parole agents suggested that the failure to reach and maintain
anticipated levels-was not based, for the most part, on deliberate non-compliance. From the
agents’ perspective, the problem had more to do with the practical difficulties of maintaining
particular, pre-'deﬁnéd testiﬁg levels 'than‘it'&id with good faith efforts to comply with the study
protocol. Agents seemed to make avgood faith effort. to comply with difficult expectations that
ran counter to normal caslework-dec'ision-mak'ing (for example, not tésting Group 1 parolees
suspected of drug use and not rewarding parolees who refréin from drug use by reducing the
amount of testing). Even the relatively small differences in observed levels of testing in this
study were often difficult to maihtain.

After-the-fact analysis of budgetary figures suggested another possible factor that may
help to explain the failure to achieve the desired levels of _drug testing. While drug testing
resources, in the form of a contract for drug test analyses, were high enough throughout the study
to support the desired level of drug testing, the average number of tests per parolee that the
budget \n;ould support was lower (about 0.50 tests per month) than the overall expected average
for the parolees in the study (about 0.64 tests per month). The average testing level for this study
was very close (0.52) to the average supported by the buaget, suggesting that the-study was

adapted to the constraints of the available resources for testing.

That the testing levels differed as much and consistently as they did ‘attests:to the :
professionalism of the agents in adhering to the study protocols, simultaneously maintaining - :

several different (and arbitrary) pre-assigned levels of drug testing in the context of their routine : :

parole supervision. Professionalism, in this sense, refers to the willingness of agents to place the
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interests of knoWledge about drug testing over the interests of being able to exercise discretion
over drug testing of their parolees. This value of relying on their own expertise is also, however,
an important aspect of professionalism in parole (Simon, 1993; Holt, 1998), and is often referred
to as “using professional judgement.” In this study, the two aspects of professionalism were
somewhat in conflict, and it is not surprising that the result was something of a compromise:
significant differences, but not as much as planned.

Other aspects of supervision, such as the number of contacts, did not differ across
groups. Data on supervision levels and numbers of face-to-face contacts revealed no tendéncy to
vary other aspects of supervision to accommodate the different testing levels. These data suggest
that the only aspect of parole that was different across groups was the amount of drug testing.

The groups can be thought of as representing drug-testing policies involving overall
investments in drug testing. Within each group (policy), some wards were tested more than
others, and some parole agents were more diligent and consistent than others at following the

policy. The policies can be compared in terms of the outcomes for the parolees in the groups.

Outcomes

Parole adjustment and criminality (as measured by arrests) showed no differences in
favor of increased drug testing across the five groups (Table ES-2). In fact, arrests during and
afier the parole period tended to be higher for groups tested more often as part of this study.

Parole Adjustment. Comparisons of parole outcomes (types of removal from parole)

indicated no overall differences across groups in level of "adjustment:"
1. good adjustment (on parole at 24 months or discharged for reasons other than a parole

violation);
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Table ES-2

Summary of Outcomes
By Group .
Group All
1 2 3 4 5 Cases
Number of Cases 442 457 429 445 185 1,958
Parole Adjustment
Good Adjustment* 299% 31.1% 29.1% 243% 205%  28.0%
Marginal Adjustment 18.1% 19.7% 21.2% 23.83% 17.8%  20.5%
Poor Adjustment 49.5% 47.5% 483% 50.6% 589%  49.9%
Death . 2.5% 1.8% 1.4% 1.3% 2.7% 1.8%
Percentage Arrested:
During Parole (to 24 Months)
Any Charges 58.6% 56.8% 59.7% 62.1% 61.0% 59.4%
Violent* 284%  29.8% 333% 28.7% 384% 30.8%
Property* 16.8% 21.0% 194% 246% 192% 20.4%
Drugs 16.1% 139% 189%  16.8% 163% 16.4%
Other 232% 185% 192% 22.0% 145%  20.1%
42-Month Follow-up : :
Any Charges : 74.0% 744% 75.1% 806% 779% 76.2%. -
Violent 48.0% 48.7% 51.7% 524% 576%  50.9% ‘
Property 27.0% 33.0% 30.1% 379% 33.1% 32.1%° -
Drugs 262% 249% 29.1% 30.6% 33.7%  282%
Other 350% 34.4% 36.6% 372%  32.6%  35.5%:
Average Arrests:
During Parole (to 24 Months)
Any Charges 1.38 1.41 1.47 1.55 1.42 145,
Violent 0.47 0.53 0.54 0.48 0.63 0.52°
Property 0.30 0.34 0.32 0.39 0.27 0.33
Drugs 0.21 024 ~ 030 0.25 0.26 0.25
Other 0.40 0.30 0.31 0.43 10.26 035 .
42-Month Follow-up
Any Charges** 3.00 298 3.34 3.68 £3.76% 3.30.
Violent** 1.01 1.04 1.34 1.34 1.48 1.217 .
Property* 0.66 0.69 0.64 0.85 “0.67-- 071
Drugs 0.56 0.56 0.68 0.63 080  0.63-
Other 0.77 0.68 0.68 0.86 0.81 0.76

Note: Tests for group differences used Chi-square for percentages, ANOVA (with variables logged) for means.
*x
p<.0l

*p<.05 .
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2. marginal adjustment (missing, dishonorably discharged, or revoked for a technical
violation of parole); or

3. poor adjustment (removed from parole because of criminal behavior or incarcerated for
an arrest at 24 months).

There was a slight tendency for the groups with more frequent testing to have fewer cases

remaining on parole and therefore to have a lower proportion with "good" adjustment.

Arrests. Analysis of arrests showed no reduction for the higher test groups in the averﬁge
numbers of arrests or the propoﬁions of each group with any arrests. Almost three out of five
(59.4%) were arrested at least once during parole. Two out of three (65.9%) were arrested by 24
months and three out of four (76.2%) by 42 months. By 42 months, over half of these offenders
had been arrested for at least one violent offense (homicide, rape, robbery, assault, or
kidnapping), the most common of these being assault and battery (or simple assault). They were
less likely (32.1%) to have an arrest for a property offense (burglary, vehicle theft, other theft).
Many of these percentages showed a tendency to increase at higher levels of testing, although
none of these differences were statistically significant.

Like the results for percentages, average arrests showed a slight trend toward more
offense charges for cases in the higher testing groups, particularly for the full 42-month follow-
up. Statistically significant differences in these averages (at the p < .05 level)" were found for
Total and Violent offenses at 42 months.‘ Average total arrests for the groups at 24 months and

42 months are shown in Figure ES-1, along with the average testing levels. This graph shows

 This level indicates that a difference this large would be expected due to ““chance” variation only 5% of the time.
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that while the overall rate of drug testing was not high, relative differences among the groups
were substantial. Outcomes showed a consistent trend toward higher arrest rates as testing levels
went up. Random variations (due to measurement error or chance differences aﬁong the groups)
would not be expected to result iﬁ such a trend, since the groups would have an equal chance of

having elevated levels. This trend reinforces the suggestion that the higher arrest rates for groups

4 and 5 were related to the differences in testing levels.

In terms of specific offenses, statistically significant differences at the p <.05 level were .
found for Assault and Battery, Drug Sales, and Miscellaneous Felony offenses.. Differences at :
the p <.10 level were found for homicide and property offenses. Each of these differences was:+

also associated with a statistically significant linear trend: higher average arrest charges: for:

higher testing groups.



Survival analysis and multivariate analyses (logistic regression models, and negative
binomial Poisson regression models), in which possible groups differences that might explain
these findings were controlled, showed similar results. Survival analysis showed no group
differences in the time to first arrest of various kinds. After controlling for background variables,
logistic regression models found no significant differences in the proportions of each group who
were arrested. Negative binomial Poisson- regression ‘models found higher testing -groups
(Groups 3, 4, and 5) to have higher levels of arrests than lower testing groups (Groups 1 and 2).

Simple comparisons across groups for subsets of the sample differing by ethnic group,
level of drug problems, history of use, and so on, showed similar patterns of responses: average
numbers of arrests increasing with higher levels of drug testing. These differences were not
statistically significant, due to smaller sample sizes in the subgroups. However, the stability of
the results suggests that the pattern was not produced only by a particular subgroup of the
sample. The lack of positive impact (and the possible negative impact) of increased drug testing

was found for all types of parolees.

Process Analysis

These analyses indicated that the lack of positive relationship between drug testing levels
and parole adjustment or criminal behavior could not be attributed simply to a failure to use the
drug testing information in accordance with the model of change (deterrence/detection). Parole
agents did pay attention to the drug test results, did consider these results when making
casework decisions about parolees, and did respond to positive tests with increased sanctions and

increased drug treatment. As testing levels increased, more parolees were identified as drug
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users, and this information was used by agents, who applied both sanctions and treatment in an
effort to reduce the substance abuse problem.

Results also showed that parole agents did not rely solely on the drug testing information
for identifyiﬁg and assessing substance abuse problems among parolees. Parole ageﬁts ideniiﬁed
some parolees as needing treatment despite having no positive tests. They also determined that
some parolees who did have positive tests did not have a substance abuse problem that interfered
with their functioning enough to warrant service. Thgse findings suggest that drug test
information was helpful, but not relied on exclusively. At higher testing levels, agents had more

“information upon which to base their assessments of substance abuse problems. Drug test results
along, however, were often not considered sufficient for this identification.
'The most commoﬁ response for positive tests up to the third positive test was “continue

9

on parole.’ After the first positive test, however, this response accounted for less than one in
four outcomés of positive tests. As the number 6f positive tests went up, fewer cases were
continued on parole and more céses were referred to drug programs. At no level was a strong
puhitive approach taken. Even for the first positive test, almost one in ten (9.8%) positive tests
resulted in a referral to a residential drug program. This respoﬂse was increasingly common :for
additional tests. Only a small percentage (5.1%) was directly removed from parole (usually on a :
technical violation).

The most common “outcome” for the second and third positive test was for the parolee to

go AWOL. In fact, going “missing” was a common response to all positive tests, accounting.for :* -

one-fifth of all outcomes. The substantial proportion of parolees that went missing after :: -

submitting a positive urine sample, coupled with the fact that this proportion went up for each :.

successive positive test, suggests that parolees at least believed that serious consequences would -
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follow from a positive drug test and that the consequences got more serious as the number of
positive tests went up. It appears that rather than face the consequences of failure to stay drug-
free (temporary detention, revocation, or drug treatment), the parolee chose instead to go
AWOL."

Exploratory Analysis

Exploratory analyses focused on the potential -value- of drug testing for -identifying
parolees that pose a greater risk to public safety. Positive drug tests during the first three months
of parole (Re-entry) were found to predict higher levels of arrest over the follow-up period up to
42 months. These results suggest that drug testing might be used as a risk-assessment tool to
identify parolees who demonstrate their higher criminal propensity by submitting positive urine

samples early during parole.

Recommendations

Based on the results of this study, the general answer to the question of how much drug
testing to include as part of routine parole supervision would be minimal surprise testing, but
perhaps with regular, frequent testing during the first three months of parole (Re-entry). This
recommendation is based on the general results of the study and on results of various specific
analyses. It is also based on insights regarding drug testing that were gained through interviews

with agents and experience with implementing the study.

™ This finding is consistent with the results of the study by Britt, et al., (1992) of drug testing for offenders in a
pretrial release program. They found that those offenders in the drug-testing group were more likely to fail to
appear for their trials than offenders who were not subjected to drug testing.



This recommendation, however, does not imply that drug use by parolees should no
longer be considered a problem. The present study did not address whether or not drug use
information was important or whether attending to the substance abuse problems of parolees had
any effect.

Minimal Drug Testing. The outcome comparisons showed no public safety benefit

(better adjustment or fewer arrests) associated with levels of testing beyond that which was given
to the No-test groups. From a public safety perspective, therefore, there is little justiﬁcation for
testing beyond a minimum level. The study could not speak to the value of ceasing to test .
altogether, for two reasons. First, because some testing went on for the “No-test” groups, the
study cannot, techni.qally, permit conclusions about a true No-test condition. Second, because all
of the parole.es in this study were subject to testing (had conditions of parole permitting drug
_testing, whether tested or not) and observed testing going on, they all experienced a reasonable
threat of being tested. The threar of testing must therefore be included in any recommendation
following from the results; and, in order for that threat to be credible, there must be some testing
going on.

By keeping drug testing at a minimum, the agency caﬁ avoid a good deal of the dollar.
cost of drug testing. The agency can also avoid other, opportunity costs associated with potential;
over-reliance on drug iesting: agent/parolee relationships that favor control atithe expense of

service and support and that are structured around a failure-oriented, unpleasant activity. .- -

To the extent that agents are expected to monitor the drug use behavior of their parolees, -

other monitoring methods would have to be used to a greater extent. Results of the.process :

analysis, noted above, suggest that such methods are available and are already being used in lieu. :

of, or in combination with, drug tests.
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Agencies may also have to rely on other methods of documenting the need for
intervention with parolees, monitoring the progress of parolees, and evaluating the job
performance of parole agents.

Drug Testing During Re-entry. While the findings suggest little public safety benefit for

testing above a minimum level, the predictive value of early drug use on parole suggests the
potential value of regular, frequent drug testing during the Re-entry period. The lack-of-a good
understanding of what to do with parolees who test positive early, however, along with the
tendency for parolees to go AWOL after submitting a positive test, suggests a certain caution.

Cases testing positive in the first three months of parole were much more likely to ha;'e
arrests during parole and later, indicating that an early positive test is a good indicator of
increased risk for criminal behavior. Cases testing positive only after the first three months were
no different from cases never testing positive. This finding suggests that a positive drug test
early in parole is a powerful indicator of criminal propensity and that regular, frequent drug
testing can provide a relativély straightforward risk-assessment procedure.”

A note of caution is called for, however. In the first place, it is not clear what should be
done with parolees who demonstrate their higher-than~average' criminal propensity through
testing positive early in parole. There is no research to suggest how best to reduce the future
criminality of these parolees. While it may be tempting to respond to these parolees with
increased incarceration (to protect the public for as long as possible) or to require intensive drug

treatment (to try to reduce whatever influence drug use may have on their behavior), it was

¥ Multivariate analyses suggested that early positive tests did not provide much predictive power over what might be
obtained from information on past history of drug use and prior criminal history. The reverse, however, was also
true, suggesting that early drug use in parole might serve as a simple substitute for these other indicators of
criminality.
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common for parolees to go "missing" after submitting a positive.test. If this absconding was in
anticipation of the possible cdnsequences of getting caught using drugs, increasing the sanctions
or the treatment éssociate_d with positive tests could exacerbate this problem. As a consequence, |
agents would lose Whatever influence they may have with the parolee, and the pérolee may
becomé even more unstable ana irresponsible. In short, "getting tough" with these parolees may
backfire, resulting in~bigger-prob1exﬂs than drug use.

Thus, while drug testing appears to have some utility for identifying parolees with higher
future arrest rates, the benefits of increésed testing for this purpose are not clear. What is needed
is a better understanding of how to respond effectively to this indicator of criminal propensity

without, literally, scaring the pafolees off.

I‘n»summary,' this study showed that routine drug testing by parole agents beyond a
minimum level did not seem to have a positive impact on the criminal behavior of parolees.
While limited in its scope, the étudy was carried out successfully, providing experimental
evidence that the variations in drug testing frequencies that can be implemented as a part of
regular parole did not produce expected differences. In fact, all observed differences were in
favor of lower levels of drug testing. It is not clear why higher levels of drug testing would be
associated with higher arrest rates that extended far beyond the time when these offenders were
under CYA parole supervision. Further research would be necessary to fully;understand;.and:;::
verify this finding. In the meantime, the present results suggest the value of a ‘thorough%review:;‘{_'v

of assumptions regarding the benefits of drug testing for offenders on parole supervision.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

This study is about drug testing in parole. Specifically, it is about the relative beneﬁts for
public safety of testing more frequently or less frequently in the context of regular parole
supervision. Drug testing as part of the conditions for community-supervision of offenders has a
remarkable appeal because it fits with commonsense notions about how to control drug use and
because the control of drug use is believed to be an effective method of controlling crime.
However, the effectiveness of drug testing as a means of controlling other forms of criminal
behavior is unclear. This reports presents the results of a large-scale study of those effects in a
regular parole setting. It focuses on differences in parole adjustment and criminal behavior, as
measured by arrests, for parolees tested at different intervals as part of regular parole supervision.

This study was not about whether drug testing in general can make a difference for
parolee behavior, but whether drug testing within the limits imposed by regular parole
supervision.can make a difference. The nature of parole places major limits on the amount of
testing that can be performed in this context, and the testing frequencies were relatively low (up
to 1.35 tests per month, on average, for the highest frequency group). The study cannot address
the effectiveness of drug testing above that level or accompanied by other changes in
supervision. Nevertheless, the differences in testing frequencies used in this study could mean
large differences in criminal justice expenditures, and it is important to understand the benefits
deriveGd from such (seemingly small) differences in testing levels.

Drug testing as part of community supervision has enjoyed increasing popularity since
the late 1980s and early 1990s, becoming an integral part of probation and parole as well as of
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treatment programs for substance abuséfs (Cullen, Wright, and Applegate, 1996). Camp and
Camp (1993) "estimated over 50,000 drug tests, on average, administered by probation
jurisdictions and over 77,000 drug tests annually, on average, for 45 parole jurisdictions.
Clearly, the criminal justice system has embraced drug testing as a valuable weapon in the war
against drug use and crime.

According to Cullen, et al., (1996), drug testing has a number of purposes in criminal
justice settings. First, a large part of the appeal of drug testing for‘ offenders in community
supervision is that it provides a concrete measure of drug use activity, both at the individual leQeI
and at the aggregate level. It therefore fosters a better understanding of the behavior of offenders
and the relationshiﬁ between drugs and crime. Second, regul'ar drug testing can provide a reliable
means of identifying drug hsers (Toborg, Bellassai, Yezer, and Trost, 1989; Torres, 1996a,
1996b) and ongoing patterns of use (Wish and Gropper, 1990)." This information can be uséd to
establish treatment and supervision plans (Vito, Wilson, and Holmes, 1993). Third, results can
be used to determine trends in drug use for the nation, as with the Drug Use Forecasting Study:
(U.S. Department of Justice, 1997), and for local jurisdictions. This information is valuable for
program planning and policy development. Fourth, because of the association of drug use to
general criminality, drug test results may also be used to estimate risk for future: criminal
behavior and to set conciitions of pretrial release (Britt, Gottfredson, and Géldkamp, 1992;

Goldkamp and Jones, 1992) or supervision level for offenders in the community." Finally_,. drug:

! The California Youth Authority, for example, includes positive drug test results in its Parole Classification
instrument. This item is weighted in such a way that a positive test result would prevent a recommendation for
lowered supervision level and would lead to a recommendation for increasing supervision in combination with
any other risk factor or “service need” factor.



testing, in combiﬁation with a program of responding to drug use, is commonly considered a
deterrent to future drug use and associated criminal activity (Toborg, et al., 1989; Wish and
Gropper, 1990).

To this list, several other functions of drug testing that arise from its ongoing use and
from the increasing reliance of agencies on drug test results might be added (Simon, 1993;
Boyken and Haapanen, 1996). These functions, although not explicit, bring a certain value to
drug testing that goes beyond any informational value or presumed effect on the behavior of
individual offenders. First, a positive drug test provides hard evidence of drug use, a legally
defensible indicator that parole or probation conditions have been violated. It serves as a
“trigger” and a rationale for action with (or against) a supervised offender that may be only partly
based on the drug use. Second, drug ;esting comes to be an important means of measuring both
the progress of a parolee and the nature of the parolee/agent relationship. Parole reports
routinely indicate the number of times a parolee was tested and the results of those tests. The
drug test information provides a tangible, empirical basis for describing the parolee’s conduct on
parole. Third, drug testing serves as a convenient way for agents to demonstrate that they have
been diligent in monitoring the drug use of the parolees. Fourth, the testing procedure helps to
structure the interaction between the parolee and the agent. The process of obtaining a urine
sample provides a routine set of activities that have a procedural legitimacy and which therefore
take the “guesswork” and the suSpicion out of parole visits: both participants know what is
expected, at least for that part of the visit. Finally, drug testing portrays a public image of the
probation or parole agency as engaged in concrete actions to hold offenders accountable and/or

to “get tough” on supervised offenders.



Balanced against these real émd assumed benefits of drug testing are the associated costs,
especially those associated with an over-reliance on drdg testing. Dollar costs pf drug testing run
into the millions. At $5.00 per test, the estimated 77,000 drug tests per parole agency (Camp and
_ Camp, 1993) would result in an annual ‘cost of $385,000 per jurisdiction. Multiplying that by 50
jurisdictions plus the federal system results in an estimate for 1992 of $18,865,000 per year to
test parolees. If the cost of testing probationers and others who are tested as part of court-ordered

treatment programs are added to these costs, the estimate could easily réach $50 million dollars
for testing crirhinal justice populations.

There are alsb opportunity costs associated with drug testing, especially as agencies
develop an over-reliancelon the “measurement” features and benefits. Over-reliance on drug test
results can lead to an exclusive focus on drug testing, as opposed to other ways of evaluating a
parolee’s drug problerﬁ or progres's on parole. In this sense, drug test results alone may be
sufficient for arguing that a parolee is using drugs (or has remained “clean”), but the
unsubstantiated judgment of the parole agent may not be considered adequate. Under these
conditions, parole may come to revolve more and more around drug testing, and the limited time
that an agent can spend with each parolee may come to be disproportionately taken up by this
“measuremeht” activity (Holt, 1998).

There are two consequences of this disproportionate focus on drug.’:‘ testing for the -
parolee/agent relationship. On the one hand, to the extent that agencies strive to provide both
control-oriented activities and support for offenders’ efforts to develop pro-social lifestyles, over-:.-;
reliance on téstihg pushes the balance toward control. It means less time for the agent to devote .:.

to other aspects of supervision, such as assisting with employment, finding a suitable placement, -



or securing appropriate services for other problems the parolee may have. On the other hand, the
parolee/agent relationship would come to be increasingly structured around a violatién-oriented,
relatively distasteful activity (Torres, 1996b). The monitoring of drug use through drug testing
involves looking for failure, even though the response may be treatment-oriented. To the extent
that drug testing comes to dominate .parole céntacts, parolees may come to perceive their
relationships with their parole agents as less supportive and helpful. Further, neither parolees nor
parole agents tend to enjoy the process of obtaining urine samples, which involves actually
watching the offender urinate into the bottle (Torres, 1996b). Drug teéting imposes a distinctly
negative component to the interaction, further undermining the supportive aspects of the
relationship.

Like their counterparts in other agencies, however, administrators of the California Youth
Authority are not blind to the costs of drug testing and to the lack of evidence in favor of any
public safety benefit. Over the five years prior this study’s implementation, the California Youth
Authority’s expenditures for drug testing had risen steadily from $77.000 in 1986 to over
$325.000 in 1990. After that peak, budget limitations brought this figure down sharply in 1991
to about $200,000 and slowly thereafter to a current level of about $120,000 per year.” Over the
last four years, the Youth Authority has spent over $500,000 to have urine samples from parolees

analyzed. While this sum may not be large in comparison to that of other agencies, the funds, as

* These marked changes in drug testing were not accompanied changes in standard parole outcomes (parole
removals for a violation), suggesting that drug testing levels did not have an effect on those outcomes. Possible
changes in the parole populations and in other policies of the Youthful Offender Parole Board or the Youth
Authority make it difficult to draw firm conclusions, however. Follow-up arrest data covering that period were
not collected. Possible effects of these changes on criminal behavior of parolees are therefore unknown.



well as the time the agénts spend administering drug tests, might be put to better use. The other
benefits of drug testing, such as monitoring trends, providing tangible evidence of parole
violations, and measuring parple performance, éreAalso valued, but may not, in themselvés,
| justify the costs of continued tésting fn the absence of a clear public safety benefit. It is thi§
public safety benefit that is the primary focus of the present study: Do higher frequencies of drug
testing result in less criminal behavior (as indicated by fewer arrests) and/or in better parole
adjustment?

In order to understand the study and its strengths and limitations, it is important to |
understand some of what is already known about the relationship of drug use to crime and the
treatment of drug use among criminal populations. it is also important to understand a little about
parolé, particularly as it operates in the California Youth Authority. This information will aid in
understanding the primary goals of drug testing in the parole context and the rationale for the

present study.

Drug Use and Crime

Crime has been closely associated with d-rug use by a mounting body of. research

evidence (Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982, 1984; Ball, 1981; Wish and Johnson, 1986, Haapanen . :

1990, 1991). Drug use, therefore has been an important focus of control efforts, .along with morez:- >

traditional concerns, such as employment, peer associations, and so on (Simon, 1993). ‘Drug usey. .. -

has been argued to contribute directly and indirectly to other forms of crime, both: property crimes

and violent crime. Goldstein (1989), for example, 'points to three ways that drug use .contributes



to violent crime. First, the psycho-pharmacological effects of drugs may lead to “drug—induced
violence,;" such as that commonly associated with the use of PCP. Second, the need for income
to purchase drugs may lead to (oﬁen) desperate crimes, such as armed robbery. Third, the
distribution and sales of illegal drugs bring with them a measure of “systemic violence” that is
inherent in any high-stakes, illegal enterprise®. Clearly, these factors can be seen to contribute:
equally to property crimes as well. The proceeds of property crimes are often used to purchase
drugs, and drug use data on arrestees indicate that property crimes tend to be committed while
under the influence of drugs (Drug Use Forecasting Study, U.S. Department of Justice, 1997).
From this perspective, the control of drug use should have a direct and immediate effect on
crime.

From a larger perspective, drug use has been argued to contribute to crime indirectly, as
well, by steering individuals down a “life-course trajectory” of increasing disengagement from
conventional society (Sampson and Laub, 1994). Studies have shown' that criminality 1is
associated with poor employment, lack of skills, unstable family relationships, and unhealthy
peer relationships, as well as with drug use (Simon, 1993). Continued drug use, like -continued
lack of émployment, continued lack of commitment to education or training, and continued
gravitation toward criminal associates (and away from pro-social ones) makes it more and more
difficult for an offender to, as it were, “turn his life around.” The further a person travels down

the wrong path, the more distance he puts between himself and conventional society, and,

3 “Systemic violence” refers to violence that is inherent in the activity of drug dealing and distribution. Because
these business enterprises operate outside the law, normal legal remedies are, for the most part, unavailable. The
participants therefore rely on direct forms of violence to enforce rules of conduct and contractual obligations.



therefore, the less access he has to it. The more time a person “loses” in the course of pursuing
the crirﬁinal lifestyle, the more difficult it is to “make up for lost time,” and the more likely the
individual will feel that it’s not worth the effort (Sampson and Laub, 1994). Drugs contribute to
this downward spiral by impeding the development of necessary skills, by undermining stable
employment, and by éncouraging the development of criminal associations. Controlling drug

use, then, would be critical for making even the first steps toward a more pro-social way of life.

Controlling Drug Use Among California Youth Authority Parolees

Parole is a period of supervised release following a stay in a state-level correctional
institution. For offeﬁders serving fixed (or determinate) sentences, this period may be imposed
as part of the sentence. For offenders on indeterminate sentences, such as juvenile offenders ’
adjudicated in juvenile courts, parole generally follows a determination by a parole board that the
offender has made sufficient progress that release to the community is warranted. Parole from
the California Youth Authority follows the latter path. In order to be released to the community,
parolees agree to abide by certain conditions, which commonly include staying out of trouble,
not associating with criminals, not e_ngaging in gang behavior, and refraining from drug.and/or -
alcohol use.

The California Youth Authority’s Parole Services and Community Corrections (PS&CC).
Branch operates 16 parole units throughout California. Tﬁese units are grouped into Northern:
and Southern Regions, each with a regional administrator who, in tumn, report to the Deputy:

Director of the branch. Policies of the Branch are developed jointly by parole administrators and:



rﬁembers of the Youthful Offender Parole Board, which has solé authority to revoke or otherwise
remove a ward from parole.

All CYA parolees are on maximum supervision (at least two contacts per month) during a
“Re-entry period,” Which covers the first two to three months of parole. From there, they move
to “Case-management,” where they earn their way to lower supervision levels by maintaining
employment, staying out of trouble, and not requiﬁng high levels of service from parole agents.
Most parolees move to medium supervision (one contact per month) within the first six months
of parole and remain at that level, although a few eventually move to minimum supervision (one
contact every two months). A classification system is used to establish recommended movement
between levels, based upon the parolee's perforrhance and service needs.

Parole is to be distinguished from probation, which typically occurs in lieu of a sentence
to incarceration. For adults, probation may be granted in lieu of a stay in county jail or as a
condition for a reduced term in jail. It may also be granted, with or without a jail term, to felons
in lieu of a state prison sentence. In exchange for the suspension or reduction of the term of
incarceration, probationers agree to abide by certain conditions, which, like parole, commonly
include staying out of trouble, not associating with criminals, and refraining from drug and/or
alcohol use.

California Youth Authority (CYA) parolees are not, for the most part, “drug offenders”
but are serious offenders who also have substance abuse problems. Most offenders released to
parole supervision from the California Youth Authority have parole conditions prohibiting drug
use and requiring drug testing, even though few of these offenders were committed for drug

offenses. Changing attitudes concerning drug use have resulted in tougher penalties for drug



offenses at both the adult and juvenile leveis in California. Still, only a small minority of new
commitments to the CYA are for drug offenses, including drug sales. During recent years, the
percentage of new commitments for drug offenses has dropped steadily from 19% in 1989 to 5%
in 1997. During this period, the percentage of commitments for violent offenses (murder, rape,
robbery, assault, and kidnapping) rose from 41% to 59%. Still, the Youth Authority’s best
available estimates suggest that two out of three of these new commitments enter the CYA with
extensive patterns of drug use and/or serious substance abuse problems.

For paré]ees- who were commiitted for non-drug offenses, drug testing is justified on the
basis of self-admitted histories of drug use and by the commonly accepted association between
dru_g use and other forms of criminal behavior. For these serious offenders, the control of drug
use may be_ best thought of primarily as a means for preventing non-drug crimes and for Z
facilitafing the development of more pro-social ways of life. However, drug use is typically only .’-
one of a number of problems that might hinder successful reintegration into society, and the °
importance of controlling drug use may differ across parolees and over time.

There appears to be general agreement among parole administrators that controlling
substance abuse by parolees is an important -goal of supervision. further, this attention to
substance abuse is consistent with the dual nature of parole supervision: surveillance and service

(Holt, 1998). On the one hand, parole agents are expected to "keep an eye on" recently released :

{ .

offenders and thereby help to protect the public from possible criminal behavior. Parole Copen

conditions thereby routinely preclude any drug use by parolees. Depending on the offender's -

circumstances, drug use may serve as the specific justification for removal from parole and-the .

10



possible prevention of other crimes. Drug use, in this regard, stands as evidence that the offender
is not able or willing to conform to conditions of release (Torres, 1996a).

On the other hand, parole agents are expeéted not only to provide surveillance and
preventive intervention, but also to assist the parolee in his or her efforts to establish a
noncriminal lifestyle. For some parolees, drug use does not necessarily indicate a repudiation of
conventional lifestyles or a gravitation back to criminal behavior. It may simply indicate a
problem area in the offender's life that has not been adequately resolved. For these offenders, or
in these circumstances, drug use may point to the need for additional assistance, in the form of
increased support, referral for treatment, or involvement in a shdrt-term residential drug-
treatment program.

The control of drug use in parole, then, can serve several purposes, and depending on the
circumstances, drug use may be seen to indicate the first step back to a life of crime or simply an
unresolved problem requiring attention. Paroling agencies may differ in their policies
concerning responses to drug use by parolees. The point remains, however, that for offenders at
this level of involvement in the criminal justice system, drug use in itself is oftentimes not the
main issue. For agencies supervising serious offenders on parole, the focus on drug use and the
responses to it are based largely on the perceived implications of drug use for criminality and/or
broader parole adjustment.

As with other agencies providing community supervision, drug testing by CYA parole
agents supplements other methods of supervision (such as face-to-face and phone contacts,
collateral contacts, direct observation, etc.), all of which are intended to increase public safety.

Its use covers all of the purposes discussed above. Parole agents value the increased ability to
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“obsefve” recent drug use, and drug testing is often regarded as an indispensable tool for
enforcing parole conditions prohibiting drug use. Although the emphasis is clearly on the
“control” side, drug testing is believed fo reinforce both the control and support aspects of parole
supervision. Dfug testing is believed to help déter drug use by parolees and to help detect
substance abuse problems and set the stage for treatment that will contribute to the adoption of al
more pro-social lifestyle. These changes, in turn, are believed to lead to a redﬁction in criminal
behavior and an increase in_public safety. This assumed public safety benefit is the primary

Justification for drug testing CYA parolees.

Primary Functions of Drug Testing in Parole: Deterrence and Detection

The control of drug use through drug teéting rests on t\;'o of the functions described by .
Cullen, et al., (1997): deterrence from drug use and identification (detection) of drug users.
These two functions work together, theoretically, to reduce the rational choice of drug use for

- pleasure and to reduce the need for drug use that stems from treatable problems (Figure 1).

1. Deterrence. Drug testing serves as a potent threat to the parolee that he o-r. she-may be;
"caught" using (irugs despite all efforts to hide the behavior. Rather than face the
consequences of violating this éondition of parole, parolees are hypothesized to.
voluntarily limit (or curtail) their drug use (Toborg, Bellassai, Yezer::faxid Trost, 1989;+ -
Wish and Gropper, 1990). T :

2. Detection. For those parolees who are not deterred, drug testing serves to identify" '
when drug use begins, providing evidence of failure to conform to parolegcbnditiohsa“ '

@
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and evidence of poor commitment to establishing a legitimate lifestyle. The drug use
can then be responded to with appropriate sanctions or treatment which may lead, in
turn, to reductions in future drug use and greater efforts toward making lifestyle
improvements (Toborg, et al;, 1989; Wish and Gropper, 1990; Vito, Wilson, and
Holmes, 1993).

These two functions of drug testing have somewhat different implications for who, how
often, and under what circumstances to optimally test for drugs to provide the most cost-effective
parolé services. Drug testing takes time and money, both df which tend to be in short supply in
agencies providing community supervision. Even if an agency could afford to test everyone
under supervision often enough to detect any and all drug use, this may not be the best use of the
necessary resources. For some, most, or even all parolees, some resources might better be spent
on other fo;'ms of assistance, such as increased agent contacts that are focused on matters other
than drug use or assistancg with more positive adjustment activities: placements, school,
vocational training. counseling, and so on. What is needed is better information on the pay-off
associated with the extent and frequency of drug testing (who -and how often to test).

For deterrence, the goal is to establish the belief among parolees that drug use is likely to
be detected and that the consequences of the violation outweigh any immediate pleasure the
contemplated drug use might bring. The optimal drug testing program would include enough
testing to convince most parolees that there was a credible threat that their drug use would be
detected and also include a sanction/treatment response that parolees would find onerous enough

to offset the promise of immediate pleasures from drug use.
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‘ ‘Drug R
Testing

[ Detectiqn }

Figure 1: Deterrence and detection as the primary functions of drug testing in parole.

On the detection side, sanctibns and treatment might imply somewhat different optimél
levels of testing. The use of sanctions is part of the deterrence approach, described above, and
would imply the need for a level that, when combined with the particular sanction used, would be -
enough to make drug use seem too risky. On the treatment side, less actual detection may be
necessary. In a drug testing program for identifying and addressing broader adjustment
problems, the detection of each and every instance of drug use may not be necessary, especially

if doing so requires an inordinate commitment of time and resources to drug testing. If a pattern .

of drug use is developing, even a less-than-comprehensive drug testing regimen should still - ~

detect it eventually. Such a program of drug testing should also detect some instances of'" . :
sporadic, occasional use, but can be expected to miss some. From a treatment perspective, these: -

" undetected incidents, however, may not pose enough of a danger to society or to the successful
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integration of the parolee into the community to make the marginal cost of their detection
worthwhile. |
In practice, both theoretical pathways are assumed to work in combination. Drug testing
is expected to deter parolees from using drugs. If they are not deterred, drug testing will détect
the drug use and provide a basis for responding. The CYA uses a general “graduated sanction™
approach to responding to positive drug tests, but specific responses are not required by policy.
In keeping with the “individualized justice” approach typical of juvenile justice agencies
(Cavender and Knepper, 1992), positive tests oftén serve primarily as "triggers"'for evaluating
everything the parolee is doing at the time, and the appropriate response is based on that overall
assessment of the parolee's adjustment.* Although no hard-and-fast rules exist, there is a general
expectation among parole agents concerning appropriate responses to positive tests. The first
dirty te§t generally results in a “corrective action plan” (CAP) that specifies drug treatment,
attendance at Alcoholics Anonymous/Narcotics Anonymous meetings, and/or a warning of
heavier penalties for continued use and an increase in drug testing. The second dirty test usually
warrants at least a recommendation for referral to a CY A-operated residential drug program. A
third dirty test means a recommendation for revocation and a hearing with the Youthful Offender
Parole Board (YOPB). One assistant parole unit supervisor stated
....0One hundred percent of my agents would recommend to continue on
parole with some kind of additional treatment or counseling program in the

community for a primary dirty [positive] test. For the second dirty test they
would recommend either to continue on parole in the community or to send

* This process has its basis in the Juvenile Court philosophy, in which the “best interests of the minor” are balanced
against public protection and punishment of offenders. Parole removal is a response of parole personnel and/or
the Youthful Offender Parole Board (YOPB) to parolee adjustment in a broad sense, which may or may not
involve criminal activity.
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the parolee to [a residential drug treatment facility]. This would depend not
on the agent, but the agent would make the decision based on the seriousness
of the parolee’s involvement with the drugs and the parolee’s overall
adjustment to the community. For a third dirty test, the parolee would
probably be revoked. :
Thus, the expected response graduates from treatment (with a warning) through short-term
incarceration combined with treatment (a residential drug program) to punishment (revocation).
- This graduated response is intended to provide some assistance to the parolee in tackling their

drug problem and send a message that continued drug use will not be tolerated. The process is

thereby expected to enhance the deterrent value of drug testing in the future.

Research on the Effectiveness of Drug Testing

There have only been a few studies of the deter;ent effect of drug testing on drug use and
criminal behavior among criminal justice populations (Cullen, Wright, and Applegate, 1996).
Several have shown positive results in reducing drug use after implementation of the drug :'testing
program. Drug testing programs among probationers and parolees in Oregon and probationers in
Jefferson County. Kentucky, both of which included graduated sanctions for positive tests, found

decreases over time in the percentage of positive drug tests. The researchers concluded that the

drug 'testing programs appeared to have a deterrent effect on the drug use behavior:of the

offenders under supervision (Cullen, Wright, and Applegate, 1996; Oregon :Departrrfent of
Corrections, 1993; Vito, Wilson, and Holmes, 1993). Neither of these studies focused on ;

differences in the frequency of testing.
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These studies also did not address the effects of drug testing on other forms of criminal
behavior. Studies that have addressed this issue have focused on misconduct among offenders
released and awaiting trial. A study in Arizona (Britt, Gottfredson, and Goldkamp, 1992) found
that drug testing as a component of pretrial release had no effect on pretrial misconduct. Studies
of pretrial drug testing in Wisconsin and Maryland (Goldkamp and Jones, 1992) found that drug
testing had no effect on rearrests or failure to appear at court hearings. The latter study faced
difficulties in implementing the graduated sanctions, however, because the number of cases
testing positive several times would have placed a tremendous burden on courts and jails. As a
consequence, sanctions were limited, reducing the potential deterrent value of the drug testing
program. These stuaies also did not address the issue of frequency of drug testing.

Special programs that have incorporated drug testing as part of a coordinated drug-
treatment effort, such as the California Civil Addict Program, have shown drug testing to be a
valuable part of that effort. The California Civil Addict_ Program provided institutional substance
abuse treatment and intensive parole supervision to adult offenders identified as substance
abusers—primarily heroin addicts. Evaluations of this program showed reduced levels of drug
use and criminality for offenders receiving intensive supervision coupled with drug testing than
for those receiving regular supervision (without drug testing) or no supervision (McGlothlin,
Anglin, and Wilson, 1977).

Drug testing as part of intensive supervision programs for regular offenders, on the other
hand, have found no benefits for drug testing in terms of crime reduction for probationers
(Turner and Petersilia, 1992) or for parolees (Turner, 1992). Drug testing increased the

likelihood of new violations for both groups, due to the increased ability to detect drug use.
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Intensive supervision, hoWever, did not result in lowered arrest rates. Thus, while these
programs may increase the ability to hold offenders accountable for violating conditions of

probation or parole, they do not seem to improve the offenders’ behavior very much.

In summary, drug testing is generally viewed as an important and valuable tool for parole
agents and others involved in community supervision. Drug testing helps to extend the possible
range of surveillance to include recent drug use beyond the direct observation of the parole agent.
- The threat of detection may deter offenders from using drugs and thereby reduce what is
commonly regarded as a "major contributor" to criminal activity. For offenders who are not
' deterred. the detection of drug use through urine testing- provides the agent with a tangible basis
for corrective acfion, either in the form of punitive sanctions or of treatment. There is some
research evidence that drqu testing with graduated responses. can reduce drug use among
offenders. While certain special programs for drug-abusing offenders have shown some positive
results in reducing drug use and criminal behavior, there is no research evidence that routine drug
testing for regular probation or parole populations by their agents pfovides any: crime-reduction
(public safety) benefits. |

Most people believe that drug testing at some level is necessary in parolEI—md that higher
levels would be more effective at improving public safety than lower levels. There is probably:
less consensus, however, on how important it is to control drug use rather than;. say, to enforce:
conditions requiring employment and staying away from criminal associates: .on how much to~
invest in drug testing as a major component of parole supervisién. The issue: here, again, is: :

whether differences in drug testing levels that can be practically applied within the context of:
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regular parole supervision make any difference for the behavior of the parolees. In other words,
given that the testing would be done by parole agents as part of regular parole supervision, does
testing fnore often lead to better outcomes for pa:olges than testing less often? This study begins
to address these questions by studying the relative benefits of different amounts of (investments

in) drug testing by one paroling agency.

Issues Not Addressed By This Study

As mentioned earlier, this study did not address the general question of whether drug
testing at some level could reduce criminal behavior among offender§ on community
supervision. It could be argued, for example, that drug testing twice or three times per week
could deter drug use and crime by catching every occurrence of drug use. However, that level of

drug testing would require changing other aspects of parole supervision as well--the number of
contacts between agents and parolees or the use of an outside contractor for collecting urine
samples. It would be extremely difficult or impossible to sort out the effects of the increased
drug testing from the other changes in supervision. While the present study was necessarily
limited to relatively low levels of drug testing, it was able to study drug testing differences while
holding other aspects of supervision constant (on average) across groups. Further, it addressed a
policy issue that could be immediately put into effect in most paroling agencies: How much
should parole agents test?

In addition, no hypotheses regarding either positive tests or actual drug use as they relate

to levels of drug testing were explicitly addressed by this study, although levels of positive tests
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may have some implications for overall drug use among parolees. Differences in the numbers of
positive tests would be difficult to interpret without some independent, direct measure of actual
drug ﬁse. None was available _for this study. Tﬁe greater detection of drﬁg use might be
expected to result iﬁ greater numbers of positive drug tests as the frequency goes up. However,
-this effect would be coﬁnterbalanced by any additional deterrent effects that might also be related
to higher ffequencies of drug testing. Drug test results for the total sample, however, were
compared to those obtained for arrestees and probationers from other states to help understand
the results of this study a1.1d place them in a wider context.

The study also did not involve an experimental evaluation of different kinds of responses
to positive tests, although some information on responses was collected and analyzed for
descriptive and exploratory purposes. The main reason for not including response options in the
expéﬁmental design was that in the parole setting, as explained above, situations rarely: involve
only drug use. The positive tests often serve primarily as a "trigger" for evaluating everything
the parolee is doing at the time, and the appropriate response is dictated by that’v overall
assessment of the parolee's adjustment. A study requiring particular types of response to positive
drug tests would be bbth irhprécticél and unrealistic because it would require agents and other
decision makers (i.e., members of the Youthful Offender Parole Board) to ignore aspects of the

parolees' adjustment that would not be ignored otherwise.’

Secondly, the inclusion of response options in the present study would have resulted ina

very complex design involving relatively small samples and would probably not:have. been
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generalizable to other areas or agencies. Response options are closely related to the #vailability
of local resources, thch differs widely among parole units. A study of respénse options would
have been limited by necessity to a relatively small geographicai area, involving only a few
parole units, and to instances where the only violation was for the positive test. As noted above,

such cases are in the minority, making it likely that small samples would have been involved.

*For example, the options for a parolee with a stable living situation and a full-time job would not ordinarily
include temporary incarceration or a three-month residential drug program (both of which would jeopardize
' employment) unless he or she was considered likely to get in serious trouble otherwise.
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Chapter 2
Design and Methods

In order to assess whether different levels of routine, unécheduled drug testing resulted in
different numbers of crimes and/or parole failures among CYA wards on parole supervision, an
experimental research study was carefully developed and implemented. The goal was to design a
study that maximized scientific rigor while maintaining a foundation in the realities of parole
operations at the CYA. Groups were formed by randomly assigning new parolees to different
drug testing levels, and the groups were to be tested at their respective frequencies for the
duration of parole (up to 24 months). All other aspects of parole were to remain unchanged. to
the extent possible without creating an unneéessarily artificial situation. In this way, the study
sought to have the amount of drué testing be the only difference among the groups. Differences
in the outcomes for the groups could then be confidently attributed to differences in drug testing
and resultant responses to those tests that were positive. Parole adjustment was measured by the
type of parole removal (revocation, violation discharge, etc.), if any, at 24 months. Criminal
behavior was measured by arrests at 24, 36, and 42 months.

The usefulnes§ of evaluation results rests in part on whether the study has enough
scientific rigor that researchers and policy makers can have confidence in its results. The present
study meets this standard and has potentially important implications for parole in general and for
CYA parole in particular. In developing the research design, the objective was to balance the
goals of

1. scientific rigor, to permit th;: best assessment of the effectiveness of drug testing levels,

independent of the effects of other aspects of parole (Rossi and Freeman, 1993), and
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2. uséfulness, so that its findings and results were consideréd as relevant as possible to

actual policy decisions regarding drug testing in parole (Patton, 1997).

Scientific rigor involves isolating the effects of the program, policy, or activity in
question from the effects of other factors at work in the situation. In order to attribute outcome
differences to levels of drug testing', other ‘possible explanations for any observed differences in
outcome must be eliminated. In the present case, the goal was to compare outcomes for groups

of parolees that differed from one another only in the amount of drug testing they received during

parole. The present study sought to maximize scientific rigor by using a true experimental -

design (Campbell and Stanley, 1966) and by avoiding other possible differences in parole for the
groups.

One type of group difference that could cause problems for rigorous evaluation is
differences in the characteristics the members had prior to entering the study. These pre-existing
- differences could directly influence outcomes or could influence how members of the groups
respond to the “program” (in this case, drug testiﬁg). Either way, pre-existing differences could
make it difficult to determine whether any observed differences in outcomes were due to the
program or to the pre-existing differences in the groups. In general, while the influence of pre-

existing differences can be controlled to some extent through various statistical adjustments, the:

more similar the groups to begin with, the more confidence can be placed in the evaluation’ -

findings and the more useful the study’s results (Farrington, 1983).

In the true experimental design (Campbell and Stanley, 1966), study ‘participants: are:.-

assigned to groups on a random basis, and the groups are therefore initially as similar as possible.’

“Random assignment” procedures, as they are sometimes called, serve to “mix up” the types.of
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people that get assigned to the different groups. They therefore produce groups that are very
similar in their overall characteristics, especially when the groups are large, as they were in the
present study. The use of this sampling design made it possible to assume that the groups would
have performed similarly on parole if they were treated similarly. Conversely, to the extent that
they were treated differently, differences in outcome could be attributed to those differences in
treatment. This sampling strategy made direct comparisons of outcomes for the groups possible.

Problems for the study could also be caused by differences in treatment (other than the
planned intervention) occurring after selection. If the gréups assigned to different levels of drug
testing were also treated differently in other ways, such as in the amount of supervision or in the
use of various sanctions, for example, it would be difficult to determine whether it was these
features of parole or the drug testing that made the difference in outcome (if any). Here,
however, the issue of balance Between rigor and usefulness becomes more problematic. When,
under normal circumstances, activities simply go together, holding them constant may create an
“artificial” situation that no longer conforms to how things would actually work in the “real
world.” The results would therefore be less useful for informing decisions about the activity.

On the one hand, the study must be designed so that desired differences in activity or
treatment are produced. If there are no differences in treatment, outcome differences cannot be
attributed to treatment differences. In the present study, this meant, among other things,
prohibiting two common practices:

e responding to positive drug tests by increasing the amount of testing and
e responding to a pattern of non-use of drugs and good parole adjustment by gradually

reducing the amount of drug testing over time.
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The first of these practices would have been applied more often to paroleés at lower
testing levels while the second would have been applied more often to parolees at higher testing
levels. They would thereby have reduced the differences in the groups. Thus, some artificiality,
created by restricting agents from making these kinds of decisions about how much to test, was
unavoidable.

On the other hand, the study must be designed so that other differences in activity or
~ treatment are minimized. In order to completely isolate the effects of one activity, such as drug
testing, other activities had to be held constant across groups. Some differences make more
sense to restrict than others, however. Some, such as overall sﬁpervision level, which were more
incidental to drug testing policy, were controlled. Drug tests are usﬁally performed by agents
during a face-to-face contact with the parolee. A parolee tested twice a month would have to Be
seen twice per month, which is the “contact standard™ for maximum supervision. Under ordinary
circumstances. then. that level of drug testing would be restricted to parolees on maximum .
supervision. In order to avoid having drug testing levels “drive” supervision levels (so that
differences in overall supervision level would be confounded with drug test levels), agents were
instructed to keep drug testing levels and supervision levels separate. Parolees with drug testing
levels that would require their being seen more often than their supervision levels would réquire
were to be “called in™ for a drug test only, which could be performed by the OD -(Ofﬁcer on
Duty) that day. :
Other activities that were more integral to the use of drug testing in parole were not

restricted. These activities involved responses to positive drug tests other than an increase in

testing levels: referral to a residential drug treatment program, temporary ~detention,
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individualized corrective action plans, and revocations. These responses could be seen as
extensions of the drug testing “program” in that without some kind of response to the positive
tests, there is no real “treatment” and no basis for expecting any effects. No attempt was made to
“standardize” these responses to dirty tests, however, because doing so would have required a
wholesale change in the way drug problems are handled in CYA parole. Typically, evidence of
drug use, either in the form of a positive drug test or an arrest by law enforcement for a drug-
related offense, prompts a global assessment of the parolee’s adjustment. While drug use, in and
of itself, enters strongly into this assessment, responses by parole agents or by the YOPB are not
predicated simply on that use. Imposing particular responses to dirty tests would have created a
profoundly artificial situation.

By not standardizing responses, the study ran the risk that there might be little or no
difference in how parolees were handled, despite differences in drug testing levels and numbers
of positive tests. Although a complete lack of differences was considered extremely unlikely,
given the Parole Services and Community Corrections Branch policy of requiring some kind of
response to every positive test, it was still possible that these differences would be less than
might be expected from differences in testing. There was some risk, then, that the study would
be weakened by a lack of important group differences in “treatment.” Still, it was considered
critical that the study focus on drug testing as it would actually work in parole. The usefulness
of a study in which sanctions were dictated would be minimal if an agency (in this case, the
CYA) had no intention of moving to a policy wherein particular responses were mandated.

The final design was developed in consultation with a task group of parole agents and

field supervisors to ensure that the procedures were practical and did not cause undue hardship
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for parole personnel. The task group was made up of parole administrators, parole supervisors,
and field staff. It was carefully selected so as to represent different geographical areas of the
state, ethnicities, levels of responsibility, and types of parole caseloads (e.g., urban vs. rural).
Such a diverse group was necessary to represent both staff and agency perspectives on the
relative importance of various research issues and the practical strengths and weaknesses of

various research designs.

The Sample

In order to be as representétive as possible of CYA parolees who would be the subjects of
routine drug testing policies, the sample was to include all wards éommitted directly to the
California Youth Authority from juvenile or adult courts and who were released to parole over
the course of one yeér. Offenders committed to adult prison and “housed™ at the Youth Authority
("M" cases) were excluded.®. Other cases were excluded only if their possible parole ex‘pésure
was very limited or if their parole circumstances made unscheduled drug tests impractical or
unfeasible. All cases meeting the following basic criteria were eligible:

1. CYA cases--M-cases, easily distinguished by their identification numbers, were
excluded;

2. California parole--no out-of-state cases;

® The Youth Authority population is made up of two kinds of offenders: (a) cases committed directly to the Youth .
Authority as juveniles or young adults (YA cases), and (b) young adults who have been committed to adult prison
but who are housed and programmed at the Youth Authority (referred to as M-cases because their YA .
identification numbers begin with "M").
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3.

4.

At least 6 months remaining jurisdiction time;’
At least 60 days available confinement time (ACT) at release.®

Certain cases meeting these primary criteria, however, were excluded because their

participation was not practical or feasible:

1.

cases with no parole conditions permitting drug testing;

cases with parole conditions that specified the frequency of drug testing;

certain "special interest”" cases, if the inclusion of the case could be shown to hinder the

agent's ability to supervise the parolee successfully in the community;

cases assigned to “rural” parole caseloads, which typically cover wide geographical areas-
-the agents (usually resident agents) would be unable to schedule surprise tests.

Because some of the exclusion criteria involved parole placement and parole conditions,

which are not known until the offender is actually ordered released to parole by the Youthful

Offender Parole Board (YOPB), eligibility could not be determined until actual release.

Parole unit supervisors were given the responsibility for determining eligibility for the

study and for calling this information into the research offices. Each parolee was to be reported

either as a study case or as an exclusion. If excluded, these supervising parole agents (or,

typically. the assistant supervising parole agents) also had to provide the reason for exclusion. It

" The Youth Authority's jurisdiction over juvenile offenders extends only up to a certain age (age 21 or age 25),
based upon their commitment offense(s).

¥ Available confinement time is determined by the offense(s) for which the offender was committed to the Youth
Authority. Parolees can be revoked or otherwise confined (e.g., temporary detention) only up to the amount of
confinement time remaining (available) after the parolee leaves CYA institutions.
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was initially estimated that approxifnately 44% of parole releases would be excluded, providing a
net one-year total sample of just over 2,000 (see Figure 2).

Partiéipating parolees were assigned, at random, to one of five levels of routine,
unscheduled drug-testing. The five levels of testing were chosen to provide a range of testing
intervals that would be prgctica] to implement as part of routine parole supervision. They were
chosen to match minimum standards for face-to-face contacts with >parolees, which range from
one contact every two months (minimum supervision) to one contact per month (medium
supervision) and two contacts per months (maximum supervision). In keeping with other aspects
of parole, the parolees were tested at a higher level (double the frequency) during the first 60 to

90-day Re-entry period.’ The following levels were assigned:

1. No routine testing (parolees are tested only after an arrest, either by law enforcement or
by parole agents who have probable cause to arrest for drug use);

2. No routine testing, but tested once or twice (Bimonthly) during Re-entry;

W)

Once every two months (Bimonthly), with one test a fnonth (Monthly) during Re-entry;

4. Once a month (Monthly), with one test every two weeks (Biweekly) during Re-entry; and

® All parolees are on maximum supervision (at least two contacts per month) during the first two to three months of
parole. Following Re-entry (the Case-management period), parolees are typically supervised at “medium” level, -
which involves one contact per month. ' :
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Parole Releases
(One Year)
3,600

Estimated

[Excluded Cases 1,600 44.4%

S amp ] € Out of state/other 150 42%
<60 days ACT 310 8.6%

v <6 mos jurisdiction 290 8.1%

Cases No testing conditions 55 1.5%

Included Test freq by YOPB 110 3.1%

2,000 Rural caseloads 425 11.8%

(55.6%) Special interest cases 110 3.1%

Drug Programs 150 4.2%

Group 1 Group 2 - Group 3 Group 4 Group §
22.5% 22.5% 22.5% 22.5% 10.0%
No Testing Re-enmry Monthly/ Bi-weekly Weekly/
Only Bi-monthly Monthly Bi-weekly
450 450 450 450 200

Figure 2: Estimated sample sizes and study design.

5. Once every two weeks (Biweekly), with one test every week (Weekly) during Re-entry.

Most parolees are at medium (a minimum of one face-to-face contact per month) or
maximum supervision (two contacts per month) for most of parole, so testing at any of these five
levels coﬁld be maintained reasonably as part of routine parole supervision. As noted earlier, a
major consideration in establishing the design was to avoid having testing levels “drive”
supervision levels. Under these conditions, it would be impossible to determine whether
differences in outcome were due to differences in drug testing or to differences in contacts or
other aspects of supervision. Where testing levels were higher than the minimum contact

standards for a particular parolee, agents were instructed to have the parolee come to the parole
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office to be tested. The agent or the Officer on Duty could collect the specimen without a
supervision contact.

Each agent was to have a “mix” of cases in different testing groups. In order to reduce
the likelihood of cases in different testing groups being treated differently in terms of other
aspects of parole, unit supervisors were not to assign cases to agents on the basis of their testing
levels.

At the time the supervisors called in the eligibility information for each case, research
staff used a computer program to assign the case to a group, based on a pre-detennined
probability of group assignment. The high-test group was to have only half the number as the
other groups in order to keep expenses down and to reduce the need to contact parolees- more
than contact standards required (once per month for most parolees).

As shown in Figure 2, the assignment process was designed to create four equal-sized
groups of 450 parolees and one group of 200 parolees. A computer program developed by Allan
Abrahamse, of the Rand Corporation, for use in their study of drug courts in Maricopa County,.
Arizona. was modified to assign cases based on probabilities of 22.5% for assignment to

Groups 1 through 4 and 10% for assignment to Group 5."

' We would like to thank Allan Abrahamse for furnishing and modifying his computer program. Peter Greenwood :
and Elizabeth Deschenes (now at California State University Long Beach) also provided valuable assistance and
support with this project. :

32



Testing Procedures

Prior to the implementation of the study, training was provided to all agents during
regular staff meetings at parole offices. At that time a Procedure Manual was also provided to
each agent (Appendix A). This manual explained the study and the expectations for agents.

Except for differences in frequency, drug testing was expected to follow regular parole
procedures. Following es;ablished practices, drug tests were to be carried out by the assigned
agents at the time of regular parole contacts. Tests could also be ordered at other times, in which
case the parolee was expected to visit the parole office and be tested by the OD (Officer on
Duty). Once contacted, parolees were required to report for drug testing within 48 hours. This
interval was considered short enough that most drugs could still be detected in the urine and long
enough that scheduling would not interfere with employment, school, or other pro-social
activities.

During training. agents were reminded that tests were to be scheduled on a "surprise”
basis, especially for parolees in the low-level testing groups. Agents were to schedule tests in
such a way that parolees could not predict when the next test would be. Additionally, parolees
were not to be advised that they were part of a study. Parolees were to be tested at their assigned
levels for 24 months or until parole removal (discharge, revocation or death). Wards remaining
on parole after 24 months could be tested at the discretion of the parole agent.

Although no formal criteria were established for under-testing, it was generally
understood that testing levels would be difficult to maintain under certain circumstances. For

example, when agents go on vacation, their caseloads are covered by other agents or the assistant
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unit Supervisor, but contact standards are generally relaxed. Similarly, parole units that are
understaffed, due to position vacancies or illnesses, may reassign some (but not all) of the
parolees on the caseload to other caseloads. As a result, a number of parolees are placed in
“uncovered caseloads” for some period of time during their paroles. Although unit supervisors
- were asked to avoid having study cases in these uncovered caseloads, extraordinary measures
were not required. The interest, again, was in trying to implement the different testing levels in
the context of parole as it might actually operate in practice. Drug testing requirements were also
suspended when the parolee was unavailable for testing: missing, in custody, in temporary
detention, in a residential drug program, etc.

Conversely, drug tests over the assigned level were permitted (but not required) only after
an arrest. The arrest may have been by law enforcement agencies, in which case the drug test
information was expected for determining the appropriate action of the Ybuthfui Offender Parole
Board.!"" The arrest may also be made by the parole agents for law violations or parole
violations, including being under the influence of drugs or alcohol. Under these circumstances,
drug tests were allowed either to verify actual drug use or to obtain a fuller picture of the
parolee’s adjustment (to support é recommended disposition by the YOPB). These tests, which
were included in the study, would tend to ipﬂate the drug-test frequencies, primarily for the no-

test groups. The “legitimacy” of these tests is impossible to verify with accuracy,'” however, and

" The YOPB may take action to revoke an offender’s parole regardless of (or in addition to) any action taken by - :
local authorities. On one side, the YOPB may simply “continue” the parole of an offender who serves a local. ,
sentence for a minor law violation. On the other side, the YOPB has the authority to revoke parole on the basis of . .
information that local authorities may deem as “insufficient evidence” for prosecution.

2Arrests by parole agents (or law enforcement agents) are not currently included in the CYA’s computerized-
OBITS file. If the arrest results in a revocation of parole, only the revocation date is entered. Since revocation
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no attempt was made to account for each test. At the higher levels of testing, these “post-arrest”
drug tests would be more likely to simply take the place of required tests; they would therefore
tend not to inflate the estimates of study tests.

Performance standards for parole agents and supervisors regarding drug testing were
amended to include following the study procedures. Thus, adherence to the testing frequencieé
became part of the standards by which the performance of parole agents and their supervisors
was to be evaluated. While enforcement of this standard was not directly assessed, its existence
signaled administrativé support of the study and may have helped to ensure that parolees were
tested at their assigned levels.

Audits of the drug testing were performed as part of the study and as part of the regular
audit process for the Parole Services and Community Corrections Branch. The data files for the
. project were routinely updated with testing information and used to monitor the implementation

of the study. Test information from the contract laboratory was listed by parole office and used
as the basis of project auditing. The project liaison (a senior parole agent assigned to this study)
and the principal project staff member visited each parole unit to discuss implementation, collect
data. and determine the reasons for under- or over-testing. Parole agents (and suﬁervisors) were
required to account for cases not being tested at the assigned level. These audits were conducted

three times during the course of the study, and were intended primarily to stress the importance

proceedings may take several months, linking the extra test to the arrest that led to the revocation would be a
matter of guess-work. Further, not all parole arrests lead to revocation; in these instances, it is possible that no
information explaining the arrest would even be available in the centralized files.
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of compliance. Data on the reasons for each missed (or extra) test were not systematically
recorded and are not reported here.

Auditing pr0\-/ed to be a tedious and labor-intensive process, but it was invaluable for
understanding the subtleties of implementing and maintaining policies that would tightly control
t-he‘ number of drug tests administered to parolees. With only a few exceptions, audits showed

that agents and supervisors made responsible efforts to test parolees at their assigned levels.

Data Collection

A variety of types of data were collected to describe the sample (background data), to
assess the imple;‘nentation of the study (implementation data), to assess the effect of differences
in drug testing levels on parolee behavior (outcome data), and to help understand the role of drug
testing information in parole (process data). Implementation data were used primarily to
determine whether the study was carried out as designed and whether the groups actually differed
in terms of drug-testing levels. Outcome measures focused specifically on hypothesized public
safety benefits of drug tésting: parole adjustment and criminal behavior. Process data were used
to assess whether differences in drug testing were associated with expected differences in certain
“intermediate outcAomes,” such as detection of drug use, identification of substance abuse .
problems, and responses to dirty tests.

Data on study participants (and the study itself) were obtained from

1. the CYA's Offender Based Information and Tracking System (OBIT. S),, which included :

automated information on demographics, commitment offenses, and parole outcomes;
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2. hard-copy ward Master Files, which contain social and criminal history information for
periods prior to commitment, parole reports to the YOPB (including ongoing parolee
location and status), and discharge information; |

3. Parole Case Review Summary forms, which include data on numbers of contacts,
supervision levels, and assessments of parolee service needs and parole performance
(Parole Classification Systeni data);

4. the contract Drug Testing Laboratory, in the form of automated files containing dates
and results for the d?ug tests submitted for analysis;

5. automated criminal histories (“rap sheets”) obtained from the California Department of
Justice, Bureau of Criminal Identification and Investiéation; and,

6. phone interviews with parole agents concerning problems with the study and factors that
influenced the use of drug testing in parole settings. The interview data were used to help
interpret findings and better understand factors that may affect an agency's ability to

implement a drug-testing program based upon the findings.

Background Data

Demographic information and commitment offense information were collected on the
sample and on the cases excluded from the study. These data were used to describe the sample
and to assess its representativeness of all parolees released during the study period. Additional
background information on the sample included prior criminal history, characteristics of the

home environment, and substance abuse histories coded from hard-copy Master Files.
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The Offender-Based Information and Tracking System (OBITS) of the California Youth
Authority contains background aﬁd demographic information about offenders under CYA
jurisdiction. The OBITS system currently does not contain detailed information on the arrest
histories of offenders. Nor does it con¥ain drug-use history information that is obtained at the
tirﬁe an offender is processed through the reception cenfér/clinic. These data were coded from

hard-copy files located at the CYA central headquarters building.

Implementation Data

These data were used to determine whether the study was carried out as designed:
whether the groups were similar (the success of the random assignment), whether the groups
actually differed in the amount of drug-testing they received during parole, and whether the
groups were othemise treated similafly on parole. Implemeritation data included background |
information, which was used to assess the success of the random assignment procedures; drug
testing information; 'information on parole status, which was used to control for periods of non-
availability in the assessment of testing levels; and information on parole supervision, which was
used to assess whether other aspects of parole differed across testing groups.

Drug Testing Data. An accurate picture of actual differences in testing levels among the

" groups required using both the number of tests per month and the parolee’s “availability” during_
that month. These data were used to calculate testing levels for parolees available for testing..

Information on drug tests and drug test results (i.e., whether the test was positive and:the

primary drug) was obtainéd directly from the laboratory contracted to ang]'yze the urine

specimens. The drug-test laboratory provided a monthly, computerized listing:of*all tests and

38



results for each CYA parolee. From these files, the data for the study participants were extracted
for use in monitoring the number of tests for each parolee (for auditing implementation) and for
determining actual group differences in testing and drug test results. There were certain
problems with the drug-test laboratory that resulted in missing data for one month early in the
study (March 1993) and for an additional three months late in the study (April through June
1995). In addition, drug test results were found to be inaccurately reported for a fifteen-month
period starting January 1994. The da}a on positive drug tests for the period from January 1994
through March 1995 were obtained froxﬁ parole reports in the hard-copy Master Files.”” Data
from the (new) drug lab were complete again from July 1995 to the end of the study.

Parolee Status and Progress. Information on progress and important activities during

parole were obtained from automated records and from parole reports contained in the wards’
Master Files. From these sources, information on study-relevant "events," such as transfers to
other units, AWOLSs, arrests and other violations, detentions, jail sentences, deaths, discharges,
and positive drug tests were recorded.” The study design called initially for obtaining this kind
of information directly from parole agents in order to provide ongoing assessment of parolee

status. This data collection effort, however, was not successful. The task group had

"“Data on all positive tests noted in the files were recorded. For the period from the beginning of the study through
December 1993, the data matched the drug lab data very well, indicating that the drug lab data were complete and
that the parole files noted nearly all positive tests. Starting in January 1994, positive drug test results were not
reported by the lab for most cases (shown as “negative” on the data file), although the dates of drug tests appeared
to be reported accurately. In March 1995 the drug lab lost a bid to renew its contract for urinalysis and stopped
submitting data altogether. For this period between January 1994 and March 1995, the data on positive drug tests
were taken from the parole reports, which appeared very complete and accurate. The drug lab that took over the
contract in July, 1995 reported drug tests and their results accurately and completely.

" Positive drug tests noted in parole reports were coded even though information on tests and test results were being
obtained from the drug laboratory. These data became critically important when major flaws in the drug lab data
were discovered.

39



recommended a separate form on which agénts would record significant events and the actions
taken by the agents in response to those events. Parole agents were responsible for completing a
form for each relevant event; the forms were collected at least quarterly by project staff. Parolees
transferred to another unit were followed-up to ensure that new agents were aware of the testing
level and reporting responsibility. A copy of the data collection form is included as Appendix B.
However, most events of interest (for examplé, arrests or AWOLs) typically took months to
resolve. Most forms were submitted marked “pending.” A review of the forms determined that
the same information could be obtained more easily (and more accurately) from the parole
reports to the Youthful Offender Parole Board. Completion of these reports to the YOPB was of
much greater consequence, both to the parolee and to the parole agent, and were therefore mdre
accurate and complete. The data collection forms were reviewed, however, for information not:
- included in the agénts’ reports to the YOPB.

The drug test data were used to determine whether the groups differed in the expected
ways with respect to the numbérs of tests. These analyées, however, had to take into account the:
- “status” of each parolee du;ing each month on parole to control for periods during which the
drug testing requirements simply could not be met (the parolee was unavailable). The parolee
was consideréd unavailable for testing if he/she was

. in temporary detention in a CYA facility for a minor parole infraction;

e ina CYA-operated;Residential Drug Treatment Program;"’

'* This condition was discovered through the auditing process. Certain parolees with dirty drug tests may (as one: . -
option) be sent to one of two 90-day residential drug treatment programs, during which they are not tested for

drugs. This kind of “suspension” of the testing requirements could not be avoided without closing down the drug .-+

programs for lack of referrals. Still, it reduced the overall testing frequencies, and had the greatest relative impact
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e AWOL (missing);
& hospitalized for an injury or health problem, or
e inlocal custody (prior to parole revocation proceedings or criminal prosecution or
while serving a local sentence without parole revocati-on). :
Information on these statuses was obtained from computerized records, which indicate changes
in a parolee’s “official” status and through coding of hard-copy Master Files.

Master File records were used to identify peﬁods in which a parolee’s unavailability was
not accompanied by an official status. For example, paroiees are declared ofﬁciall); “missing” or
AWOL only by the Youthful Offender Parole Board. This process may occur weeks or even
months after the last known contact with the parolee. For the purposes of" documenting actuaj
availability for testing, the parolee was considered missing from the date of the first unsuc;:essﬁxl
attempt at contact until he/she was apprehended or otherwise returned from Missing stétus.
Similarly. not all arrest§ and local incarcerations result in official status changes. Typically,
parolees who are arrested have a parole “hold” placed on them so that they can be considered for
revocation upon release from local custody. waever, when these “holds” are in effect, the local
custody counts against the parolee’s total Available Confinement Time (ACT). In order to avoid
using up all of a parolee’s remaining ACT, holds are occasionally not placed (pending the

outcome of the local action), and the local incarceration may therefore not be noted in the

on the group tested at the highest levels. This kind of movement into and out of the drug programs is not
considered a “transfer” and so is not recorded in the CYA’s computerized OBITS system. Data on participation
in these programs was recorded from parole reports in the ward Master Files.
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automated “status” file. The dates of these periods of non-official unavailability were also
recorded. |

The dates of the parole statuses were used to construct a data file indicating each
parolee’s status for each day from the date of parole to the date of parole removal (or 24 months,
if the parolee was not removed by that time). The days, in turn, were used to determine
proportions of time during each 30-day period when the parolee was in various statuses,
including “available for testing.” These data were used to calculate testiﬁg levels during

available months.

Supervision level and contacts. Information on the assigned sﬁpervision level and the
number of face-to-face and collateral contacts (With famin members, friends, and employers)
was obtained from the Case Review Summary (Abpendix C). These forms are completed on
each parolee twice during Re-entry and three times a year thereafter.A They thereby provide an
ongoing picture of parole supervision and progress. Each form includes the parolee’s
superviéion level and the number of face-to-face and collateral contacts for the case-review,

period just ended.

Outcome Data

Primary outcomes of direct interest to this study were related to the hypothesized public
safety benefits of testing: a reduction in criminal behavior and an increase in the number of
offenders successfully completing parole.

As noted earlier, in the discussion of the theory of drug testing, the most direct and

immediate hypothesized effect of drug testing (a reduction in drug use) was, unfortunately, not.
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amenable to direct measurement. The only measure of drug use available to the study was the
results of the drug tests themselves. These cannot be used to compare groups in terms of actual
drug use because of the built-in differences in the ability to detect sporadic, occasional use.
While régu]ar, long-term patterns of use would probably be detected eventually at any of the
levels of routine drug testing (two of the five groups are no-test groups after the initial Re-entry
period), occasional use could easily be missed at lower levels of testing. Without a direct
measure of actual drug use, the groups could not be compared on this outcome.

Criminality. Criminal behavior was measured in terms of arrests. California Department
of Justice “rap sheet” information covering at least 42 months from parole release was obtained
in automated form. These data were used to establish counts of arrest charges for various types
of offenses'® covering the period of Parole (up to 24 months) and for standard 24-month and 42-
month follow-up periods.

Arrest information has limitations for studying criminal behavior, but these limitations
did not seriously compromise the present design. Arrests are not a direct measure of criminal
behavior. Not all crimes result in arrest, and the probability of arrest is not the same for all types
of crimes. Arrests therefore provide a somewhat reduced, biased picture of criminality.
However, arrest data can still be considered adequate for assessing differences across the groups

in this study. The fact that arrests are an incomplete measure of crime means only that it would

'* Information on arrests of parolees is not routinely collected and stored in OBITS. Whiie most arrest information
is made available to agents supervising parolees and subsequently reported to the YOPB, the information is in
narrative form and difficult to retrieve from the Master Files. Further, once a parolee is removed from parole. this
reporting ends. and no other routine follow-up is currently performed. Consequently, standardized information on
subsequent arrests must be obtained from rap sheets.

43



be more difficult to identify a difference among the groups (a real difference in behavior might
be missed). Using this measure, then, requires that differences in criminal behavior be fairly
substantial in order to be found statistically significant. For policy purposes, such conservatism
is probably an asset: It reduces the likelihood of discovering “statistically significant,” but trivial
differences. The bias introducgd by using arrests is not a problem unless there is some reason to
believe that the bias works differently across groups, either creating or hiding group differences.
Since the groups were randomly assigned, whatever bias is at work should have affected each
‘group 'similarly .and' therefore should not have adversely affected the group comparisons.

Parole adjustment. As an outcome, parole adjustment was measured in terms of the

circumstances of each parolee’s removal from parole. An index was created by combining
;nformation on official parole removal (discharge or revocation), the parolee’s status at discharge
(in local custody, in adult prison, in federal prison, deéeased, not on violation, etc.), the YOPB’s
evaluation of the parolee at discharge (honorable, general, or dishonorable discharge), and the
parolee’s status (from the status file, discussed above). The latter data were use;i to understand
the parole adjustment of wards still on parole at the end of 24 months. Some parolees, for
example. were officially on parole while actually being in local custody, “missing.” or, in a few
cases, in prison.

This index was further collapsed into general categories indicating Good Adjustment,
Marginal Adjustment, and Poor Adjustment. Good Adjustment was defined as remaining oﬁ :
‘parole at the end of 24 months (but not in local custody, in prison, or missing) and by _diéc‘ﬁarge_s -
-not involving violations (honorable or general). Marginal Adjustment was defined: as being

missing at 24 months or revoked for technical violations of parole. Poor Adjustment iwas :

44



indicated by law violations resulting in parole removal or by incarceration at 24 months. These
distinctions are discussed more fully in Chapter 4, where the results are presented.

Due to some ambiguities of meaning, less emphasis was placed on the results for these
Parole Adjustment measures than on the results for the arrest data. The circumstances of parole
removal may nbt provide a clear picture of the behavior of the parolee. For example, the most
straightforward indicator of good parole adjustment might be “honorable discharge.” In order to
receive an honorable discharge, the parolee must be adhering to all conditions of parole and
making a solid attempt to lead a pro-social and law-abiding lifestyle. These discharges are given
to parolees who are felt to constitute the least threat to public safety in the future. Few parolees
adjust well enough on parole to receive honorable discharges. Other outcomes in the “Good
Adjustment” category, such as general discharge or “still on parole,” are less indicative of pro-
social behavior. General discharges are given to parolees who are staying out of trouble, but who
otherwise are not making much effort to find employment, go to school, or establish stable
relationships with family and non-criminal associates. Remaining on parole may be an indicator
that a parolee is not getting into trouble (a “good” outcome) or that the agent is reluctant to
recommend discharge (due to Marginal Adjustment). These distinctions could not be made with
the present data. Thus, unless otherwise indicated, such as being in local custody, parolees still
on parole at 24 months were assumed to be adjusting well enough to warrant placement in the
Good Adjustment category, even though there was undoubtedly a range of adjustment underlying
that “outcome.™

On the other side, revocations or discharges for law violations are somewhat ambiguous

measures of poor adjustment as well. These parole outcomes are determined by actions of the
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Youthful Offender Parole Board as they review available information about alleged criminal
behavior by parolees and decide on an appropriate parole response. There are a number of

situations where criminal behavior by parolees does not result in reﬁxoval for a law violation and .
others where parolees are removed for law violations despite a failure to prosecute or convict by
“local authorities. Many of these reasons have more to do with the options available to the YOPB

and the CYA for future handling of the parolee than with an assessment of the merits of the case.

The meaning of certain specific oﬁtcomes, such as revocations of parole for technical
violations, is aiso unclear. These parole removals are often considered a form of “treatment,”
which in this case could be in response to a dirty drug test. Frbm this perspective, a parolee is
revoked if the drug use is considered an indicator of a return to criminal (or simply irresponsible)
behavior patterns before they escalate to a level that seriously threétens public safety. An

increase in this form of “treatment” would necessarily reduce the number and proportion of .
parolees removed from parole in other ways. Indeed, technical revocations for drug use may
simply be é convenient way of removing from supervision those parolees who would probably be

removed for other reasons in the absence of an indication of drug use.

For these reasons, less emphasis ;’vas placed on the results of analysis of these outcomes

than on the results for arrests.

Process Data
Process data were used to assess whether differences in drug testing were associated with

expected differences in certain “intermediate outcomes,” such as detection .of drug use, . -
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identification of substance abuse problems, assessments of service needs, and referrals to drug
treatment programs. Analysis of these data focused on the theoretical model of how drug testing
would affect the behavior of offenders on parole.

Parole Agent Assessments. Information on the parole agents’ ongoing assessment of the

parolee was obtained from Parole Classification System forms, which are part of the Case
Review Summary (Appendix C) discussed earlier (under Implementation Data). This instrument
includes parole agent assessments of parolees' needs for service along a number of dimensions
along with several indices of parole adjustment (gang activity, arrests, employment, and drug
use). These data were used to compare groups in terms of their perceived substance abuse
problems and other problems. Of interest was an understanding of how drug test data were used
by agents--in particular, whether positive drug tests led to perceptions of parolees as having
substance abuse problems and/or whether dirty tests led to treatment or sanctions.

Responses to Drug Tests. Responses to positive drug tests were not recorded directly.

Attempts to gather this information through having parole agents record information on stpdyr.
relevant “events” failed, as discussed above. Positive drug tests rarely occurred independent of
other adjustment problems, and it became impossible to isolate actions that were in response
specifically to drug test information. Consequently, responses were inferred from changes in
parole status occurring during the months following a dirty drug test. Parole status data were

described earlier.
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Analysis
Iﬂplementatfon Analysis .

Implementation of the study was assessed by whether the groups were as similar as
possible at the outset of the study, whether they differed in the amount of drug testing they

received, and whether they were otherwise treated similarly on parole.

Initial similarity. The establishment of equivalent groups was the goal of random
assignment. This similarity, again, makes it possible to assume that the group outcomes would
be similar if the groups were treated the same while on parole. Differences in outcome can then
be attributed to differences in treatment during parole (in this case, differences in drug testing).

Drug testing differences. As explained above, drug testing differences were assessed by

. comparing the average number of tests per month for those months in which the parolees were
available for testing. The interest was in the level of compliance during'those months in which . ‘
compliance could reasonably be expected. Availability was operationally defined as being
available 75% of the time during a particular month. This level was chosen as a reasonable

17

amount of time in which agents could conduct the required number of drug tests.'” For these

analyses. drug tests occurring during “‘unavailable” months were ignored.

Other differences in supervision. Attributing outcome differences to drug testing:
differences also requires the absence of other possible “treatment” differences: While some:

differences in treatment, such as differences in drug treatment, might be expected as:a natural:

'7 Analyses were also performed using less restrictive definitions of availability, with similar results, in -general.:
Overall testing rates were lower, however, due to the inclusion of more “available” months in which no drug tests
were performed.
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consequence of differences in drug testing, general differences in overall supervision were not
supposed to differ across groups. Differences in supervision levels and/or face-to-face contacts
with parole agents could produce differences in outcome independent of drug testing.
Accordingly, average supervision levels and numbers of parole contacts for case-review periods

were compared across groups.

Outcome Analysis

Outcome analyses primarily involved simple comparisons of outcome measures (means

or proportions). Multivariate regression-type models were used to control for possible group

_differences and to evaluate possible differential effects for subgroups of offenders. Survival

models were also used to make full use of availaele follow-up information and to estimate group
differences in when failures occurred.

The use of an experimental design, in which participants were assigned to groups on a
random basis, meant that the groups were essentially equivalent except for drug testing levels.
Group outcomes could therefore be compared in a straightforward way. Comparisons focused on
the proportions with arrests of various kinds and on the proportions with various levels of parole
adjustment. Statistical significance of the observed differences was assessed using standard
(Chi-square) tests of significance. Group differences were considered “significant” if they
reached the 5% probability level (p <.05). This level indicates the probability that differences as
large as those found in the data would be found even if there was no difference related to drug

testing: that the random sampling produced these differences simply by “chance.” Typically, a
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one-in-twenty (or .05) probability level is used to indicate that the group difference reflects a
“real” effect, rather than a chance occurrence. To provide a broader picture of the outcomes,
however, significance levels were also reported for group differences which reached the 10%

probability level (p <.10).

Other comparisons focused on differences among groups in the numbers of arrests of

various kinds during specific follow-up periods. Due to the extreme skewness of these variables,
standard statistical methods (ANOVA) were applied only to log-transformed data.”® As with the
analysis of proportions, the statistical significance was reported for differences at the. p<.10
level.

Of course, no system of random assignment will perfectly equate groups, and they could
differ in terms of combinations of ‘important characteristics that could affect outcomes.
Consequently. standard multivariéte -regression-type methods, including ordinary least squares
(OLS) regression and logistic regression, were used to control for the éffeéts of background
variables.  The dependent variable in some of these analyses was dichotomized as
success/failure, with "failure” defined as having any arrest during the follow-up period, having
any violent arrest, etc. In other analyses, the dependent variable was the number of arrests, using
lég-transformed variables in OLS regressions and arrest counts in negative binomial Poisson

regression models.””  Independent variables were the background variables and group

'* This is a common technique for reducing the skewness of data in preparation for parametric analysis, which . -
assumes a “normal’ (i.e., bell-shaped) distribution of the variables (Cohen and Cohen, 1975, Agresti and Finlay,
1986). The transformation involves taking the natural logarithm of the variable, after adding a constant (in this
case, the value “‘one™).

' These methods, which were developed for analyzing data in the form of “counts,” have been argued to be'most-..
appropriate for analyzing data that is distributed the way numbers of arrests are (Long, 1997). The application of .
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membership variables. Categorical (and ordinal) independent variables were entered as dummy
variables to obtain estimates for each characteristic (group membership, ethnic category, etc.).
Various measures of outcome were also analyzed using survival models (Maltz, 1984;
Linster, Lattimore, and Visher, 1990). Survival models focused on time to failure, as defined by
first arrest, parole removal, first violent arrest, etc. These models provide both a way to
maximize efficiency, by making use of all available follow-up data, and a way to incorporate

time-sensitivity into the understanding of how outcomes were affected by drug testing.

Process Analysis

In an effort to understand the role of drug testing in parole, analysis focused on the

awareness of, and response to, positive drug test results. Using data on drug test results,

. identified “service needs” for parolees, and parole status over the periods following positive drug
tests, these analyses addressed such questions as whether increases in drug testing led to better
identiﬁcation of drug use (more positive tests), whether positive tests led to the identification of

parolees as having substance abuse problems, and whether certain actions followed positive drug

tests.

these methods to criminal justice data is relatively recent, however, and standard statistical analysis software
- packages (e.g.. SPSS) generally do not include them. The analyses for this report were performed by Mike Ezel

and Amy D Unger, graduate students in Sociology at Duke University. Software for applying these models to

criminal justice data was developed by Kenneth Land, Duke University, Daniel Nagin, Camegie-Mellon
. University. and William Greene, New York University.

2 Survival models increase efficiency because they do not require that all members of the sample have the same
follow-up time. Since the sample consists of cases paroled over the course of ten months, follow-up times varied
by at least ten months for participants. Because the unit of analysis in survival models is time to failure or, in the
absence of failure, time to the end of observation (which is defined as a censoring event), all of the available
follow-up data can be used in the analysis.
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The intent of these analyses was to understand whether the “model” underlying the
hypothesized effect of drug testing on qulic safety was valid: whether higher levels of drug
testing produced higher levels of detection and responses (sanctions and treatment), setting the
stage for lowered drug use and future deterrence from drug use. Actuél deterrence could not be
assessed in these anélyses because the study did not have a direct, independent measure of drug

use. Thus, it was impossible to tell whether increased drug tests led to lower drug use.

Exploratory Analysis: The Predictive Value of Drug Test Results

| In addition to assessing whether higher levels of drug testing levels in regular parole
produced positive differences in outcomes, the study looked at the potential ‘risk-assessment
value of drug testing, especially early in parole: the predictive value of substantiated drug use.
" Exploratory analyses of these data focused on whether the results of 'the tests during the early
period of parole (Re-entry) helped predict later arrests. Pfedictive value of positive drug tests

would suggest uses of drug testing beyond its presumed effect on the behavior of the parolee.

52



® Chapter 3
Implementation

As explained in the previous chapter, this study was designed to provide the most
meaningful information possible about drug testing in parole. It was designed to assess
differences in outcome (if any) for comparable groups that differed in the amount of drug testing
but not in other aspects of supervision. To be successful, it had to meet three criteria:

e The groups had to be comparable. If the study design failed to produce groups that

were equivalent, outcome differences could not be attributed to differences in drug
testing alone. Differences in background characteristics would have to be “taken into
account” (if possible) through statistical means in order to estimate differences in
outcome resulting from the drug testing differences.

‘ e The groups had to differ in the amount of drug testing. If the study design failed to

produce differences in drug testing, there would be no basis for attributing outcomes
to drug testing differences.

e The groups had to be treated similarly otherwise. If the study design failed to control

for other differences in parole supervision that might be expected to vafy with drug
testing, such as contact or supervision levels, it would be impossible to sort out the

- relative contributions of drug testing from those other factors.
Analyses of descriptive data across groups, drug test information, and supervision levels
suggest that the study was, in fact, implemented as designed. The random assignment
procedures produce groups that were equivalent in all major respects. The groups were tested at

. different levels throughout parole, although the magnitude of the differences was less than
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anticipated from the design. Other aspects of supervision, such as the number of contacts, did
not differ across groups. By these criteria, the study was an overwhelming success, and stands as

one of the few successful large-scale experimental studies of correctional interventions.

Comparability of Groups

The Sample and Group Assignments

It was initially estimated that approximately 44% of parole releases would be excluded,
providing é net one-year total sample of just over 2,000 parolees. The actual percentage of
‘exclusions was lower anticipated (32.9%), and the goal of 2,000 (actually 2,107) cases was
reached after only ten months. A ﬁnal audit resulted in the elimination of 149 cases for a variety
of reasons, reducing the final sample to 1,958 cases (Figure 3). This ﬁnal sample was divided, as
planned. into the five groups, with actual sample sizes very close to the expected sample sizes..

Some of the 149 cases were entered twice (for example, by supervisors and assistant
supervisors or by two units involved in early transfers). Others should have been excluded, due
to lack of remaining jurisdiction time and/or available confinement time (ACT) at release, but
were missed by the supervisors. Others were deported soon after release or belatedly identified
as having been part of other CYA programs requiring special parole handling. Audits
determined that only a handful of cases were excluded (or included) in error and that these cases
typically involved clerical errors or misunderstanding of the criteria. No instance; of intentional

attempts to undermine the assignment process were discovered.
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Parole Releases
(11/1/92 - 8/31/93)

2,927

Final
Sample

Cases
Included
1,958
(66.9%)

Cases dropped
from the study

T

Excluded Cases 969 33.1%
Out of state/other 102 3.5%
<60 days ACT 169 $5.8%
<6 mos jurisdiction 83 28%
No testing conditions 13 04%
Test freq by YOPB 9 03%
Rural caseloads 299 10.2%
Drug Programs 85 29%
INS (deported) 60 207
Other Special Programs 149  5.1%

Electronic Monitoring 28
LEAD (boot camp) 109
Medical/psychiatric 12

Group 1
22.6%
No Testing

442

Group 2
23.3%
Re-entry
Only
457

Group 3
21.9%
Monthly/
Bi-monthly

429

Group 4
22.7%
Bi-weekly
Monthly
445

Group §
9.4%
Weekly/
Bi-weekly
185

Figure 3: Final sample sizes and exclusions.

Representativeness of the Sample

Comparison of the sample with all CYA parole releases during that period shows the

sample differed in certain ways, due primarily to the exclusion of parolees living in outlying rural

areas: Rural counties tend to be predominantly white and tend to commit a higher proportion of

property offenders to the CYA. An analysis of the reasons for exclusion by parole office showed

that units covering predominantly urban areas had 76% of their releases included in the study,

compared to 59% for units covering large rural areas of the state.

Table 1 shows characteristics of the sample included in the study, along with

characteristics of all cases released to parole during the period of sample selection. A total of

2,927 cases were released between October 1, 1992 and August 31, 1993; of these, 969 were
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excluded from the study and the remainder (1,958) were assigned to one of the five testing levels.
These data indicate that the study sample and the excluded group differed in terms of both
ethnicity and commitment offense.

Ethnic breakdowns show that the parole releases were roughly 18% white, 38% Hispanic
and 38% African Américan, with a small number (7%) of other ethnic groups (primarily Asians).
The excluded group was 27% white and only 31% African American. Overall, 45% of the parole
releases had been committed for a violent offense, but only 35% of the excluded group were
violent offenders.‘

In general, the sample is most representative of young aduit, urban offenders with
extensive criminal histories, and currently on parole for serious, violent offenses. The findings

should have the greatest implications for parole involving these kinds of offenders.

Similarity of Groups

The strength-of experimental designs is that they permit direct comparisons across
groups. By randomly assigning cases to groups, the experimental study attempts to make the
groups equal with respect to characteristics that might influence outcomes independent of the
factor being studied. If this equality is achieved, all of the groups would be expected to show the .
same outcomes if they were treated the same. Differences in outcomes can therefore be -

attributed to differences in treatment--in this case, to.differences in drug testing levels.. .
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Characteristics of Sample and Excluded Cases

Table 1

Study Status
Excluded In Study Total
N % N % N %
Total Cases 969 1,958 2,927
Age:
12 1 0.1% 1 0.0%
13 2 0.1% 2 0.1%
14 i 0.1% 9 0.5% 10 0.3%
15 10 1.0% 30 1.5% 40 1.4%
16 45 4.7% 126 6.4% 171 5.8%
17 125 13.0% 279 14.2% 404 13.8%
18 207 21.4% 437 22.3% 644 22.0%
19 175 18.0% 478 24.4% 653 22.3%
20 250 25.7% 310 15.9% 560 19.1%
21 4] 4.3% 106 5.4% 147 5.0%
22 38 3.9% 85 4.3% 123 4.2%
23 33 3.3% 63 3.3% 96 3.3%
24 44 4.6% 32 1.6% 76 2.6%
Ethnicity:
White 261 27.1% 263 13.4% 524 17.9%
Hispanic 351 36.1% 753 38.5% 1,104 37.7%
African American 299 30.9% 800 40.8% 1,099 37.5%
Other 58 5.9% 142 71.3% 200 6.8%
Sex:
Male 936 96.6% 1,894 96.7% 2.830 96.7%
Female 33 3.4% 64 33% 97 3.3%
Commitment Offense:
Violent 337 34.6% 989 50.5% 1,326 45.3%
Property 422 43.8% 668 34.0% 1,090 37.2%
Drug laws 135 14.0% 237 12.1% 372 12.7%
Other law 75 7.6% 64 3.4% 139 4.7%

57



Random assignment is not always perfect, however, especially when small samples are
used. Sometimes unwanted differences in groups are obtained in spite of the best experimental
efforts. Statistical tests provide a method fc;r assessing the likelihood that differences found
between the groups are small enough to fall within the range of differences that would normally
be expected when groups are randomly assigned--that is, that they could have occurred simply
due to “chance.” The more similar the groups are in terms of background characteristics, the
more confidence can be placed in the success of the random assignment process and in the direct
comparability of the groups. The same statistical tests can then be used to determine whether
differences in outcome are greater than would be expected simply on the basis of chance sample
differences. Outcome differences that fall outside the normal range of expected variation (that
are statistically significant) are typicallyAi‘nterpreted-as occurring as a result of known differences
in treatment among the groups.

The characteristics of the five testing groups are shown in Téble 2. Differences among
the groups on these characteristics are minor and are not statistically significant. These data
indicate that the random assignment procedure wofked as planned, producing groups that appear
to be, statistically speaking, equivalent with respect to important characteristics brought with

them to the experiment.

Included on this table are a detailed breakdown of the commitment offenses and the : :

average numbers of prior arrest charges for each of the groups. These data reinforce the & -

observation that these are serious young offenders with long histories of criminal behavior. Only :
12.1% of these parolees were committed to the CYA for drug offenses. They averaged nearly 12 :

- prior arrest charges each, with less than one of these, on average, being a drug charge..
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Table 2
Final Sample Characteristics by Group Assignment

Group
1 2 3 4 5 Total
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Total 442 100% 457 100% 429 100% 445 100% 185 100% 1,958 100%
Age at Release
16 or less 37 8.4% 50 10.9% 40 9.3% 31 7.0% 10 54% 168 8.6%
17 57 129% 62  13.6% 66 154% 66 131.8% 28 15.1% 279 142%
18 99 22.4% 96 21.0% 91 212% 108 24.3% 43 232% 437 223%
19 106  24.0% 113 24.7% 106 24.7% 105 23.6% 48 259% 478 244%
20 73 16.5% 71 155% 68 159% 70 15.7% 28 151% 310 158%
21 or older 70 15.8% 65 142% 58 13.5% 65 14.6% 28 15.1% 286 14.6%
Ethnicity
White 60 13.6% 65 14.2% 65 152% 52 11.7% - 21 114% 263 134%
Hispanic 168 38.0% 171 37.4% 175  40.8% 172 38.7% 67 362% 753 385%
African American 181 41.0% 187 40.9% 160 37.3% 187 42.0% 85 459% 800 409%
Other 33 7.5% 34 7.4% 29 6.8% ° 34 7.6% 12 6.5% 142 13%
Sex
Male 430 97.3% 437  95.6% 417 97.2% 430 96.6% 180 97.3% 1.894 96.7%
Female 12 2.7% 20 4.4% 12 2.8% 15 3.4% 5 2.7% 64 3.3%
Commitment Offense
Yiolent 214 48.4% 237 S51.9% 210 49.0% 239 83.7% 89 48.1% 989 50.5%
Homicide 11 2.5% 11 2.4% 10 2.3% 14 3.1% 5 2.7% 51 2.6%
Rape 11 2.5% 7 1.5% 7 1.6% 5 1.1% 2 1.1% 32 1.6%
Robbery 79 17.9% 13 247% 93 21.7% 111 249% 44 238% 440 225%
Assault 11 25.1% 105 23.0% 97 22.6% 107 24.0% 37 200% 457 233%
Extort/Kidnap 2 0.5% 1 0.2% 3 0.7% 2 0.4% 1 0.5% 9 0.5%
Property 162  36.7% 152 33.3% 140 32.6% 137 30.8% 66 357% 657 33.6%
Burglary 69  15.6% 68  14.9% 64 149% 55 12.4% 26 14.1% 282 144%
Auto theft 56  12.7% 55 12.0% 49 11.4% 58 13.0% 27 146% 245 125%
Thefi (exc. auto) 37 8.4% 29 6.3% 27 6.3% 24 5.4% 13 7.0% 130 6.6%
Drug S0 1L3% 47 10.3% 59 13.8% 54 121% 27 14.6% 237 12.1%
Other 16 3.6% 21 4.6% 20 4.7% 15 3.4% 3 1.6% 75 3.8%
Arson 2 0.5% 3 0.7% 3 0.7% 2 0.4% 1 0.5% 11 0.6%
Sex Offenses (exc. Rape) s 1.1% 12 2.6% 6 1.4% 4 0.9% 1 0.5% 28 14%
Other Offenses 9 2.0% 6 1.3% 11 2.6% 9 2.0% 1 0.5% 36 1.8%
Prior Arrest Charges
Total 12.3 11.5 12.0 115 12.7 11.9
Violent 29 2.6 2.8 27 3.0 28
Propenty 4.0 3.6 37 37 39 38
Drug 09 0.9 0.8 09 0.9 09
Other 4.5 44 47 43 49 45

Note: Chi-square tests or ANOVAs on logged variables were performed. Differences among groups were not
statistically significant,
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Differences in Drug Testing

Drug testing levels were assessed for periods in which the parolees were available for
testing (i.e., not missing or in custody). The results showed significant, and substantial,
differences among the groups. However, there was a greatldeal of variation in testing levels
within the groups, and the overall group differences did not reach the expected levels.

Ongoing monitoring and auditing revealed that most parole agents made a concerted
effort to test at the assigned levels. The failure to achieve the expected levels of testing was
determined to be the result of a number of factors, including parole agent réductions and
absences (1eaving temporarily unsupervised caseloads), peculiar circumstances that prevented

routine testing (such as placement in short-term residential programs), and errors.

Availability for testing ’ | ‘
As mentioned above, the testing information from the drug-testing laboratory was used to

establish the testing levels of the groups, taking into account the availability of each parolee for :
testing durir;g each month on parole. These analyses focused on those months during which :
parolees were available for testing at least 75% of the time--still on parole and not

e in temporary detention in a CYA facility for minor parole infractions;

e AWOL (on missing status);

e in a 90-day residential drug treatment programs operated by the CYA; or *

e inlocal cﬁstody (awaiting parole revocation proceedings or serving a local:sentence = -

without parole revocation).
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Table 3

. ‘ Availability of Groups for Testing Over 24 Months
Group
1 2 3 4 5 Total
Total Cases 442 457 429 445 185 1,958

Availability for Testing (75% of Month)

1+ Month Available 419 437 404 420 177 1,857
Percent of Cases 94.8% 95.6% 942% 944% 95.7% 94 .8%
Months Available 4,383 4472 4243 4,028 1,591 18,717
Average (for cases with any availability) 10.5 10.2 10.5 9.6 9.0 10.1

The number of available months by this criterion ranged from zero through 24, with an
average of 10.1 for the full sample. The distribution of available months by group is shown in
.' Table 3. Small differences in availability--the proportion without any available months and the

average number of months available--were not statistically significant.

Drug tests

A comprehensive summary of the drug testing administered to the five groups is shown
in Table 4. This summary includes the number of cases who were tested in each group, the
expected level of testing, given the study protocol, and the actual level of testing. Statistics are
provided separately for the full 24-month study period and for the Case-management period,

- when the testing levels were expected to level off and remain constant.”

! As explained in Chapter 2, assigned drug testing levels were higher during the first three months of parole (the
. “Re-entry” period) than for the remaining 21 months (the “Case-management” period).
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Proportion Tested. According to the study design, all members of Groups 2 through 5

were to be tested at least once and none of the Group 1 cases were to be tested except after an
arrest or violation leading to parole removal. The data in Table 4 show that over the full 24-
month period, virtually all the cases in the “testing” groups (3 through 5) who were available for
testing at least one month were tested. A few cases went without tests, mostly due to short times
before parole removal. Similar results were found for the Case-management period for all three
of these groups.

Almost one in four of the cases in Group 2 were not tested, mostly due to limited’
availability for testing during the Re-entry period, the only time these cases were to be tested.
Over half (53.7%) of the 97 Group 2 cases who were not tested during Re-entry had one month
or less during which they were available for testing. During Case-management, none of the
Group 2 cases were supposed to be tested; however, .44% of these cases were tested at least once.
This relatively high figure suggests that some agents developed an expectation of testing for
these cases that carried bver from Re-entry to Case-management. These cases, too, were retained
in the sample and all analyses.

A certain number of the Group 1 (“No test”) cases were also tested during the study
period. Over a third of this group (141 cases, or 33.7%) was tested at least once during parole,
-accumulating 356 tests over this period. Of these cases

e five were tested only after an arrest which did not lead to parole removal (a condition :
which was allowed by the study protocol);
e five more were tested a great deal (ten or more times), indicating that the agent simply

did not treat the case as a “study” case;
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Table 4
Summary of Drug Tests During Months Available for Testing?

By Group '
‘Group
1 2 3 4 5 Total
Total Cases 442 457 429 445 185 1,958
- Cases Available at Least One Month 419 437 404 420 177 1,857
Re-entry and Case-management ‘
Cases Tested at Least Once 141 340 360 389 167 1,397
Percentage of Available Cases 337% 77.8% 89.1% 92.6% 944% 75.2%
Expected Tests (over available months) - 398 2,575 4,985 3,972 11,930
Average per Available Month - 0.09 0.61 1.24 2.50 0.64
Actual Tests 356 943 2,003 2,840 1,812 7,954
Percent of Expected Tests - 236.9% 77.8% 57.0% 456% 66.7%
Average per Available Month** 0.09 0.31 0.53 0.80 1.35 0.52
Average Total Tests** 0.81 2.06 4.67 6.38 9.79 4.06
Case-management Only
Expected Tests - - 1.669 3,071 2,392 7,132
Average per Available Month - - 0.50 1.00 2.00 0.49
Actual Tests 271 460 1,341 1,744 1,079 4,895
Percent of Expected Tests - - 804% 56.8% 45.1%  68.6%
Average per Available Month** 0.09 0.16 0.41 0.55 0.89 0.35

* Availability defined as being on the street at least 75% of the days (23 days of each 30-day month).

e 73 (52%) were tested only once during parole; and,

® 64 (45% of these cases and 14% of all Group 1 cases) were tested occasionally.

While these figures are troubling, they do not indicate a wholesale disregard of the study

or suggest that the study was invalid. For the most part, they seem to reflect the difficulty of not

testing parolees who have conditions of parole prohibiting drug use and parole conditions

63

permitting drug testing. Under these circumstances, the parolees and their parents expected drug



testing, and agents were often called upon to justify their reasons for not testing. In discussing
these awkward situations, agents stressed issues of ‘“credibility” and the -importance of
responding to the well-meant concerns of family and friends:
If you do not test the kids, they think that you are not doing your job,
because they know they are supposed to be tested. They think you are letting
them do whatever they want, and that might give some an excuse to shuck on
their other responsibilities too.
Often the parents will call you and ask why you are not testing the kid
because they say they know the kid is using drugs. You cannot tell them about

the study rules.

They sometimes wondered why they weren’t being tested. We would then
have to beat around the bush.

None of these erroneously tested cases was eliminated from the analysis. It must be
assumgd that they were selectively chosen for Festing, based on admitted drug use, parental
;:oncem, or attitude toward supervision. Removing them would bias the sample and defeat the
purposes of the random assignment process (Farrington, 1983). Further, as discussed in the next
section, the overall testing levels for the groups remained considerably different despite these
problems. However, these implementation problems required some refocus of the study away
from the effects of drug testing on individual parolees and more toward the effects of drug testing
policies in general, as discussed below. !

Testing levels. Differences in overall testing levels were evaluated primarily in terms of
the individual testing rate for each study participant over those months duririg which the"pardlee :
was available for testing ai least 75% of the time. This rate was calculated for each individual

participant by dividing the total number of tests during available months by the total number of

available months. Separate calculations were made for the full 24-month study period (Re-entry .
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and Case-management) and for the Case-management period alone, where the testing levels were
to stabilize and remain constant. Using this criterion, some months during which tests were
performed were ignored in the analysis.”

Also shown in Table 4 are the simple average number of tests for members of each group
and the expected number (and average) of tests for each group. The expected number of tests
was calculated for eéch individual, based on the number of months he or she was availabie for
testing and whether those months were during the Re-entry period or the Case-management
period. These expected tests were then summed and averaged across those cases who were
available for testing at least one month during the period of interest. The expected tests were
used as a guide for evaluating the actual number of tests for each group. For example, for the full
study period, there were 177 cases in Group 5 who were available for testing at least one month.
Of these, 167 (94.4%) were tested at least one time during that period. If all of these Group $
cases were tested according to the design, they would have accumulated 3,972 tests during the
1,591 months (from Table 3) that they were available for testing. On average, they would have
been tested 2.50 times per month each. Aln actuality, these cases accumulated a total of 1,812

drug tests during the months when they were available for testing. The average tests per

** This criterion resulted in eliminating 902 drug tests from the analysis because they occurred during months when
the parolee was not available 75% of the time. Although the nature of these tests was not investigated, it is likely
that many, if not most, occurred when the parolee was taken into custody, either for a law violation or as a prelude
to revocation proceedings. Average testing levels calculated using all tests and any month during which the
parolee was available at all were attenuated, but showed similar, and statistically significant differences across
groups.
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available month averaged 1.35 tests per month for Group 5 members. Over all the available
months during parole, the Group 5 cases averaged 9.79 tests each.

As shown in Table 4, differences in drug testing levels were not as great as expected from
the study design, b;lt were different enough 4to be statistically significant. Across groups, the
average numbers of tests was expected to fange from zero (for the no-test group) up to 2.5 per
month (for Group 5) during the study period. Actual tests per month ranged from .09 for
Group 1 to 1.35 for Group 5. Although they were not at the expected level, however, these
differences were found to be statistically significant at- the p < .01 level (less than one time per
hundred would a difference that great be expected as the result of “chance”). The magnitude of
these. differences is shown in Figure 4. Thus, although the differences were not as large as
initially planned, the groups differed significantly in the amount. of drug testing they received.
These differences are more clearly iﬁdicated by the average numbers of tests achss all available
months for the whole study period. These ranged from less than one test each (.81 tests) for
Group 1 to almost ten (9.79) tests each for Group 5.

During Case-management, testing was supposed to settle into a routine of one test every
two months, one test per month and two tests per month for Groups 3, 4, and 5, respectively.
The data in Table 4 show that thése levels were not met. The actual testing rates (average tests
per month) ranged from .09 for Group 1 to .89 for Group 5. The overall number of tests given to
Group 3 was close to (80.4% of) the expected number. Group 4, however, was given only 56.8% .
of the expected number of tests, and Group 5 was tested less than half the expected humber of -

times (45.1%). Again, however, the average testing levels differed significantly across groups.
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Figure 4: Average tests per available month (individual testing rates) over the full study period.

These group differences in testing, moreover, tended to be consistently applied
throughout parole. It is often the case with long-term policy experiments that changes in
practices and procedures gradually erode over time, so that eventually the groups are not treated
differently at all. Drug testing rates were calculated for each month of parole by combining all
tests for the parolees in each group who were available for testing that month and then dividing
by the number of parolees. As shown in Figure 5, drug tests were highest for all groups in the
first month of parole, decreasing through the next two months to the Case-management levels
shown in Table 4. Group differences were also greatest during the Re-entry period and quickly

settled into a relatively consistent pattern of group differences for the remainder of parole. These
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data reinforce the conclusion that the groups were, in fact, tested at different rates during their
paroles. .

Audits and interviews with parole agents suggested that the failure to reach and maintain
anticipated levels had more to do with the practical difficulties of maintaining particular, pre-
“defined testing levels than it did with good faith efforts to comply with the study protocol. Due
to the nature of parole work, parole agents are sémewhat constrained in their ability to vary its

constituent pieces, which must “fit together” into a consistent whole.> The concept of re-

integration suggests a gradual relaxation of requirements as parolees demonstrate that they can

function on their own. Just as the agents had to “explain” their not testing those Group 1 and
Group 2 cases who were suspected of drug use, so too théy felt called upon to justify continued
testing of parolees with no evidence of drug use. Other éspects of parole supervision could be
modified in response to good behavior on parole, but for research purposes, the drug testing had
to go on. If the parolee was aware that other parolees were being tested at different levels and/or
that the agent was responding to other parolees’ behavior, credibility could be thre;ltened.

Thus, even the relatively small differences in observed levels of testing in this study were

often difficult to maintain. That these levels differed as much and consistently asithey did attests

to the professionalism of the agents in adhering to the study protocols, :simultaneously

* Similar difficulties were noted by Maupin in relation to implementing a classification system to establish

supervision levels for juvenile parolees based on risk of reoffense (Maupin, 1993). Maupin argued that the .
discretion of parole agents (who he refers to as “street-level bureaucrats”) severely limits the prospects for
increased efficiency and equity of treatment based on standardization. This study’s results and interviews with =

agents suggest a much more cooperative attitude among agents than is implied in Maupin’s characterization. :

68



- 250 + Group 5
— — = Group 4
------ Group 3
) £ 200 4 roup
< - -~ - Group 2
> p
) =~ -+ = Group |
< 150
=
‘s
>
< 100
(4]
[ =3
z':
S 050 .
R T b |
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

Month of Parole

‘ Figure S: Average tests per month for parolees available for testing at least 75% of the days, by group.

maintaining several different. (and arbitrary) pre-assigned levels of drug testing in the context of
their routine parole supervision.

The failure to achieve the desired levels of drug testing may have also been due, in part,
simply to resource constraints. Because of the fact that some parolees were entering the study
each month while others were leaving (due to revocation or discharge) it was impossible to
estimate how many of the “study” parolees would be on parole at any one time and therefore how
many drug tests would be required to maintain the testing levels according to the design. Drug
testing resources, in the form of a contract for drug test analyses, are determined six months prior

to the beginning of each fiscal year, based on estimated need and other budget priorities. The
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drug test budgets for time 1992-93 and 1993-94 fiscal years (when this study was going on) were
about $175,000. At about $5.00 per test, these budgets allowed for approximately 3,000 drug
tests per month over that period. During this time, there were approximately 6,000 wards on
Youth Authority pérole. The average number of tests that the budget could support was thus
about 0.5 per month. On Table 4, the overall average expected number of tests for the sample is
shown as .64 tests per month, which is higher than the average allowed for by thé budget. To test
the study parolees at the correct level, in other words, would have required that agents and
supervisors refrain from testing non-study parolees at the average level. |

The average number of tests actually givén the parolees in the study was .46 (Table 4),
which is very close to the overali average that the testing budget would support. It would appear
that the study was adapted to the constraints of the budget, with testing allocated differenfially
across groups, but with a compressed range. Fitting the study to the lower-than-needed budget
required that the higher testing levels be lowered. This adaptation would not have to have been
conscious, however.™ Thé budget may have indiréctly affected the testing levels by affecting
the common set of pra;tices and accepted procedures of the local, street-level unit
(Lipsky, 1980;) against which the expectations of the new policy—the study—would be
evaluated (McCleary, 1992; Maupin, 1993). In other words, the perceived r¢asonableness of the
testing levels required by the study would be evaluated relative to the overall testing frequency
for other parolees. The “reasonableness” 6f~ testing a parolee twice per month, for example,:

would seem different if all parolees were tested once a month, on average, than if they were*

* In discussions with parole agents, supervisors or administrators, the issue of not having enough resources to
accommodate the study never arose as a conscious problem.
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Figure 6: Average supervision level for case review period by group.

tested only once every two months, on average. It should probably not be surprising, then, that
the average testing level for the parolees in the study matched the overall average testing level

supported by the Youth Authority budget over this period.

Similarity in Other Aspects of Supervision

Differences in supervision levels or contacts may affect outcomes in addition to, instead
of, or in ways opposite to, the effects of drug testing alone. Whatever the nature and direction of
their effects, such differences would make it impossible to determine the independent effects of
drug testing. It was important, therefore, to establish that the differences in drug testing were not

accompanied by differences in these other aspects of parole supervision. Differences may have
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Figure 7: Average face to face contacts per month for case review period by group.

occurred through assigning supervision levels differently for the groups. For this reason, the
stﬁdy design called for parole supervision to be maintained as usual. Differences could also
occur if drug testing levels “drove” contact levels. In this cas;e, agents would contact their
parolees more or less, depending on the amount of drug testing they were required to do. ‘
Average supervision levels for the seven case review periods covered by the stﬁdy are
shown graphicaliy in Figure 6. Supervision level was changed to numeric values (1 = mihimum,
2 = medium. and 3 = maximum) and then avefaged across all cases in each group who were still
on parole at the time of the case review. These values show a general decline over thgparole
period for all groups, reflecting the policy of placing everyone on Maximum supervisionﬁ‘ during
Re-entry and moving them gradually down over time. During Case-management,ﬂthe éverage

supervision levels off at about “Medium.” The groups did not differ in these average values,
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indicating that there Was no tendency to change the supervision levels of cases in the higher
testing groups to coincide with their higher requirement for drug testing.

Face-to-face contact rates per month were calculated as an average per month for the
months covered by the case review and then averaged across cases in each group (Figure 7).
These, too, showed a decline over time for all groups, consistent with the “front loading” of
parole supervision and the decrease in supervision levels over time. During Case-management,
the average number of contacts leveled off at about “one” for all groups, the minimum contact
standard for the Medium supervision level. Like the previous graph, this graph suggests no
tendency to fashion the number of face-to-face contacts after the testing level of the groups.

Overall, the results presented in this chapter point to a successful study. Parolees were
accepted into the study based upon pre-established eligibility criteria that only excluded parolees
who would likely not be éubject to policies regarding routine drug testing of “ordinary” parolees
(not in special programs or residing in rural areas, for example). No evidence of a breakdown in
the sampling procedure, intentional or otherwise, was found; and eligibles actually exceeded the
estimated proportion of total parole releases. Similarly, group assignments were based on
computerized random assignment procedures that produced expected numbers of parolees in
each of the five testing conditions. Comparisons across groups in important background
characteristics identified no significant differences, and led to the conclusion that the groups
were essentially equivalent. This is the goal of random sampling strategies.

Analysis of drug testing data found that the groups were tested at different levels
throughout parole. Although these differences did not reach anticipated levels, they were

statistically significant. They seemed to reflect, for the most part, a good faith effort to comply
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with difficult expectations that ran counter to normal casework decision-making (for example,
not testing parolees suspected of drug use or reducix_mg the testing of non-users).-

Finally, data on supervision levels and numbers of face-to-face contacts revealed no
tendency to vary other aspects of supervision to accommodate the different testing levels. These
" data suggest that the only aspect of parole that was different across groups was the amount of

drug testing.

implementation Pfoblems and Study Limitations

Prbblems with‘the complete implementation of drug testing levels included testing of
cases in the no-test conditions, undertesting of parolees in the various testing conditions (the
most common problem) and overtesting of parolees. VTogether, thesg failures to implement the
“treatment” as designed resulted in a reduction in (but not an elimination of) group.-differences
and considerable within-group variation in treatment. '

There is no consensus in the criminological literature on hdw to handle this kind of
“treatment dilution” (Gartin, 1995). One possibility is to remove cases from the study who. did
not receive the treatment as planned. This would allow comparison of cases who were actually
tested at the designed frequency levels. However, the problem in this study involved most of the
participants (very few were tested at éxactly the right interval). Further, since it must be assumed
that cases were overtested or undertested for a reason (that is, sel_ected for more or ‘less drug .
testing by agents), the exclusion of these casés would necessarily destroy the«coniparability of

the groups.
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The course of action taken here was to retain all cases in their assigned groups in order to
maintain their comparability (Farrington, 1983). The fact that the groups differed significantly in
the amount of testing they received meant that the study could still address group differences in
testing levels. The focus on the study was shifted away from the effects of drug testing levels on
individual parolees and towards the effects of overall levels on outcomes at the group level.

Individual-level issues cannot be addressed in the presént study because it must be
assumed that differences in drug testing at the individual level were the combined result of group
membership and selective decision-making by parole agents. Consequently, the study éould no
longer consider the effects of drug testing levels on individual parolees. It could not address
such questions as who, when and under what circumstances to test in order to achieve the
maximum benefit of drug testing. Parolees tested at different levels could not be assumed to
have similar probabilities of parole failure or arrest. Analysis of outcomes would not be able to
determine whether outcome differences related to testing were due to the differences in testing or
to the differences in parolees that led parole agents to test them at different levels.

The refocus on group differences means that the implications of the study are for policies
that specify overall investments in drug testing as a part of parole supervision. These policies,
moreover, would allow fo'r some individual variation in actual testing. Since the study did not
collect information on the exact reason for each test, it is not possible to specify the basis for '
individual variation in testing other than to note that the variation was the result of individual
casework decisions by agents. Agents differ in their rationale for testing, in the pressure they
receive from supervisérs, relatives of parolees and the parolees themselves to test (or not test),

and in their access to other kinds of information about parolees. Even while allowing for this
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kind of variation across parolees and parole agents, an agency can still specify or place limits on
its investment in drug testing, creating overall differences in the amount of testing in parole. Itis

for these decisions regarding overall investment that the findings of this study have the clearest

implications.
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Chapter 4
Outcomes

Parole adjustment and arrests were chosen as two ways of measuring whether drug
testing above the minimal level helped parolees reintegrate back into the community and/or

cause less harm to others in the form of criminal behavior. “These possible benefits were termed

public safety benefits. No differences along these dimensions were found in favor of increased

drug testing. In fact, érrests at 42 months were slightly higher for the groups tested more often.
These results suggest that higher levels of testing (that can be incorporated into regular parole

supervision) cannot be expected to improve parolees’ overall performance in the community.

Parole Adjustment

Analyses of the parole adjustment focused on the proportion of each group with various
kinds of outcomes. These were then collapsed into three more general levels of outcome (plus
death):

1. good adjustment, defined as remaining on parole at 24 months or being discharged for
reasons other than a parole violation;
On The Street
Hospital or Out of CA
Honorable Discharge
General Discharge
Discharge, No evaluation
2. marginal adjustment, which included being missing, dishonorably discharged, or revoked
for a technical violation of parole;

Dishonorable Discharge
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Missing at 24 Months
Missing (Discharged)
Technical Revocation (Missing)
Technical Revocation (Drug):
Technical Revocation (Other)
3. poor adjustment, which primarily involved being removed from parole because of
criminal behavior or being incarcerated for an arrest at 24 months;
Revoke: Law Violation
In Court (Discharged)
Local Custody (Not Discharged)
Probation/Jail (Discharged)
- Prison (Not Discharged)
Prison (Discharged)
Federal/Other State Prison
4. Death.

Homicide
Other Causes

These analyses showed ihe groups to have similar outcomes, although there was a slight
tendency for the groups with more frequent testing to have fewer cases remaining on parole and
therefore to have a lower proportion with “good” adjustment.

Table 5 shows all of the outcomes considered for this study as well as their groupings
into the three categories shown above. There were a variety of possible outcomes for parolees.,
and most of them indicate a continued lack of commitment to a pro-social lifestyle. None of
these specific outcomes shéwed significant variation across groups except one: For j:cases
revoked for technical violations, parolees in the higher testing groups were more likely ':to be
revoked for a drug violation. This result, which bears mostly on parole decision-making,. will be . -

discussed in the context of presenting the findings on responses to positive drug tests.

78



Table 5
Parole Outcomes at 24 Months By Group

1 2 3 4 5 Total
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Number of Cases 442 100% 457 100% 429 100% 445 100% 185 100% 1958 100%
Good Adjustment* 132 299% 142 311% 128 29.1% 108 24.3% 38 20.5% 548 28.0%
On The Street 93 21.0% 96 21.0% 85 19.8% 73 164% 24 13.0% 372 19.0%
Hospital or Out of California 3 0.7% 1 0.2% 3 0.7% 2 0.4% 9 0.5%
Honorable Discharge 13 2.9% 16 3.5% 13 3.0% 14 3.1% 6 3.2% 62 3.2%
General Discharge 23 5.2% 28 6.1% 24. 56% . 19 4.3% 8 4.3% 104 5.3%
Discharge. No evaluation 1 0.2% i 0.1%
Marginal Adjustment 80 18.1% 2 197% 91 212% 106 23.8% 33 17.8% 401  20.5%
Dishonorable Discharge 17 3.8% 13 2.8% 13 3.0% 21 4.7% 6 3.2% 70 3.6%
Missing at 24 Months 14 32% 11 2.4% 16  3.7% 18 4.0% 5 2.7% 64 3.3%
Missing (Discharged) 13 2.9% 8 1.8% 9 2.1% 10 22% 6 32% 46 2.3%
Technical Revocation (Missing) 13 2.9% 12 2.6% 14 3.3% 1l 2.5% 2 1.1% 52 2.7%
Technical Revocation (Drug) 8 1.8% 19 4.2% 20 4.7% 21 4.7% 11 5.9% 79 4.0%
Technical Revocation (Other) 15 3.4% 27 5.9% 19 4.4% 25 5.6% 3 1.6% 89 4.5%
Poor Adjustment 219 49.5% 217 475% 207 483% 225 50.6% 109 58.9% 978 49.9%
Revoke: Law Violation 133 30.1% 133 29.1% 119 27.7% 131 29.4% 69 37.3% - 585  29.9%
In Court (Discharged) 3 0.7% 5 1.1% 3 0.7% 9 2.0% 4 2.2% 24 1.2%
Local Custody (Not Discharged) 20 4.5% 25 5.5% 25 5.8% 22 4.9% 10 5.4% 102 5.2%
Probation/Jail (Discharged) 7 1.6% 7 1.5% 9 2.1% 8 1.8% s 2.7% 36 1.8%
Prison (Not Discharged) 5 1.1% 5 1.1% 3 0.7% 9 2.0% 4 2.2% 26 1.3%
Prison (Discharged) -~ 49 11.1% 42 9.2% 46 10.7% 43 9.7% 17 9.2% 197 10.1%
Federal/Other State Prison 2 0.5% 2 0.5% 3 0.7% 7 0.4%
Death 11 25% 8 1.8% 6 1.4% 6 1.3% 5§ 27% 36 1.8%
Homicide 9 2.0% 6 1.3% 5 1.2% 6 13% 4 2.2% 30 1.5%
Other Causes 2 0.5% 2 0.4% 1 0.2% 1 0.3% 6 0.3%

* Chi-square. Good Adjustment vs. Other Outcomes: 11.37 4 df. p=.023

Most of the outcomes shown on Table 5 under Poor Adjustment are variations on “getting
back in trouble with the law.” The bulk of these parolees (3 out of 5 in.this category) were
returned to CYA institutions as parole violators after having been arrested. The remainder were
serving local, state, or federal sentences or were awaiting trial at the time of discharge (or at the

end of 24 months).
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Included under Marginal Adjustment were those outcomes that were clearly indicative of
failure to adopt a pro-social lifestyle, but which did not directly involve criminal behavior.
Included here were parolees dishonorably discharged, parolees who were missing, and parolees

revoked for technical violations.

e Dishonorable discharge occurs when parolees reach the end of CYA jurisdiction while
showing little progress in moving away from the criminal lifestyle (3.6% overall).

e Missing was subdivided into those who were revoked (52 cases), those who were
discharged while on missing status (because they reached the age at which CYA
jurisdiction expires), and those who were still on parole but on missing status at 24
months. Togéther, the “missing” parolees constituted 8.3% of the sample.

e Revocation for drug use occurred for only 79 cases (4.0% of the sample).

e Revocation for other technical violations, such as failure to seek employment or engaging -
in gang-related behavior, occurred for 89 cases (4.5% of the sample).
Together, 11.2% of the sample was revoked for technical violations, and the total with “marginal -
adjustment” accounted for 20.5% of the sample. :

Good Adjustment, for the purpose of this study, was any outcome that did not specifically
involve criminal behavior, behavior resulting in violation or which had the potential for ..violationf
(e.g., being missing at 24 months), or a dishonorable discharge. Most of these parolees were still :
on parole at the end of 24 months, when the testing requirements no longer applied. ‘Included: .
here also were General Discharges, given to parolees whd manage to stay out of trouble; but who:
nevertheless show only minimal effort to establish pro-social lifestyles. The only outcome that:

corresponds to what is commonly meant by “rehabilitated” is “honorable discharge.” *These'
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discharges are reserved for parolees who make a concerted effort to abandon their criminal
lifestyle and adopt a pro-social one: settle down, stay out of trouble, find employment or
continue with their education, form and/or maintain solid relationships with pro-social
individuals, and so on. Only 3% of the parolees in this sample had earﬁed such a distinction by

24 months.”

Arrests After Release

Analysis of arrests focused on both the average numbers of arrests and the proportions of
each group with any arrests over three different follow-up periods: the parole period (up to 24
months). 24 months (which may have extended beyond the parole period), and 42 months. These
time periods were chosen to provide several perspectives on the effects of drug testing. The
parole period was used because any direct effect of drug testing should manifest itself best during
the period when the testing is being done. The 24-month and 42-month periods were used to.
extend and standardize the follow-up period. The use of standard time periods extends the period
of observation beyond the parole period and provides a convenient framework for evaluating the
volume of crime attributed to parolees who may differ in their lengths of time on parole.
Parolees spend different amounts of time on parole. Most of those who do not remain on parole

24 months are removed for criminal behavior or other violations of parole conditions. Some

** Although it is possible that some of those remaining on parole at 24 months would be given honorable discharges.
the proportion would not be high, most likely, because parolees who are doing exceptionally well are typically
discharged prior to serving a full 24 months. Parolees retained on parole are those who the agent and the YOPB
feel still require supervision and a watchful eye.
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simply do not have 24 months of remaining jurisdiction time left when they are paroled; these

individuals would be granted discharges regardless of parole adjustment.

Percent Arrested

The percent of cases in each group arrested during the three follow-up periods is shown in
Table 6. Almost 3 out of 5 (59.4%) were arrested at least once during parole. Two out of three
(65.9%) were arrested by 24 months and three out of four (76.2%) by 42 months.

Statistical tests for differences in these proportions among the groups and for the
tendency of these percentages to increase at higher testing levels are also shown. Only three of
the tests indicated statistical significance at the 5% probability. level (property offenses at 24
months and homicide and miscellaneous felony offenses at 42 months). A number of othér
comparisons showed differences that would be found oniy one time in ten on the basis of chance
(p < .10). All of these differences, however, were in the “wrong” direction. Tests for linearity
(for the tendency for the percentages to increase at higher testing levels) showed a statistically
significant tendency for the percentage of cases arrested to be higher for the groups with the
higher testing leﬁ'els.

By 42 months, over half of these offenders had been arrested for at least ‘one violent:
offense (homicide, rape, robbery, assault, or kidnapping), the most common of these being: :
Assault and Battery (or sirhple assault). They were less likely (32.1%) to have Ean-i:'?arrest fora= :
property offense (bufglary, vehicle theft, other theft). About three in five of these offenders had

at least one “more serious” arrest charge (any violent or property charge except simple theft).
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Percent with Arrest Charges By Group

Table 6

Group
1 2 3 4 5  Total X° Linearity®
Cases with Arrest Information 423 433 402 422 172 1,852
During Parole (to 24 Months)
Any Charges 58.6 56.8 59.7 62.1 61.0 59.4
Violent 28.4 29.8. 333 28.7 384 ‘308 *
Property 16.8 21.0 194 246 19.2 204 * b
Drugs 16.1 13.9 18.9 16.8 16.3 16.4
Other 232 18.5 19.2 22.0 14.5 20.1
24 Months - - - - - -
Any Charges 64.8 63.3 65.7 69.0 68.0 65.9
Violent 36.6 36.7 39.1 38.6 442 38.3
Property 20.1 254 234 30.6 244 248 ** wx»
Drugs 18.9 17.3 229 22.0 233 20.5
Other 27.0 23.8 249 25.6 215 24.9
42 Months - - - - - -
Any Charges 74.0 74.4 75.1 80.6 77.9 76.2 ks
Violent 48.0 48.7 51.7 52.4 57.6 50.9 **
Homicide 4.7 4.8 7.7 7.1 10.5 6.5 % k¥x
Rape 24 1.2 2.0 12 0.6 1.6
Robbery 17.5 17.1 21.1 239 18.0 19.7 * **
Aggravated Assault 12.8 14.5 12.4 10.9 14.5 12.9
Assault & Battery 28.4 30.0 31.6 31.8 36.6 31.0 *
Kidnap/Extortion 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.2 23 1.6
Property 27.0 33.0 30.1 37.9 33.1 32.1 *xk
Burglary 9.7 10.9 10.0 12.6 9.9 10.7
Auto Theft 12.8 15.9 14.4 19.2 18.6 159 = **
Theft 17.0 20.6 17.2 22.5 16.9 19.1
Drugs 26.2 249 29.1 30.6 33.7 28.2 *x
Drug Sales 13.9 15.2 17.9 17.5 21.5 166 * **
Drug Use/Possession 18.2 15.0 21.6 20.9 22.1 19.2 b
Other 35.0 34.4 36.6 37.2 32.6 35.5
Child Molest 0.5 0.2 0.7 - 0.6 04
Other Sex Offenses 33 32 3.0 2.1 23 29
Weapons 17.0 15.9 16.2 19.4 16.9 17.1
Miscellaneous Felony 54 8.1 6.5 11.1 6.4 7.7 %
Miscellaneous Misdemeanor 19.9 19.2 22.9 21.3 18.6 20.6
More Serious Charges® 57.4 58.7 60.0 61.1 64.5 59.8 *
Less Serious Charges 54.8 54.7 53.7 57.3 57.0 55.3

*p<.10 **p<.05 ***p< 0l
? Somer’s d.

® The more serious charges included all Violent and Property offenses except theft.
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Overall, these data suggest that differences in levels of drug testing were associated with
only small differences in the percentages of cases arrested. To the extent that the groups differed
in these proportions, however, the differences tended to favor lower levels of testing. Higher

levels of testing were associated with higher percentages of cases arrested during follow-up.

Average Arrest Charges

Table 7 shows, for each groﬁp, the average numbers of arrest charges for the various
types of crimes over the three follow-up periods. Also shown are the results of statistical
significance tests for differences in these averages, after “transforming” the data to reduce
skewness, and for linearity (the tendency for the averages to increase at higher testing levels).

Like the results for percentages, discussed above, thege data showed a slight trend toward
more offense chargés for cases in the higher testing groups, particularly for the full 42-month
follow-up. Statistically significant differences in these averages (at the p < .05 level) were found
for Property Offenses at 24 months and for Total and Violent »offenses at 42 months. In terms of
specific offenses, statistically significant differences were found for Assault and Battery, Drug '
Sales, and Miscellaneous Felony offenses. Each of fhese, differences was also associated with a
statistically significant linear trend: higher average arrest charges for higher testing groups.

Figure 8 shows the average numbers of offenses for the five groups at 24 months and 42
months of follow-up, along With the actual testing rates for the groups. The tendten-cy.for arrests:

to be higher at higher testing levels is clearly evident in this chart.
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Table7
Average Numbers of Arrest Charges By Group

Group
1 2 3 4 5 Total ANOVA® Linearity
Cases with Arrest Information 423 433 402 422 172 1,852
During Parole (to 24 Months)
Any Charges 1.38 1.41 1.47 1.55 1.42 1.45
Violent .0.47 0.53 0.54 0.48 0.63 0.52
Property 0.30 0.34 0.32 0.39 0.27 0.33
Drugs 0.21 0.24 0.30 0.25 0.26 0.25
Other ©0.40 0.30 0.31 0.43 0.26 0.35
24 Months
Any Charges 1.89 1.91 2.00 2.26 2.22 2.03 *x
Violent 0.65 0.67 0.74 0.77 0.88 0.72 *
Property 0.40 0.45 0.42 0.55 043 045 ** =
Drugs 0.31 0.35 0.41 0.36 045 0.36
Other 0.53 .0.44 0.43 0.58 0.45 0.49
42 Months
Any Charges 3.00 298 3.34 3.68 3.76 330 ** b
Violent 1.01 1.04 1.34 1.34 1.48 1.21  ** b
Homicide 0.06 0.06 0.09 0.09 0.12 0.08 * *»
Rape 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.02
‘Robbery 0.23 0.24 0.30 0.31 0.23 0.27
Aggravated Assault 0.16 0.18 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.17
Assault & Battery 0.51 0.53 0.74 0.75 0.93 0.66 ** i
Kidnap/Extortion 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.02
Property 0.66 0.69 0.64 0.85 0.67 0.71 * =
Burglary 0.14 0.16 0.12 0.18 0.16 0.15
Auto Thefl 0.2} 0.22 0.22 0.30 0.25 0.24
Theft 0.32 0.31 0.30 0.36 0.26 0.32
Drugs 0.56 0.56 0.68 0.63 0.80 0.63 *»
Drug Sales 0.23 0.24 0.33 0.29 0.42 0.29 ** Ak
Drug Uise/Possession 0.33 0.33 0.36 0.34 0.38 0.34
Other 0.77 0.68 0.68 0.86 0.81 0.76
Child Molest 0.01 0.00 0.01 - 0.01 0.01
Other Sex Offenses 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.15 0.06
Weapons 0.24 0.22 0.24 0.31 0.20 0.25
Miscellaneous Felony 0.09 0.10 0.08 0.14- 0.08 0.10 ** *
Miscellaneous Misdemeanor 0.37 0.31 0.30 0.38 0.37 0.35
More Serious Chargesa 1.35 1.42 1.68 1.83 1.89 1.60 ** b
Less Serious Charges 1.65 1.56 1.66 1.86 1.87 1.70

*p<.10:**p<05:***p<.0l

? Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was performed on log-transformed variables.

® The more serious charges included all Violent and Property offenses except theft.
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Figure 8: Testing levels and average total arrest charges during 24 and 42 months of follow-up.

Combined. the data on percentages arrested and average numbers of arrest charges shéw no
evidence of a public safety benefit of increased drug testing. Not only waé criminal behavior not
improved by higher levels of drug testing, it was actually somewhat worse. While these
differences were not large, they were statistically significant in a number of instances, suggesting
that the differences (and the direction of those differences) were not simply “chance”
occurrences. |

P

Subgroup Analysis. In order to determine whether drug testing may haVeihad different

effects for different types of parolees, similar analyses were performed for subgroups:of the-
sample: different ethnic groups, levels of drug problems, histories of use, and 50 on. These
analyses showed similar patterns of responses, with average numbers of arrests incréasing with:

higher levels of drug testing. These differences were not statistically significant, due to smaller:
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sample sizes in the subgroups. This similarity suggests that the lack of positive impact (and the

possible negative impact) of increased drug testing was true for all types of parolees.

Multivariate Analysis of Qutcomes

Multivariate analyses were used to estimate the effects of group membership on outcomes
while taking into account thé effects of other characteristics. These analyses are used to “control
for” the effects of characteristics that might affect outcome and that are not equally distributed
across groups. Even the best random assignment procedures will generally not be ablé to
produce groups that have exactly the same kinds of individuals. By controlling for any such
group differences, a more accurate estimate of the effects of testing levels can be obtained.

These analyses focused on three general types of outcomes: whether or not the parélee
had a bad parole outcome (parole revocation or arrest), the number of arrests each parolee
experienced over 42 months of follow-up, and the time (number of days) before failure
(revocation or arrest). Logistic Regression Mo'dels focused on the probability of parole
revocation, and on the probability of having any arrest or any violent offense during the 42-
month follow-up period. Numbers of arrests were analyzéd using Negative Binomial Poisson
Regression Models, which were developed for use with data like arrests, which take the form of
“counts.” Survival Models were used to estimate the effect of group membership on the length of
time to parole revocation or arrest. All of the models included the same control variables:

¢ having been committed to the Youth Authority for a violent offense,

e age at parole release,
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e membership in a gang,

e ethnicity (coded so that Hispanic ethnicity and African American ethnicity were
corﬁpared to white/other ethnicity),

e number of prior arrest charges,

e being a school dropout,

° Vhaving a history of drug abuse, and

» drug testing-group.

C:ombined, these multivariate analyses reaffirmed the findings of the simple comparisons

of outcomes by group.

Logistic Regression Models

Probability of Parole Revocation. Significant predictors of the probability of parole

revocation included being committed for a violent offense, membership in a gang, African
American ethnicity, a history of drug abuse, and numbe; of prior arrest charges. More
specifically, being African American, being a member of a gang, having a history of drug abuse,
and the number of prior arrest charges increased the probability of parole revocation, while being
committed for a violent offense decreased the probability of parole revocation. Marginally
significant predictors include Hispanic ethnicity (p = 0.054), which predicted a lower probability
of parole revocation, and age at release (p=.056), which was related to an increase in the .
probability of revocation (meaning older parolees were more likely to have their parole revoked).

Group membership was not related to differences in the probability of parole failure.
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Probability of Any Arrest. Significant predictors of the probability of being arrested

included being committed for a violent offense, age at parole release, membership in a gang,
Hispanic and African American ethnicity, number of prior arrest charges, and beving a member of
drug testing-group number 4. More specifically, being Hispanic or African American, being a
member of a gang, being a member of Group 4 (as compared to being a member of Group 1),
being older at parole release, and the number of prior arrest charges increased the probability of
being anested within 42 months, while being committed for a violent offense decreased the
probability of a subsequent arrest. Nonsigniﬁc'ant predictors of having an arrest included being a
school dropout and membership in the other drug testing-groups (i.e., members of Groups 2, 3,
and 5 were no more likely to have arrests than members of Group 1). Having a history of drug
abuse had a marginally significant and positive effect (p = 0.072) on the probability of arrest.

Probability of Violent Arrest. Significant predictors of the probability of being arrested

for a violent crime include being committed for a violent offense, age at parole release,
membership in a gang. Hispanic and African American ethnicity, a history of drug abuse, and
number of prior arrest charges. More specifically, being Hispanic or African American, being a
member of a gang. being older at parole release, having a history of drug abuse, and the number
of prior arrest charges increased the probability of violent arrest, while being committed for a
violent offense decreased the probability of" a subéequent violent arrest. Nonsignificant
predictors of a violent arrest included being a school dropout and drug testing-group

membership.
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Negative Binomial Poisson Regression Models

Negative binomial and zero-inflated®® negative binomial regression models were used to
investigate whether the mean (average) number of total arrests, violept arrests, property arrests,
and drug arrests over the 42-month follow-up period differed by group membership after
controlling for background chéracteristics that might differ across groups. Negative binomial
regression models were used, rather than standard (ordinary least squares) regression models
because they are a more statistically appropriate method for analyzing data in the form of
“counts”--in this case, counts of arrests (Long, 1997). Modeling count variables with methods
designed for use with continuous variables can potentially lead to bias in the parameter estimates.

For simplicity, these models combined Groups 1 and 2, for whom no routine testing Was
intended for the period after Re-entry. Estimates for these models indicated significantly higher
average arrests (total and violent) for those groups who were tested. Thus, these results confirm
.the bivariate results, which showed that the groups with higher testing levels also_ had more
arrests during the follow-up period.

All Arrests. The res_ultg for all arrests were based on the ordinary negative binomial
model. Group 1 and Group 2 were combined as the comparison group in these analyses because
both of these groups received no drug tests for most of their parole periods and because their

outcomes were very similar. The results indicated a significant effect of group membership: both

Group 4 and Group 5 had mean numbers of arrests which were significantly larger than the:mean: :

2 The zero-inflated model “inflates” the number of zeros in the negative binomial probability density function when: -

the ordinary negative binomial model underpredicts the number of zeros in the sample data. The appropriateness -
of the zero-inflated negative binomial regression models is indicated by a Vuong statistic greater'than 1.96.
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number of arrests for Groups 1 and 2 (t-value for Group 4 = 3.920; t-value for Group 5 = 2.254).
Substantively, the estimate for Group 4 indicates (controlling for the effects of the other
covariates in the model) that there was a 28% difference in the mean number of arrest between
Group 4 and Groups 1 and 2, while the estimate‘for Group 5 indicates that there was a 22%
difference in the mean number of offenses between Group 5 and Groups 1 and 2. The estimaté
for Group 3 indicates that there was nearly a statistically significant effect of being a member of
Groqp 3 (t-value = 1.755; p-value = 0.0792).

Other significant predictors in this model weré (positive effects meaning that higher
values were associated with more arrests):

e age at release--a positive effect (t-value = 6.500),

e African American ethnicity--a positive effect compared to the white and “other”

sample members (t-value = 2.096),

¢ a history of drug abuse—a positive effect (t-value = 4.329),

e the number of prior arrest charges--a positive effect (t-value = 3.725), and

e anon-violent commitment offense--a significant negative effect (t-value = -8.082).

Non-significant predictors include Hispanic ethnicity, being a school dropout, and being a
gang member.

Violent Arrests. Once again, the results were from the ordinary negative binomial model.

These models also found a significant effect of group membership. Group 3, Group 4, and
Group 5 all had mean numbers of arrests which were significantly larger than the mean number
of arrests for Groups 1 and 2 (t-values were 3.234; 3.436; and 3.128 for Groups 3, 4, and 5

respectively). Substantively, after controlling for the effects of the other covariates in the model,
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there was a 33% difference in the mean number of arrests between Group 3 and Groups 1 and 2,
a 34% difference in the mean number of arrests between Group 4 and Groups 1 and 2, and a 43%
difference in the mean number of arrest charges between Group 5 and Groups 1 and 2.

Other significant predictors in this model included

" e age at release--a positive effeqt (t-value = 4.328),
e African American ethnicity—a positive effect compared to whites and “others”
(t-value = 5.940),
e Hispanic ethnicity--a positive effect (t.-value =3.677),
e a history of drug abuge--a positive effect (t-value =2.522),

e the number of prior arrest charges—a positive effect (t-value = 2.315), and

a non-violent commitment offense--a negative effect (t-value = -3.954).
Non-significant predictors include being a school dropout, and being a gang member.

Property Arrests. The results presented here are from the zero-inflated negative binomial

model.”’” There was a significant effect of group membership. Group 4 members, on average,
had more arrests than did the members of Groups 1 and 2 (t-value for Group 4 = 2.462).
Substaﬁtively. the estimate for Group 4 indicated (controlling for the effects of the other
covariates in the model) that there was a 15% difference in the mean number of property arrests
between Group 4 and Groups 1 and 2. Differences between Group 3 and the no-test groups and
Group 5 and the no-test groups were not statistically significant.

Other significant predictors in this model included

*” The Vuong statistic comparing the ordinary negative binomial model and a zero-inflated negative binomial model :
was 3.9534.
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e number of prior arrest charges—a positive effect (t-value = 2.505), and

¢ anon-violent commitment offense--a negative effect (t-value = -2.920).

Drug Arrests In this model, which was also from the zero-inflated negative binomial
model,”® there was no significant effect of group membership. None of the estimates for gfoup
membership had associated p-values less than 0.15.

The significant predictors in this model included '

e age at release--a positive effect (t-value = 2.011), and

¢ number of prior arrest charges--a positive effect (t-value = 1.968).

SurviQal Models

Survival models were used to analyze the time to parole revocation, the time to first
arrest, and the time to first violent arrest. The survival (hazards) analysis used the lognormal
distribution. which implies a non-monotonic hazard rate (i.e., one that varies over time).
According to this model, there is a period of time immediately after release when the risk of
failure (parole revocation or arrest) increases up to an “inflection point,” where the risk of arrest
is assumed to be the greatest. Afier this peak, the risk of a violent arrest is assumed to decrease

over time.”

% The Vuong statistic was 4.0355.

*® The model was also run using the Cox proportional hazards model. The substantive conclusions drawn with this
model (which does not imply any parametric distribution of the failure times) did not differ from those drawn
with the lognormal model.

93



Time to Parole Revocation. The data are censored at 730 days, such that any parolee

whose parole was revoked after 730 days was considered to have “survived” 730 days on parole.
Analyzing only those parolees who did have their parole revoked, the mean time to failure
(parole revocation) by group was as follows:

Group 1: 363.5 days
Group 2: 348.9 days
Group 3: 362.2 days
Group 4: 365.5 days
Group 5: 361.8 days

Results 6f the survival analysis indicate that the significant predictors of time to parole
.revocation included Hispanic ethnicity, ﬁumber of prior arrests, and whether the parolee was
committed for a violent offense. More specifically, being Hispanic (compared to beingk white),
having a higher number of prior arrests, and being committed for a nonviolent offense were
related to a shorter length of time to parole revocation. Memb’ership in a gang had a marginally
significant effect (p =.056). Nonsignificant predictors included age at parole release, African
American ethnicity. a history of drug abuse. being a school dropout, and group membership

(group membership did not have a significant effect on time to parole revocation).

Time to First Arrest. These data were censored at 1,095 days, such that any parolee who
was arrested after 1,095 days was considered to have “survived” 1,095 days. Of those parolees
who were arrested, the mean time to failure (arrest for any crime) by group was as follows: -

Group 1: 297.1
Group 2: 3134
Group 3: 310.1
Group 4: 327.5
Group 5: 281.1
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Significant predictors of time to any arrest included Hispanic and African American
ethnicity (compared to whites and others), age at parole release, gang membership, number of
prior arrests, a history of drug abuse, and a violent commitment offense. More specifically,
being Hispanic or African American, being older at parole release, being a member of a gang,
having a higher number of prior arrests, having a history of drug abuse, and being committed for
a nonviolent offense were related to a shorter length of time to arrest. Nonsignificant predictors
included school dropout and group membership. Group membership did not have a significant
effect on the time between parole release and first arrest by law enforcement.

Time to First Violent Arrest. As with the analysis for any arrests, the data for first violent

arrest were censored at 1,095 days, such that any parolee who was arrested for a violent crime
after 1,095 days was considered to have “survived” 1,095 days. Analyzing only those parolees
who were arrested, the mean time to failure (violent arrest) by group was as follows:

Group 1: 409.3 days
Group 2: 401.0 days
Group 3: 385.0 days
Group 4: 425.6 days
Group 5: 399.4 days

Significant predictors of time to a violent arrest included Hispanic and African American
ethnicity (compared to whites), age at parole release, membership in a gang, number of prior
arrests, and whether the parolee was c&mmitted for a violent offense. Being Hispanic or African
American, being older at parole release, being a member of a gang, having a higher number of
prior arrests. and being committed for a nonviolent offense were related to a shorter length of

time to a violent arrest. History of drug abuse had a marginally significant effect (p = 0.066).
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Again, neither being a school dropout nor group membership had a significant effect on the time

to the first violent arrest by law enforcement, if any. .
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Chapter S .
Process Analysis of the Model for Drug Testing Effects

"In an effort to understand why the different levels of drug testing did not produce the
hypothesized improvement in parole adjustment or arrests, additional analyses were performed to
assess whether the intermediate steps in the model took place:

e Did increases in drug testing lead to better identification of drug use (more positive
tests)?

¢ Did positive tests lead agents to indicate a need for action, such as sanctions or treatment?

¢ Did positive tests actually lead to a response--a sanction or treatment--that might reduce
drug use through deterrence or treatment effects?

These analyses were intended to help understand whether the problem was with the
model (Figure 1, Chapter 1) or the implementation of the model. These analyses showed that
drug testing was used as the model suggested--that these basic conditions for reducing drug use
and criminality, according to the model, were generally met:

o increased levels of drug testing helped to identify drug-using parolees,

e positive test results led to identification of parolees as having di’fﬁculties with drugs

and as needing substance abuse treatment services,

e parole agents responded to positive tests with treatment and sanctions.

Together, these results suggest that the ineffectiveness of drug testing in this context was
not simply the result of non-use or misuse of the drug testing results by agents. These analyses
also produced a few surprises that point to limitations of drug testing as a deterrent-oriented

approach to working with parolees in the community.
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Identification of Drug Use

These analyses focused on the number and proportion of positive drug tests among all .
drug tests, regardless of the “availabiiity” of the parolee.’® Table 8 shows a summary of the drug
test results by group. Shown are the total number of drug tests, the number of positive tests, the
number of cases testing positive and the types of drugs used.

The percentage of cases with at least one positive test and the average number of positive
tests for each group indicate that the higher levels of tesfing did result in a greater identification
of drug use. At higher levels of drug testing, there was a correspondingly higher proportion of
parolees eventually found to be using drugs. If the amount of drug use is assumed to be similar
in the groups, these results would indicafe that increased testing was successful at idéntifying
drug users and drug use.

The percentage of all tests that were positive in this sample was 8.8% and was generally
higher for the groups tested at lower levels. Groups 1 and 2 were nearly equal, at around 12% to
13%. Groups 3 and 4 were also similar, with about 9% positive tests. Group 5, at about 6% was
the lowest. These differences could suggest a lower level of use in the higher test groups (a
deterrent effect), but they cogld also simply reflect a tendency at lower testing levels to “target”

drug testing at offenders and points of time when drug use is most likely. These figures, in other

’® In the earlier analyses of implementation, we excluded from the analysis all months during which a parolee was

not available for testing at least 75% of the time. This was done to avoid holding agents responsible for : -

maintaining testing levels during months when the parolee was in custody, missing, out-of-state, or otherwise
unavailable for testing. Drug tests that did occur during those excluded months were ignored in the analyses. For
the present purposes. all drug tests were of interest. : '
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wordé, could indicate a greater “efficiency” of testing for the lower-frequency groups. Without
an independent measure of acfual drug use in these group, it is not possible to determine whether
a deterrent effect occurred.

The overall level, however, can be used as a rough gauge of the amount of use in this
sample. The 8.8% positive rate suggests that at any point in time less than 10% of these i)molees
were using drugs within the time period “observed” by the drug test. In contrast, the Drug Use
Forecasting Study (U.S. Department of Justice, 1997), which assesses drug use among arrestees
in cities nationwide, generally reports positive results of drug tests for about 60% to 70% of
arrestees at both the adult and juvenile levels. Further, studies of probationers and parolees in
Oregon found positive tests to be at the 20% and 30% level after several years of drug testing
(Cullen, et al., 1996), and drug tests of probationers in Kentucky were 35% pqsitive after three
years of drug testing. By these standards, the percent of positive drug tests for these Youth
Authority parolees was relatively low in all conditions. Moreover, very few of these parolees
(8.6%) had more than one positive test.

There are at least two possible explanations for this low rate of positive tests. First, it is
possible that the combination of institutional drug programs and parole produce a marked
deterrent effect across the board. An alternative explanation is that due to the nature of these
young offenders’ criminality, they would not be expected to havé as much drug use as probation
samples or typical arrestees. As previously noted, the offenders committed to the Youth
Authority tend to be drug users, typically, but are not committed for drug use. The drug use is
present, but it may be ancillary to the serious criminality that brings them to the Youth Authority.

Probationers, in contrast, may more often be placed on probation because of drug use primarily.
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Table 8
Positive Drug Test Results By Group

Group
1 2 3 4 5 ‘ Total
Total Cases 442 457 429 445 185 1,958
Total Tests 470 1,070 2,216 3,118 1,982 8,856
Cases With 1+ Positive Tests 41 97 134 174 70 516
_Percent of all cases 9.3% 21.2% 31.2% 39.1% 37.8% 26.4%
Percent of Cases with : |
1 Positive 7.9% 15.8% 21.2% 24.9% 21.6% 17.8%
2 Positive 0.7% 3.5% 7.0% 8.1% 9.7% 5.3%
3 or more Positive 0.7% 2.0%- 3.0% 6.1% 6.5% 3.3%
Total Positive Tests 56 136 197 275 115 779
Average (for All Cases) 0.13 0.30 0.46 0.62 0.62 0.40
Percentage of All Tests 11.9% 12.7% 8.9% 8.8% 5.8% 8.8%

Arrestees may also be a poor comparison because their drug use is being assessed at a particular
point in time. It could be that Youth Authority parolees would have a much higher rate of
positive tests if they were tested upon arrest. Again, while the data are suggestive, they cannot,

in themselves, provide an adequate assessment of overall deterrent value of drug testing among

these parolees.

Table 9 also shows the types of drugs that were found positive. These figures are:based. .-

on one positive drug per test. When multiple drugs were found, only two were: reported, :and-
only one was used in the analysis. Due to reporting conventions (positive drugs -were. listed in

alphabetical order), these data understate the percentage of tests that showed a positive result for
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Table 9
Types of Positive Drugs By Group

Group
1 2 3 4 5 Total

Total Tests 470 1,070 2,216 3,118 1,982 8,856
Total Positive Tests 56 136 197 275 115 779
Percentage of All PositiveTests |

Amphetamines . 286 19.9 299 23.6 20.0 244

Barbiturates - 1.5 - - - 03

Cocaine 17.9 19.9 12.7 15.3 15.7 15.7

Codeine 1.8 - 2.0 22 0.9 1.5

Morphine 1.8 1.5 2.5 1.8 0.9 1.8

PCP 5.4 8.1 5.1 33 5.2 5.0

THC/Marijuana 39.3 48.5 46.7 52.0 54.8 49.6

Unknown 5.4 0.7 1.0 1.8 2.6 1.8

cocaine and for THC (marijuana or hashish). Nevertheless, THC was the most commonly-found
drug. with amphetamines and cocaine considerably lower. These data are consistent with the
1996 Drug Use Forecasting Study (U.S. Department of Justice, 1997) for Los Angeles and San
Diego. Juveniles in these two sites were most commonly found positive for THC (52% and 48%
of arrestees. respectively), with cocaine next (13% and 5% of arrestees). A separate analysis for
Los Angeles reported amphetamine use to be on the rise during the éarly 1990s, leveling off at
about 5% by 1993. The parolees in this sample, then, were using the same types of drugs as

typical arrestees, but appeared to be using them to a considerably lower extent.
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Agent Recognition of Test Results

To determine whether agents were cognizant of the ;'esults of the drug tests and
‘incorporated this information into their case planning, data from the Parole Classification System
form (Appendix C) were analyzed. This system was designed to assist with casework decisions,
promote accountability among parolees, and help establish a workload-based determination of
supervision levels. To this end, parolees were rated on nine types of need for service and six |
areas of parole performance. Scores on these dimensions were used to estimate the overall level
of service required by each parolee during the next four months and the progress he or she had
made toward meeting his or her parole conditions. While it was not intended as a system for
collecting data on parolees’ problems and behaviors, the items can indicate changes in perceived
needs for services and can indicate behavior problems noted during case-review periods.”

Of particular interest for this study was the need for substance abuse services. This item
asks for an assessment of the parolee’s substance abuse, With the following response options:

0= Noﬁe

3 = Occasional abuse; some disruption of functioning

5 = Frequent substance abuse; serious disruption of functioning
Only 94 of the 1,958 parolees in the sample (4.8%) were ever rated as “5” on this dimension, and

of these almost two-thirds (63%) had at least one positive drug test. .

3! Because the emphasis was on estimating the amount of parole agent “service” required by the parolee during :
particular periods, service needs that were “met” (for example, when a substance abusing parolee was already in «
treatment) were to be indicated as zero even though the problem itself was still there. However, problems with
parole performance were to be indicated regardless of whether they were handled prior to filling out the form.
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80%- 63.8%

Percent ldentified

No Positive Tests 1+ Positive Tests
(n=1.442) {(n=516)

Figure 9: Percentage of cases identified as having a substance abuse treatment need on parole by whether or
not they had a positive drug test during parole.

There were 570 cases (29.1%) who were rated either as “3” or “5” on this item. Positive
drug tests figured heavily in this assessment, as shown in Figure 9. Nearly two-thirds of those
cases with positive drug tests (63.8%) were identified as having a substance abuse problem.
Drug testing was not the onl),:' way of identifying these problems, however, as indicated by the
16.7% of parolees who were identified as needing substance abuse services despite having no
positive drug tests.

These data suggest that drug testing data are an important source of information that
parole agents used to identify parolees with substance abuse problems. Differences in drug
testing, then, which produced differences in the number of parolees who had positive test results,

were also associated with differences in the proportion of parolees for whom drug-related
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Table 10
Substance Abuse Problem Identification and Positive Drug Tests

Group
1 2 3 4 5 Total X
Total Cases 442 457 429 445 185 1,958
1+ Positive Tests 41 97 134 174 70 516
Percent of all cases 93% 21.2% 31.2% _39.]% 37.8% 26.4% *+*
Treament Need =3 or 5 99 116 126 167 62 570
Percent of all cases ' 224% 254% 294% 37.5% 33.5% 29.1% *+
" Treament Need =3 or 5 and : '
' No Positive Test 16.7% 12.5% 100% 10.8% 103% 12.3% *
1+ Positive Test . 57% 12.9% 193% 26.7% 232% 16.8% **
No Treament Need Identified and
1+ Positive Test 3.6% 83% 119% 124% 14.6% 9.6% **

*p<.05 **p<.0l

interventions were considered appropriate, as shown in Table 10. The percentages of cases in
each group identified as having a drug problem on the Case Review Summary steps up from
- 22.4% for Group 1 to over 33% for Group 4 and Group 5.

The data in Table 10 also show that the agents did not rely on drug test results alone to
identify parolees with drug problems. At low levels of drug testing, agents identiﬁéd a higher
proportion of the sample as having drug problems without positive test results (16.7% for
Group 1 and 12.5% for Group 2). This percentage leveled off at about 10% for groups wi@h miore
regular testing. Conversely, positive tests and drug problem identification did .nof always go ©
together. With increased testing, the proportion of cases with positive tests and a substance

abuse problem identification went up markedly--from 5.7% for Group 1 up to 23.2% for Group 5 :
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cases--but so did the percentage of cases with positive drug tests and no substance abuse problem
identification (from 3.6% to 14.6%).

Thus, positive tests and identification of substance abuse problems seemed to go together,
although the relationship was by no means perfect. Agents relied heavily on drug tests to
indicate the need for substance abuse servicés, but also looked for other indicators of drug use
problems, as well. These were used both to identify substance abusers needing treatment and to
question the importance of particular instances of use found by drug testing. Higher testing‘
~ levels meént that agents had more information upon which to base their assessments of substance

abuse problems. Drug test results alone, however, were not sufficient for this identification.

Responses to Positive Tests

The use of drug tests to identify parolees with drug problems is not enough to suggest
that the drug testing program was working according to the Deterrence/Detection Model. In
order to have any deterrent effect or treatment effect, the information gathered from the drug
testing must be acted upon, either in the form of sanctions or in the form of treatment referral.
Sanctions. according to the model, would lead to deterrence, as the parolees and others come to
understand (and take steps to avoid) the consequences of drug use during parole. Treatment is
intended to produce a greater ability to overcome the need/desire for drug use and also instill (or
enhance) a certain deterrent effect as well (since drug treatment is typically not particularly
enjoyable). The issue, then, is the extent to which the identification of drug use through testing

led to a response, either deterrent-oriented or treatment-oriented.
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As noted in the previous chapter, there were no hard-and-fast rules concerning
appropriate responses to dirty drug tests, either as part of thé study or as a policy of the
California Youth Authority. Guidelines for parole agents suggested that agents warn parolees on
the first occurrence and possibly require some form of community treatment. The second
positive test was thought to warrant a referral to a residential drug program operated by the
Youth Authority. This referral would be recommended by the agent, but had to be ratified by the
YOPB. A third dirty test was felt to warrant a violation and fecommendation for revocation by
the YOPB. However, positi\}e drug tests rarely occur in isolation, and appropriate responses
generally take into account other aspects of the parolees’ adjustment to the community and
adherence to .parole conditions.

A direct measure of parole agents’ responses to positive drug tests was not available for -
this study, but indirect evidence is available from the information collected on parblee “status”
during the months they were on parole. These data, which were collected to determine if the
par61e¢ was available for testing, served as a rough indicator of what “happened” to a parolee
following a positive drug test. .

For each paroleé, the month of each positive test and the number of that positive test
(e.g.. Ist. 2nd, 3rd. up to 5th) was determined from the drug lab data. A careful study of a
number of cases revealed that it often took several months for a response, such-as referral to a

residential drug program. Consequently, the information on parole status for the' four months -

following a dirty test were analyzed to determine if there was an action that could reasonably be: .

deemed a response to the positive test. The parolee’s status during each month was determined . °

by having at least 16 days in that status during the month. The response to a dirty 'drug test was
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indicated by the first status (other than “on parole”) occurring in the four months after the

positive test. Possible responses included

continue on parole (no changes in status),
temporary detention (at least one month during which status was “temporary
detention” unless followed by parole failure),

drug program referral (at least one month during which status was “drug program™).

In addition, other possible “outcomes” of the positive test were identified. These included

went missing (at least one month during which status was AWOL, or “absent without
leave”),

local custody (at least one month during which status was “in local custody™),

parole failure (parole removal for a violation during the three months if not preceded
by local custody), and

other parole removal (parole removal while not on violation, permanent move out of

state).

Because temporary detention is often a step in the revocation process, instances of temporary

detention followed by a revocation were treated as a parole failure. Further, in order to get the

fullest possible picture of the use of residential drug programs, this status took precedence over

others (for example, a parolee who went missing or who was placed in local custody before

referral to a drug program would still be in the “drug program” category).

These outcomes for all positive tests through the fifth one are shown in Table 11. The

table distinguishes between Parole Action, which can be thought of as responses to dirty tests,
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Table 11
Responses to Positive Drug Tests By The Number of The Positive Test

Positive Test Number

] 2 3 4 5 Total
N % N % N % N % N % N %

Positive Tests

with Responses 508 100% 164 100% 60 100% 20 100% 8 100% 760 100%
Parole Action . ) 304 59.8% 90 54.9% 33 55.0% 10 50.0% 4 50.0% 441 58.0%

Continue on Parole 190 37.4% 37 226% 13 21.7% 1 5.0% 241 31.7%

Temporary Detention 38 7.5% 16 9.8% 6 10.0% 60 7.9%

Drug Program 50 9.8% 29 17.7% 10 16.7% 8 40.0% 3 375% 100 13.2%

Parole Failure 26 5.1% 8 4.9% 4 6.7% 1 5.0% 1 125% 40 53%
Other Outcomes 204 40.2% 74 45.1% 27 45.0% 10 50.0% 4 50.0% 319 42.0%

Went Missing 95 18.7% 37 22.6% 14 23.3% 4  20.0% 3 375% 153 20.1%

Local Custody 99  19.5% 32 195% 12 20.0% 5 25.0% 1 125% 149  19.6%

Other Parole Removal 10 2.0% 5 3.0% 1 1.7% 1 5.0% 17 2.2%

Insufficient Followup* 8 3 4 0 0 15

Total Positive Tests 516 167 64 20 8 775

* Less than four months on parole following the positive test.

and Other Qutcomes, which are not responses per se but which help to put the responses into the
broader context of events on parole. Individuals with more than one positive test are included in
the statistics for each of their positive tests. The Total column, then, reflects the outcomes for all
positive tests up to ﬁve}for thisﬁ sample.

Overall, these data suggest that positive drug tests were not simply ignored, either. by the
agents or by the parolees themselves. As the number of positive tests went up, fewer cases were
continued on parole and more cases were referred to drug programs. At no level was a strong
punitive approach taken. The most common response for positive tests up tof'the-third:was;
“continue on parole.” After the first positive test, however, this response accounted for less.than

one in four outcomes of positive tests. Even for the first positive test, almost one in ten.(9.8%)
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positive tests resulted in a referral to a residential drug program. This response was increasingly
common for additional tests. For the second and third positive tests, about 17% of the parolees
were referred to drug programs; after that, over one-third were referred. Only a small percentage
(5.1%) was directly removed from parole (usually on a technical violation).

A substantial number of parolees were in local custody soon after testing positive for
drugs; in these cases, the drug test may have even been precipitated by the arrest. Parolees
removed for a law violation typically spend .time in local custody first, and the local custody
would have been their status on this table.

Of interest on this table is that the most common “outcome” for the second and third
positive test was for the parolee to go AWOL. In fact, going “missing” was a common response
to all positive tests, accounting for one-fifth of all outcomes. The substantial proportion of
parolees that absconded after submitting a positive urine sample, coupled with the fact that this
proportion went up for each successive positive test, suggests that parolees at least believed that
serious consequences would follow from a positive drug test and that the consequences got more
serious as the numSer of positive tests went up. It appears that rather than face the consequences
of failure to stay drug-free (temporary detention, revocation, or drug treatment), the parolee
chose instead to go AWOL.

Data on responses to drug tests for the five study groups are shown in Table 12. These
data indicate that there was no consistent trend toward various types of responses as the
frequency of tests increased. Group 1 cases were more commonly sent to residential drug
treatment programs after a dirty test, however, possibly indicating that these parolees had already

been identified as having a drug problem on the basis of other kinds of information (Table 10).
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Table 12
Responses to Positive Drug Tests By Group

Group
1 2 3 4 5 Total
N % N % N % N % N % N %

Positive Tests )

with Responses 50 100% 132 100% 195 100% 269 100% 114 100% 760 100%
Parole Action 31 620% 76 57.6% 124 63.6% 149 554% 61 S535% 441 58.0%

Continue on Parole 12 22.6% 43 319% 72 36.5% 89 324% 25 21.7% 241 31.7%

Temporary Detention ) 3 5.7% 10 7.4% 17 8.6% 21 7.6% 9 7.8% 60 7.9%

Drug Program 13 24.5% 14 104% 23 1L.7% 31 11.3% 19 165% 100 13.2%

Parole Failure 3 5.7% 9  6.7% 12 6.1% 8 29% 8 1.0% 40  53%
Other Outcomes 19 38.0% 56 42.4% 71 36.4% 120 44.6% 83 46.5% 319 42.0%

Went Missing 9 17.0% 25 18.5% 39 19.8% 62 22.5% 18 157% 153 20.1%

Local Custody 10 189% 29 21.5% 28 14.2% 52 189% 30 26.1% 149  19.6%

Other Parole Removal 0 0.0% 2 1.5% 4 2.0% 6 22% 5 43% 17 2.2%

Insufficient Followup* 3 3 2 6 : 1 15

Tests bevond 5th Pos. 3 1 0 0 0 4

Total Positive Tests 56 136 197 275 115 779

* Less than four months on parole folloWing the positive test.

Note: Individuals may be in this table more than once. Cases with more than one positive test were included for
each positive test.

Group 5 cases seemed to be continued on parole less often, overall, with co.rresponding increases
in the likelihood of options such as temporary detention, referral to drug programs, and parole
failure. However, the numbers and the differencés were relatively small and were not
statistically significant.

Combined, the respdnses to positive tests, coupled with the fact that the responses. for the-
different groups were similar, produced modest, but statistically significant differences:among:
the groups in drug-related technical violations (sanctions) and referrals to drug programs
(treatment). as shown in Table 13. The data on parole removals for technical violations indicate:

that parolees in the higher testing groups were more likely to be removed for a drug violation
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Table 13
Technical Revocations and Other Statuses During Parole

By Group
Group
1 2 3 4 5 Total
Total Cases 442 457 429 445 185 1,958
Technical Revocations: , '
Missing 29% 26% 33% 25% 1.1% 2.7%
Drug Use* 1.8% 42% 47% 4.7% 5.9% 4.0%
Other 3% S59% 44%  5.6% 1.6% 4.5%
Total 8.1% 12.7% 12.4% 12.8% 86% 11.2%
Percent of Cases With Any Time:
Temporary Detention 37.6% 40.5% 42.7% 44.7% 459% 41.8%
Missing 348% 34.1% 35.7% 40.0% 389% 36.4%
In Local Custody 71.0% 68.9% 713% 733% 75.1% 71.5%
Drug Program** 52% 48% 82% 99% 8.1% 7.1%

* p < .05 Chi-square test of Drug Use technical vs. all other technical revocations.
** p <.05 Chi-square test. :

than parolees in lower testing groups. Parolees in the lower testing groups were also removed for
technical violations, but for violations related to AWOL and other conditions of parole. The
CYA operates two, 50-bed residential drug treatment programs for parolees. The percentage of
study participants with any experience with these programs was fairly small (because of the
limited capacity). but fheée percentages also differed across groups. Higher levels of drug testing
resulted in more substance-abuse-oriented handling of parolees.

Also shown in Table 13 are the percentages of each group who experienced various other

statuses during parole. These data indicate considerable cxperience among all groups with
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temporary detention, local custody, and “being missing.” None of these other statuses differed
across groups.

These analyses have demonstrated that the lack of positive relationship between drug
testing level; and parole adjustment or criminal behavior among parolees cannot be attributed
" 'simply to parole agents not using the drug testing information in accordance with the model of
change. Parole agents did pay attention to the drug test results, did consider these results when
making casework decisions about parolees, and did respond with increased sanctions and
increased drug treatment.

Because there was no direct, independent measure of drug use, it is not possible to
determine if drug testihg reduced drug use. The data cannot be used, then, to determine whether
the weakness of the model is in the assumed relationship of drug testing to drug use among
paroleés or between the reduction of drug use and the reduction of other forms of criminal

behavior. It could be, for example, that drug use can be controlled without reducing criminality.
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Chapter 6
Exploratory Analysis: Drug Testing and Risk Assessment

The data on parole outcomes and arrests suggest that higher levels of drug testing levels
in regular parole does not produce positive differences in outcomes. There may be other reasons
to test for drug use, however, besides its assumed positive effect on the behavior of the parolees.

-Some of these reasons were mentioned in Chapter 1 and had to do with the day-tofday “work” of
parole: structuring contacts, clarifying expectatjons, substantiating parole violations, and so on.
Analysis of the data for this study, however, suggested another possible reason for drug testing;

especially early in parole: the predictive value of substantiated drug use.

Early Drug Use and Subsequent Arrests

In Chapter 3 (Implementation), the analyses of actual drug testing levels, as compared to
expected levels, differentiated between tests done during the first three months of parole (Re-
entry) and those done afterward (Case-management). Exploratory analyses of these data focused
on whether the results of the tests during the early period helped predict later test results, parole
adjustment. or arrests.

The results suggested that drug testing during the first few months of parole could have
substantial predictive value. A large proportion of wards who tested positive (at all levels of
drug testing) did so during the first three months of parole; and these parolees also engaged in

considerably more crime, both during parole and afterward. This finding suggests the potential
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value of drug testing as a means of identifying the parolees that pose the greatest' risk of
continued criminal behavior.

During the time they were on parole (up to 24 months), 516 of the offenders in this study
submitted at least one poéitive drug test. Of these cases, 235, or 45.5%, had a positive test during
tﬁe first three months of parole; the remaining 281 had a positive test only after the third month
of parole. Follow-up arrest data showed that those parolees who had positive drug tests during
the first three months had significantly more arrest charges than the parolees who had no positive
tests at all and the parolees who had positive tests only after the third month. The average
numbers of arrests fér these three groups are shown in Table 14 and, for the 42-month follow-up
period, shown graphically in Figure 10.

The parolees with positive tests in the first three months had an average of 4.59 arrests
over 42 months following parole, compared to 3.23 for parolees with positive tests only after the
third month of parole and 3.09 for parolees with no positive tests at all. These kinds of
differences. moreover, were found for all the types of offenses: violent, property, and drug.
Comparison of each group with the others showed that the parolees with positive tests during the
Re-entry period differed significantly from both other groups during parole and afterward. Those
parolees with positive drug tests only affer Re-entry did not differ signiﬁcantlyl_from those who

never tested positive during parole.
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Average- Arrests Within 42 Months By Timing of Positive Drug Tests

Table 14

Positive Drug Tests

Case-mgt No
Re-entry Only Positive Total
(Mos 1-3) (Mos 4-24) Tests Sample
Total Cases 235 281 1,442 1,958
Cases with Arrest Follow-up Data 226 265 1,361 1,852
During Parole (to 24 Months)
Total 2.56 1.89 1.97 2.03 »**
Violent 0.84 0.63 0.72 0.72
Property 0.67 0.39 0.43 045 »**
Drug 0.53 0.42 0.33 036 *
Through 24 Months
Total 1.86 1.45 1.38 145 **
Violent 0.61 0.46 0.51 0.52
Property 0.49 0.31 0.31 033 =
Drug 0.35 0.34 0.22 025 **
Through 42 Months
Total 4.59 3.23 3.09 330 **
Violent 1.57 1.09 1.17 1.21  »»
Property 1.11 0.69 0.64 0.71 **
Drug 1.04 0.75 0.53 063 **

** p < .01 (Positive test during Re-entry vs. others)
* p <.05 (Positive test during Re-entry vs. others)

Avcrage Arrest Charges Over 42
Months

BRe-entry (Mos 1-3)
DO Case-mgt Only ( Mos 4-24)
ONo Positive Tests

Total

Figure 10: Average arrest charges within 42 months of release by the timing of the first positive drug test.

Violent

Type of Offense
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Figure 11: Cumulative proportion of cases ever testing positive by group and month of parole.

Identification of Drug Users During Re-entry

All of the testing levels, with the exception of Group 1 (no testing) were most effective at
identifying drug users during the initial, Re-entry, period of parole. This result was expected, .
because the testing levels for all of the testing groups were higher during that initial period of
parole. As shown in Figure 11, 50% of all parolees testing positive were identified within the
first 3 ¥2 months of parole. The tested groups showed a remarkable similarity in the proportions
of parolees with positive tests who were identified at various points throughout the first 24
months of parole. Among those in Group 1, the accumulation of parolees with positive drug
teSts was somewhat more gradual.

Due to the differences in testing frequencies, however, the groups iden{iﬁedldifferent :
numbers of drug users, as shown in Figure 12. In general, while different testing levels tended ior
be similar in their rates of accumulating their identified drug users (the proponiqns of those who'

eventually test positive at least once), they identified substantially different proportions of their

116




Group 5
45% o -~ ——Group 4
------ Group 3
0, -
40% 1 =~-—-Growp2} e ——— =
3%%4 |=--—Growpl}l T = -___,_
|m——Total | ="

R I i
.....

. . ——m e w—— E— w—— - — ———
Y — —-

Percent of Total Sample

ot o CEE o b et » e ¢

-
3 I I R 1 n 4 4 n R | 3 34 n s i i 4 R— )
=T L T T Y L Y v J T LI 12 T N B § Y ]

6 7 & 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Month

Figure 12: Cumulative proportion of sample testing positive by group and month of parole.

samples overall. The total percentage of each sample with positfve drug tests ranged from about
10% for Group 1 to about 40% for Groups 4 and 5. These two groups had very similar rates of
identifying drug users, even though the testing rates were different. This suggests that the
Group 4 testing rate might represent an “efficiency” break point, within the present range, for
identifying drug users. Group 2 (which was sppposed to be tested only during Re-entry) and
Group 3 also had similar rates of accumulation for the first four or five months. Their rates

diverged at that point, as the Group 3 cases continued to receive routine drug tests.
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Differences in Risk Assessment by Group

The next question posed for this exploratory analysis was whether the different levels of
drug testing performed differently in identifying these higher-rate offendérs. The differences in
drug testing should produce different numbers of parolees who test positive during this period,
just as they did for the entire parole period (see Table 8). By better identifying these “early drug
users” (who were shown to have higher subsequent arrest rates), the higher testing levels should
do a better job of identifying the high-rate foenders in the groups. The drug testing should, in
effect', “sort” the parolees into higher-rétg and lower-rate offenders. Further, since more of the
higher-rate offender_s are sorted out, the remaining lower-rate offenders should have lower arrest
rates than those in groups with less testing.

| As expected, increased testing resulted in larger numbers of parolees te;ting positive
during the first three months. As shown in Table 15, :only 2.6% of the Group 1 pafolees tested
positive during Re-entry, compared -to 22.1% of Group 5. Further, in all gr;)ups, this early drug
use was a predictor 6f subsequent criminality. The average arrests over 42 months, for all
offenses and for viélent offenses alone, were substantially higher in all groups for cases testing
positive during Re-entry than for cases not testing positive during that period.

Somewhat puzzling, however, are the differences among the groups. If the detection of .

drug use during Re-entry was simply a means of sorting the parolees into higher-rate and lower- ;- -

rate offenders, it would be expected that the arrest rates for the “positives” would be the same,:: -

more or less, across groups. However, these averages tend to go up with increased testing, just:®: -

as the averages for the total sample did. It would also be expected that the arrest charges for.the»

non-positives would be lower with increased testing, as more of the higher-rate offenders were:. -
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Average Arrests by Test Results During Re-entry

Table 15

By Group
Group
2 3 4 S Total
N % N % N % N % N % N %

Total Cases 442 457 429 445 185 1,958
Cases with Arrest Data

Total Sample 423 100% 433 100% 402 100% 422 100% 172 100% 1,852 100%

No positives in Re-entry 412 974% 386 89.1% 355 883% 339 803% 134 779% 1626 87.8%

1+ positive in Re-entry 11 2.6% 47 10.9% 47 11.7% 83 19.7% 38 22.1% 226 122%
Total Arrests in 42 Mos. l

Total Sample 3.00 2.98 3.34 3.68 3.76 3.30

No positives in Re-entry 2.96 288 3.23 3.35 3.39 3.12

1+ positive in Re-entry 4.64 3.77 4.21 5.04 5.08 4.59
Violent Arrests in 42 Mos.

Total Sample 1.01 1.04 1.34 1.34 1.48 1.21

No positives in Re-entry 1.01 1.01 1.33 1.26 1.32 1.16

1+ positive in Re-entry 1.00 1.28 1.38 1.70 203 1.57

sorted out. These cases, too, however, showed increasing numbers of arrests, on average, at

higher testing levels (Figure 13).

Thus. while drug testing appears to have some utility for identifying parolees with higher

future arrest rates. the benefits of increased testing for this purpose are not clear. The higher the

testing levels, the more high-rate offenders were found. On the other hand, higher testing was

also associated with higher arrests for positive and non-positive alike. Because the study was not

able to determine the reason for the increase in arrests associated with increased testing, it is not

clear whether increased use of drug testing for risk-assessment purposes is warranted.
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Figure 13: Average arrests in 42 months by positive drug tests during Re-entry by group.
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Chapter 7
Summary and Recommendations

Summary

Drug use. is -believed. to. contribute to criminal behavior, both directly and indirectly
(Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982, 1984; Ball, 1981; Wish and Johnson, 1986; Haapanen, 1990,
1991). and to hinder the establishment of pro-social relationships and lifestyles (Walters, 1992).
Reduced drug use is therefore believed to lead to a reduction in other types lof criminal behavior
as well.

Drug testing is believed to reduce drug use among offenders through deterrence and
detection. The threat of detection through drug testing may deter offenders from using drugs.
For offenders who are not deterred, drug testing aids in the detection of substance abuse, and sets
the stage for treatment or sanctions, which may reduce drug use directly and/or bolster future
deterrence.

The intent of this study was to determine how much drug testing should be part of regular
parole supervision--that is, carried out by parole agents in the context of their regular duties with
no reduction in caseload size and no access to additional outside resources, such as testing
facilities. The focus was thus limited to a fairly narrow range of drug-testing levels. It was not
intended, for example, to determine whether high levels of drug testing could reduce criminality.

Rather, it was intended to determine whether having parole agents test more or less often as part

of their routine supervision activities would make a difference. The levels were chosen to
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provide a reasonable range of possible drug testing frequencies, from “no testing” up to two tests

per month. .
The study was designed to assess differences in outcome for groups that differed in the

amount of drug testing but not in background characteristics or other aspects of supervision. Of

primary interest were the crime-reduction, or public safety, benefits of these drug testing levels:

reduced criminal behavior, measured by arrests, and increases in the number successfully

completing parole. While the reduction of drug use is generally considered an important goal in

and of itself, the value of drug testing in the parole context is most clearly tied to its assumed

- effect on criminality in a more general sense.

Implementation

Analyses of descriptive data across groups, drug test information, and supervision levels .
suggest that the study was, in fact, implemented as designed. Parolees were accepted into the
study based upon pre-established eligibility criteria that excluded only those parolees for whom
policies regarding routir‘l-e drug testing of “ordinary” parolees would not apply (parolees who
were in special programs or residing in rural areas, for example). No evidence of a breakdown in
the sampling procedure, intentional or otherwise, was found, and eligibles actually exceeded the
estimated proportion of total parole releases. A total of 1,958 parolees were;iincludéd in the
study. R
Group assignments were based on a computerized random assignment procedure:that: .. -

placed parolees in each of the five testing conditions based on pre-determined probabilities. One . ¢

goal of the group assignment procedure was to establish groups of equal size, except for the
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high-test group, which was to be about half as large as the other four. The procedure
successfully placed the expected number of parolees in each group. Another goal of the random
assignment was to establish groups that were similar in all major respects, thereby minimizing
the likelihood that pre-existing group differences would affect outcomes. Comparisons across
groups on important background characteristics identified no significant differénces, and léd to
the conclusion that the groups were essentially equivalent. This similarity meant that any
differences in outcome among the groups could be attributed to differences in the experiences of
the parolees in the groups after entering the study.

Testing levels for the initial three month period (Re-entry) included no-testing, one test
every two months, one test per month, two tests per month, and four tests per month. After Re-
entry, the testing levels were cut in half (consistent with other aspects of supervision). ) During
this “Case-management”™ period, the group initially tested once every two months was not to be
tested at all.

The groups were tested at different levels throughout parole, although the magnitude of
the differences was less than anticipated from the design. The “no testing™ group actually turned
out to be a "minimal testing” group, with about one in twelve of the parolees tested each month.
The high-test group was tested less than once per month, on average, during the Case-
management period. Further, there was a considerable amount of variation in testing within
groups. However, differences in overall testing levels were statistically significant at the p < .01
level. In addition, analysis of testing for each month of parole indicated that differences did not

erode appreciably over time—that the groups were tested at different levels throughout parole.
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 Audits and interviews with parole agents suggested that the failure to reach and maintaiﬁ
anticipated leve]s was not based, for the most part, on deliberate non-compliance. From the
agents’ perspective, the- problem had more to do with the practical difficulties of maintgining
particular, pre-defined testing levels than it did with good faith efforts to comply with the study
protocol. Agents seemed to ﬁake a good faith effort to comply with difficult expectations that
ran counter to normal casework decision-making (for example, not testing Group 1 parolees
suspected of drug use and not rewarding parolees who refrain from drug use by reducing the .
amount of testing). Even the relatively small differences in observed levels of testing in- this
study -were often difficult to maintain.

After-the-fact analysis of budgetary ﬁgufes suggested another possible factor that may
help to explain the failure to achieve the desired levels of drug testing. While drug testing
resources, in the form of a contract for drug test énalyses, were hith enough throughout the study
to support the desired level of drug testing. the average number of tests per parolee that the
budget would support was lower (about 0.50 tests per month) than the overall expected average
for the parolees in the study (about 0.64 tests per month). The average testing level for this study
wa§ very close (0.52) to the average supported by the budget, suggesting that the study was
adapted to the constraints of the available resources for testing. These resources woﬁld affect the
common set of practices and accepted procedures of the local, street-level unit (Lipsky, 1980;)
against which the expectations of any new policy—in this case, the study—would be evaluated

(McCleary, 1992; Maupin, 1993).

That the testing levels differed as much and consistently as they did :attests torthe. *:

professionalism of the agents in adhering to the study protocols, simultaneously maintaining
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several c_lifferem (and érbitrary) pre-assigned levels of drug testing in the context of their routine
parole supervision. Professionalism, in this sense, refers to the willingness of agents to place the
interests of knowledge about drug testing over the interests of being able to exercise discretion
over drug testing of their parolees. This value of relying on their own expertise is also, hoWever, '
an important aspect of professionalism in parole (Simon, 1993; Holt, 1998), and is often referred
to as “using professional judgement.” In this study, the two aspects of professionalism were
somewhat in conflict, and it is not surprising that the result was something of a .compromise:
signiﬁcam differences,v but not as rﬁuch as planned.

A Other aspects of supervision, such as the number of contacts, did not differ across groups.
Data on supervision levels and numbers of face-to-face contacts revealed no tendency to vary
other aspects of éupervision to accommodate the different testing levels. The only aspect of

parole that was different across groups was the amount of drug testing.

Outcomes
The data did not permit an assessment of the impact of drug testing differences on drug
use, but they did permit an assessment of these differences on criminal behavior. Parolees tested
at higher levels did not perform better on parole or afterward. If anything, the differences were
in the opposite direction: Over the longer follow-up periods, parolees at higher testing levels had
more arrests. At the very least, there was no evidence of a positive impact on public safety.
Comparisons of parole outcomes (types of removal from parole) indicated no overall

differences across groups in level of “adjustment:”
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1. good adjustment (on parole at 24 months or discharged for reasons other than a parole
violation);
2. marginal adjustment (missing, dishonorably discharged, or revoked for a technical
violation of Aparol'e); or
3. poor adjustment (removed from parole because of criminal behavior or incarcerated for
an arrest at 24 months).
There was a slight tendency for the groups with more frequent testing to have fewer cases
remaining én parole and fherefore to have a lower proportion with “good” adjustment.

Analysis of arrests showed no reduction for the higher test groups in thé average numbers
of arrests or the proportions of each group with any arrests. Almost 3 out of 5 (59.4%) were
arrested at least once during parole. Two out of three (65.9%) were arrested by 24 months and
three out of four (76.2%) by 42 months. By 42 months, over half of these offenders had been
arrested for at least one violent offense (homicide, rape, robbery, assault, or kidnapping), .the
most common of these being Assault and Battery (or simple assault). They were less likely
(32.1%) to have an arrest for a property offense (burglary, vehicle theft, other' theft). About
three in five of these offenders had at least one “more serious” arrest charge-(any violent or .

property charge except simple theft).

Like the results for percentages, average arrests showed a slight trend toward more . .

‘offense charges for cases in the higher testing groups, particularly for the full 42-month follow- : ;

up. Statistically significant differences in these averages (at the p < .05 level) were found for . -

Property Offenses at 24 months and for Total and Violent offenses at 42 months. . In terms: of - -

specific offenses, statistically significant differences were found for Assault and Battery, Drug - ;

126



Sales, and Miscellaneous Felony offenses. Each of these differences was also associated with a
statistically significant linear trend: higher average arrest charges for higher testing groups.
‘Survival analysis and multivariate analyses, in which possible groups differences that
might explain these findings were controlled, showed similar results. These analyses, which
employed survival models, logistic regression models, and negative binomial Poisson regression
models, provided a similar overall picture as the simple comparisons. There were no groups
differences in the time to first arrest of various kinds. After controlling for background variables,
logistic regression models found no significant differences in the proportions of each group who
were arrested. Negative binomial Poisson regression models found higher testing groups
(Groups 3, 4, and 5) to have higher levels of arrests than lower testing groups (Groups 1 and 2).
No explanation is offered for this unexpected finding. Simple comparisons across groups
for subsets of the sample differing by ethnic group, level of drug problems, history of use, and so
on, showed similar patterns of responses: average numbers of arrests increasing with higher
levels of drug testing. These differences were not statistically significant, due to smaller sample
sizes in the subgroups. However, the stability of the results suggests that the pattern was not
produced only by a particular subgroup of the sample. The lack of positive impact (and the

possible negative impact) of increased drug testing was found for all types of parolees.

Process Analysis

These analyses indicated that the lack of positive relationship between drug testing levels
and parole adjustment or criminal behavior could not be attributed simply to a failure to use the

drug testing information in accordance with the model of change (deterrence/detection). Parole

127



agents did pay attention to the drug test results, did consider these results when making casework
decisions about parolees, and did respond to positive tests with increased sanctions and increased
drug treatment. As testir;g levels increased, more parolees were identified as drug users, and tﬁis
" information was used by agents, who applied both sanctions and treatment.in an effort to reduce
the substance abuse problem.

Results also showed that parole agents-did not rely solely on the drug testing information
for identifying and assessing substance abuse problems among parolees. As shown in Chapter 5,
parole agents identified some parolees as needing treatment despite having no positive tests.
They also determined that some parolees who did have positive tests did not have a'substance
abuse problem that interfered with their functioning enough to Warrant service. At higher testing
levels, agents had more information upon which to base their assessments of substance abuse
problems. Drug test results alone, however, were often not considered sufficient for this
identification.

The most common response for positive tests up to the third was “continue on parole.”
After the first positive test, however, this resp(;nse accounted for‘ less than one in four outcomes
of positive tests. As the number of positive tests went up. fewer cases were continued on parole
and more cases were referred to drug programs. At no level was a strong punitive approach
taken. Even for the first positive test, almost one in ten (9.8%) positive tests resulted in a referral
to a residential drug program. This response was increasingly common for additional tests. - Only
a small percentage (5.1%) was directly removed from parole (usually on a technical violation). .

The most common “outcome” for the second and third positi\}e test was for the parolee to

go AWOL. In fact, going “missing” was a common response to all positive tests, accounting for
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one-fifth of all outcomes. The substantial proportion of parolees that went missing after
submitting a positive urine sample, coupled with the fact that this proportion went up for each
successive positive test, suggests that parolees at least believed that serious consequences would
follow from a positive drug test and that the corisequences got more serious as the number of
positive tests went up; It appears that rather than face the consequences of failure to stay drug-

free (temporary detention, revocation, or drug treatment), the parolee chose instead to go AWOL.

Exploratory Analysis

Exploratory analyses focused on the potential value of drug testing for identifying
parolees that pose a greater risk to public safety. Positive drug tests du;ing the first three months
of parole (Re-entry) were found to indicate higher levels of arrest over the follow-up peried up to
42 months. These results suggest that drug testing might be used as a risk-assessment tool to
identify parolees who demonstrate their higher criminal propensity by submitting positive urine

samples early during parole.

Recommendation and Discussion

Based on the results of this study, the general answer to the question of how much drug
testing to include as part of routine parole supervision would be minimal surprise testing, but
perhaps with regular, frequent testing during the first three months of parole (Re-entry). This
recommendation i§ based on the general results of the study and on results of various specific
analyses. It is also based on insights regarding drug testing that were gained through imterviews

with agents and experience with implementing the study.
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This recommendation, however, does not imply that drug use by parolees should no
longer be considered a problem. The present study did not address whether or not drug use
information was important or whether attending to the substance abuse problems of parolees had

any effect.

Minimal Drug Testing

The outcome comparisons showed no public safety benefit associated with levels of
testing beyond that which was given to the No-test groups. From a public safety perspective,

therefore, there is little justification for testing beyond a minimum level.”

By keeping drug
testing at a minimum, moreover, the agency can avoid not only a good deal of tﬁe dollar cost of
drug testing, but can also avoid other opportunity costs associated with potential over-reliance on
drug testing. Over-reliance on testing pushes the balance in the égent/parblee relationship.toward
control and away from service and support. At high levels of drug testing, the parolee/agent

relationship may come to be increasingly structured around a failure-oriented, relatively

distasteful activity (Torres, 1996b).

Because all of the parolees in this study were subject to testing (whether tested or not),

the threat of testing must be included in any recommendation following from the results. In-
order for that threat to be credible, however, there must be some testing going on. In addition,’
the general credibility of the agent may depend on administering at least a minimal level of drug-

. testing when parolees and their family members expect to be tested. Parole agents were ioften:.

32 Because some testing went on for these no-test groups, the study cannot, technically, permit conclusions about a
true no-test condition.
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called upon to explain why certain parolees in the no-test groups who were suspected of drug use
were not tested.

Reductions in testing would undoubtedly cause some disruption in how parole has come
to operate. First and foremost, agents would have to do without this “tool” for assessing drug use
and drug problems among parolees. To the extent that agents are expected to monitor the drug
use behavior or their parolees, other methods would have to be' used. Results of the process
analysis, noted above, suggest that such methods are available and are already being used in heu
of, or in combination with, drug tests. Agents identified some parolees as having substance
abuse problems despite their not having positive drug tests.

As pointed out in Chapter 1, another basis for the a};peal of drug testing is that it
provides hard evidence of drug use, a legally defensible indicator that paroie or probation
conditions have been violated. Positive drug test results serve as a “trigger” and a rationale for
action that may be only partly based on the drug use. While most parole failures are due to
continued criminal behavior, there are a few parolees who adjust poorly enough to warrant parole
revocations despite avoiding arrest. These parolees may distinguish themselves by drug use
and/or by other behaviors indicative of poor adjustment. A drug testing program will not only
help to identify some of these parolees, but also provide the impetus for taking action to revoke
their paroles. Drug testing facilitates this process. However, as noted in Chapter 5 (Table 13).
although parolees in the higher testing groups were more likely to be revoked for a technical drug
violations, they were not more likely to be revoked for technical violations overall. This
similarity in overall technical revocation rates suggests that these parolees can be identified by

other means.
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A more subtle change wpuld involve the way agencies like the Youth Authority monitor
the progress of parolees and the job performance of parole agents. Parole reports routinelyA
indicate the number of times a parolee was tested and the results of those tests. Drug test
. information provides a tangible, empirical basis for describing the parolee’s conduct on parole.

Drug testing has therefore gained acceptancé as a basis for monitoring parole conditions: for
— evaluaﬁng parole performance and readiness for discharge from supervision. Drug testing has
also come to serve, informally, as a convenient and quantiﬁable measure of parole agent activity.
Few other aspects of the agents’ interactions with paroleés are as straightforward, standardized,
and measurable. Consequently, drug testing may serve as a convenient way for agencies to
assess the performance of agents, and, conversely, for agents to demonstrate that they have been
diligent in monitoring the drug use of the parolees. A reduction in drug testing would necessitate

a reassessment of these methods for monitoring the performance of parolees and agents.

Drug Testing During Re-entry

While the findings suggest little public safety benefit for testing above a minimum level,
the predictive value of early drug use on parole suggests the potential value of regular, fairly

frequent drug testing during the Re-entry period. The lack of a good understanding of what to do

‘with parolees who test positive early, however, along with the tendency for parolees to go .

AWOL after submitting a positive test, suggest a certain caution in this regard.

Cases testing positive in the first three months of parole were much more likely: to have .
arrests during parole and later, indicating that an early positive test is a good ' indicator of :

increased risk for criminal behavior. Cases testing positive only after the first three months:were <
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no different from cases never testing positive. This finding suggests that a positive drug test
early in parole is a‘ powerful indicator of criminal propensity and that regular, relatively frequent
drug testing can provide a relatively straightforward risk-assessment procedure.®

A regular pattern of drug testing during the early months of parole would also help to
- assure parolees of the “reality” of drug testing and thereby help to reinforce the threat of testi_ng
later on. Once this threat is established, it may be easier to maintain while keeping drug teéting
levels during Case-management to a minimum.

A note of éaution is called for, however, with regards to this reccommendation. In the first
place, it is not at all clear what should be done with parolees who demonstrate their higher-than-
average criminal propensity through testing positive early in parole. The present data suggested
that Youth Authority parole agents did not ignore this information. They responded to these tests
in expected ways, identifying the wards as having substance abuse problems and responding with
typical kinds of treatment or sanctions. The parolees with early positive tests still proved to have
higher levels of arrests later on. There is no way to determine whether these interventions had
any effect on the levels of crime (for example, it is possible that these parolees may have
engaged in considerably more crime if not for the efforts of the parole agents). The péint is that

there is no research to suggest how best to reduce the future criminality of these parolees.

3 Multivariate analyses suggested that early positive tests did not provide much predictive power over what might
be obtained from information on past history of drug use and prior criminal history. The reverse, however, was
also true. suggesting that early drug use in parole might serve as a simple substitute for these other indicators of
criminality. More analyses of this issue are being undertaken to better understand the usefulness of drug test
information for predicting future criminality.
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It may be tempting to respond to these parolees with increased incarceration (to protect
the public for as long as possible) or to require intensive drug treatment (to try to reduce
whatever influence drug use may have on their behavior) but that brings up the second basis for
caution: The tendency for parolees to “go missing” after submitting a positive test and the
finding that fhis tendency increased as 'the potential consequences of the dirtyv test increased
(based on the number of prior positive te§ts). This idea that parolees are likely to abscond in
anticipation of consequences for submitting dirty urine samples complicates the issue of how to
respond to dirty tests.

As mentioned earlier, agents note that parolees usually know when they have submitted
(or will submit) a dirty test. Many, if not mosl.t; of the “users” have little to lose by absconding.
If they feel they are likely to get in serious trouble for a dirty test, they may abscond in order to
avoid getting caught. If they cannot avoid having to submit the specimen, they may simply take
off after doing so. As a consequence, ageﬁts lose whatever influence they may have had with the
parolee, and the parolee may Eecome even more unstable and irresponsible. In short, “getting
tough™ with these parolees may backfire, resultiﬁg in bigger problems than drug use. A similar
problem was noted by Britt, et al 1992) in their study of drug testing and pretrial release. In
addition to finding that drug testing did not seem to affect drug use or pretrial misconduct among
defendants, they also noted that defendants in the drug-testing group were more likely to fail to
appear for their trials (flee). |

Thus, while drug testing appears to have(some utility for identifying parolees with higher

future arrest rates, the benefits of increased testing for this purpose are not clear. What is needed
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is a better understanding of how to respond effectively to this indicator of criminal propensity

without, literally, scaring the parolees off.

In summary, this study showed that routine drug testing by parole agents beyond a
minimum level did not seem to have a positive impact on the criminal behavior of parolees.
While limited in its scope, the study was carried out successfully, providing experimental
evidence that the variations in drug testing frequencies that can be implementéd as a part of
regular parole did not produce expected differences. In fact, all observed differences were in
favor of lower levels of drug testing. It is not clear whyA higher levels of drug testing would be
associated with higher arrest rates that extended far beyond the time when these offenders were
under CYA parole supervision. Further research would be necessary to fully understand and
verify this finding. -In the meantime, the present results suggest the value of a thorough review of

assumptions regarding the benefits of drug testing for parolees.
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Appendix A

Procedure Manual

Drug Testing for Youthful Offenders on Parole: An Experimental Study
' April, 1992

Overview

In the fall of 1990, the California Youth Authority was invited to compete for a grant by
the National Institute of Justice to assess the effectiveness of routine, unscheduled (random) drug
testing as part of parole supervision. Drug testing has been assumed to cause a reduction of drug
use, either through deterrence or intervention. Lowered drug use should, in turn, increase an
offender's chances of successfully completing parole supervision and avoiding further criminal
behavior. To date, however, there have been no well-designed studies to test these assumptions.
Meanwhile drug-testing has consumed a large part of many agencies' resources, which could be
used in other, possibly more productive ways.

The objective of the study is to determine the lowest effective level of routine,
unscheduled drug tests for CYA parolees and thereby to facilitate decisions regarding the best
allocation of scarce resources. An experimental research design was identified by a task group of
parole agents, supervisors, and clerical staff. The design and procedures were chosen with the
intent of providing the most valid and useful information possible for CYA decision-making
while keeping the workload impact to a minimum. The study focuses on evaluating whether
(other things being equal) different levels of random drug testing result in different numbers of
crimes and/or parole failures among the young adult offenders on CYA parole supervision. As
much as possible, all other aspects of parole supervision were left unchanged and only
information that cannot be obtained otherwise will be provided by agents on a checklist form.
The sample will include all offenders committed to the Department (no "M" cases) who are
released to parole over the course of one year. These cases will be tested at specified levels
until they are removed from parole through discharge, revocation or recommitment. Cases will
be excluded from the study only if their possible parole exposure is very limited or if their parole
circumstances make unscheduled drug tests impractical or unfeasible. Estimated total sample
size will be over 2,000. :

The study will focus on five alternative levels of random drug-testing. The random tests
would replace tests ordered by agents for probable cause (when they have reason to believe the
parolee is using drugs) and any routine tests ordered before YOPB hearings, at discharge, and
following arrests. For study cases, the frequency of random drug tests will be at one of the five
levels during Re-entry and at the next lower level for the remainder of parole. Non-study cases
will be tested according to current standards.

The five levels of testing were chosen to provide a range of testing intervals from "none
at all" to "prohibitively expensive." By specifying a specific number of tests to be performed
over particular periods, these levels all go beyond current standards for drug testing. The levels
were chosen, however, to produce roughly the same number of (and perhaps fewer) total tests for
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these cases as would have been performed had the study not been undertaken. Most study cases
will be tested less than once per month after Re-entry. Cases in the highest testing group will be
tested twice per month, but this group has been reduced in size so that the number of cases per
unit should not exceed 15-20 total.

To the extent possible, the study will not involve any other change in the way parole
agents handle their cases, including the way in which they respond to positive tests. The intent is
to evaluate these testing frequencies as they would be implemented if they were adopted as
~ policy by the department for the parolees involved. For such an evaluation, we need information
not only on effectiveness, but also on the "costs" of maintaining various levels of drug testing. It
will be important, in this regard, to understand the kinds of circumstances under which various
drug-testing levels pose extreme hardships either to parole agents or to parolees. Therefore,
while consideration (in the from of exclusions) has been made for certain anticipated problems
arising from the study, and other problems will be handled as they occur, exceptions to the study
procedures (in terms of participation by parolees or the maintenance of testing levels by parole
agents) must be kept to a minimum. We do not want to devote all this time and effort to a study
that is so "artificial" that we do not know if it would be applicable to our parole population.
These procedures were developed with that end in mind.

Questions, comments, or suggestions for improving these procedures are welcome. They
can be addressed to '

Rudy Haapanen Al Cox, Grants Program Coordinator
Chief, Parole and Classification Research Bureau  Maria Zavala, Grants Coordinator Specialist
(916) 427-4829 (ATSS 466-4829) (916) 424-7119 (ATSS 466-7119)
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Eligibility Screening and Group Assignment

Parole unit supervisors will be responsible for determining eligibility, for making group
assignments, for managing unit caseloads and for documenting the reasons for excluding any
. case in their units.

1. When preparing placement plans for wards being considered for parole, the unit
~ supervisor will establish tentative eligibility for the study.

-Eligibility. The study sample will include all parolees who meet the following criteria:
1. CYA cases (M-cases will be excluded);

California parole (no out-of-state cases);

At least 6 months remaining jurisdiction time;
- At least 60 days available confinement time (ACT),

YOPB conditions for drug testing (mandatory or at the agent's discretion);

No YOPB conditions specifying the frequency of drug testing or mandating
particular responses to dirty tests (for example, mandatory detain);

A R

Exclusions. Certain of the eligible cases may be excluded from the study if their
participation is not practical or feasible:
7. Certain "special interest" cases;
8. Cases assigned to parole caseloads covering wide geographical areas (certain
resident agent caseloads) . However, because of the lower testing frequencies, it
. ' may be possible to include those cases on these caseloads that are in one of the
"discretionary testing" groups.
9. Cases assigned directly to the Watts Special Drug-testing Caseloads upon release
to parole.

Note: Cases released into the Early Release Electronic Monitoring Program will become
eligible for the study after the 60-day program (at the point that they move to Re-entry
status). Their files would be reviewed for eligibility in the same way as other cases.

2. Once eligibility is established, assignment to a level of testing will be made on the basis
of a computerized process.

Unit supervisors will call in each case to Research staff, who will log whether the case is
included or excluded and the reason for exclusion. Included cases will be assigned a group,
using a special computer program. Research staff will immediately advise the supervisor of
the group assignment. Groups include
i 1. No routine testing (parolees are tested only after an arrest, either by law enforcement or
by parole agents who have probable cause to arrest for drug use);
No routine testing, but tested once or twice (Bimonthly) during Re-entry;
Once every two months (Bimonthly), with one test a month (Monthly) during Re-entry;
Once a month (Monthly), with one test every two weeks (Biweekly) during Re-entry; and
Once every two weeks (Biweekly), with one test every week (Weekly) during Re-entry.

nehwn
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3. For all cases, an initial data collection form will be completed (top section only) and
placed in the "flimsy" pending file. This form will note the group assignment for
eligible cases and the reason for exclusion for others.

4. Eligibility (or reason for exclusion) and group assignment will also be noted in the
unit's computerized data base.

This data base will be expanded to include one or two additional fields, which will indicate
.1. .whether the .case.is included in the study and, if not, the-reason for exclusion (the
eligibility or exclusionary criterion not met); and
2. the group assignment for eligible cases. '
This procedure will make information on the sample easily accessible and may speed data
collection.

5. Once the group assignments are made, parole unit supervisors will have the discretion
to assign the study cases (it is not the intent of the study to interfere with regular
caseload allocation procedures).

Units will have the option to scatter study cases among all agents carrying regular caseloads
(to share the workload) or to concentrate them among a few agents (to allow for greater

consistency of case management within these caseloads). Parole units will not, however,

assign all cases in particular testing groups to the same caseload, because this would make it

impossible to separate out the effects of testing levels from the effects of supervision styles.
Assuming a 24-month maximum parole period, a one-year sample would comprise at most

50% of parolees in each participating unit.

6. Once cases are included in the study, they will remain in the study in the same testing-
level group until they leave parole (through revocation, recommitment, discharge, or
death). Transferred cases will continue at their assigned levels in their new units.

Exceptions: Testing levels of parolees who move to excluded (rural) areas may be reduced or
suspended if the agent and supervisor determine that the assigned testing level cannot be
maintained. Any change in testing levels for these parolees must be noted on a data
collection form so that research staff can note these changes in the main study data:base.
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Testing procedures

Testing procedures would be essentially the same as they are at the present time, with the
exception that a greater emphasis will be placed on ensuring that tests are scheduled on a
"surprise' basis and on keeping parolees unaware of the study.

1. Parole agents will be responsible for administering the random drug tests at the
assigned intervals (averaged over each case review period) and, with the exception of
the once-a-week group, on a "'surprise’' basis.

To allow for scheduling‘ flexibility and in order for drug tests to truly be "random,” they
should be scheduled so that they average out to the assigned interval within case review
periods. For example, for parolees in the every-other-month group, tests may be ordered

. at the beginning and end of the four-month case review period;
. near the middle of each two-month period, or even
. within a week of one another near the end of the 120-day period.

For parolees in the once-a-week testing group, surprise tests may not be feasible, but the
element of surprise will also not be as critical, since testing at that frequency will likely
detect any ongoing drug use anyway. ‘
Current standards for parole agents and supervisors regarding drug testing have been
amended to include adherence to the study procedures for study cases.

Agents will assume responsibility for maintaining the testing levels of study cases transferred

into their caseloads from other units and for cases re-assigned to them temporarily due to

vacant caseloads.

Exceptions: During certain periods, maintenance of testing levels may not be practical:

. when the assigned agent is on vacation;

when the parolee is in custody;

during residential treatment programs, such as Fouts Springs or El Centro;

during temporary placement on the Watts special drug caseloads;

. during periods of extreme hardship (e.g., parolee in the hospital);

. when the testing would prevent the parolee's participation in full-time work, full-
time school, or a full-time combination of work and school; and

7. when a caseload is maintained as a "vacant" caseload (cases are not reassigned and

are covered for emergencies only).

OB W

Under these circumstances, the parole supervisor will have the authority to temporarily
reduce or suspend the parolee's drug testing level. If possible. a testing frequency should
be established that maintains the parolees level as close to the assigned level as possible.
The parolee should be returned to their assigned level whenever it becomes practical to
do so. For example, if an agent takes a one-month vacation, it may still be possible to test
a once-a-month case four times in the four-month case-review period, while a twice-a-
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month case might be tested a total of seven (rather than eight) times during the four-

month period. Similarly, if a parolee cannot test at the assigned frequency because of

some hardship, it may be possible to maintain testing at a slightly lower level until the
~ parolee can be returned to his/her assigned level.

In addition, permanent adjustments to testing levels may be made for parolees who move to
" rural, or otherwise excluded areas (see #7 above).

If testing for a case is reduced or suspended for one of these reasons, the deviation, its cause,
and its duration will be noted on the data collection form (under Comments) so that a full
accounting of the problems associated with maintaining the different testing levels can be
included in the study report.

Questions concerning these exceptions and/or their handling should be referred to Al Cox,
the Branch's Grants Program Coordinator, or Maria Zavala, Grants Coordinator Specialist, at
(916) 424-7119 (ATSS: 466-7119).

2. Instances of possible over-testing and undei‘-testing will be identified and brought to the
attention of the unit SPA to obtain clarification and/or to make any required
adjustments. '

As part of the ongoing project monitoring process, the numbers of drug tests per ward will be
periodically calculated from the data provided by the drug lab and compared to the expected
levels based on group assignments. Unit supervisors will be asked to obtain clarification on
instances of apparent over- or under-testing . Any correction or other action will be handled
at the unit level.

3. Drug testing intervals are not to "'drive" supervision levels beyond current standards
for case management. Cases whose testing levels are higher than their designated
supervision levels are to be ordered simply to report to the parole office for testing.
They need not be seen by their parole agents.

Once contacted, these parolees will be required to report to the office for drug testing within
48 hours. This interval is short enough that most drugs could still be detected in the urine
and long enough that scheduling should not interfere with employment or other pro-social
activities. Other parolees may also be tested in this manner.

Cases for whom maintaining the assigned testing level poses an extreme hardship on the

parolee or the agent should be discussed with the unit supervisor and/or the Grants Program -
Coordinator for possible exceptions (temporary adjustments) to the testing levels (see #1

above).
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4. Parolees should not be advised that they are part of this study.

Every attempt should be made to prevent the parolees' awareness of the study and of the
testing intervals, since offenders with minimal testing schedules may be more tempted to try
to "get away with" drug use. Some awareness of these intervals must be expected, however,
and surprise testing will be critical to maintaining a semblance of the threat of detection.

S. In order to isolate the effects of drug testing levels as much as possible, all other aspects
of parole supervision are to be unchanged.

As explained earlier, the intent is to study drug testing frequencies in the context of parole
supervision as it would normally exist at various levels of drug testing. Cases not involved
in the study will be tested according to current parole standards for drug testing. - Violations
and infractions of parole will be responded to in the usual ways. In order to maintain the
integrity of the study, however, a few restrictions must be placed on the treatment of study
cases:

1.  agents will be expected to continue the practice of not recommending revocation
of parole for a single dirty test in the absence of other violations.

2. agents will be expected not to respond to a positive test with a long-term increase
. 1n testing, since this would change the study conditions. In order to verify drug
use and/or to its cessation, a single retest would be allowed. The parolee would

then be returned to his/her assigned level of testing.

3. agents will not be allowed to petition the YOPB to remove a drug-testing
requirement for a study case (this would change the make-up of the groups and
make it impossible to determine whether differences between groups were due to
the testing or to agent decision-making).

6. The YOPB has agreed not to make changes in the drug-testing conditions of study
cases. In order for board members to identify study cases, materials submitted to the
YOPB for study cases will be stamped with the "NIJ Study" stamp provided for
marking the case files of study cases. The assigned testing level will not be identified for
the YOPB.
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Outcome data collection

The issue here is how best to obtain the needed information on study-relevant activities and the
parole agent response. These types of information (particularly responses) are not currently
documented in a way to be accessible by a data collector. The intent is to keep the overall
amount of time spent by parole agents on these tasks to a minimum.

Parole agentsA will be responsible for entering information on outcomes and types of action
taken in response to various activities on the checklist data form. These forms will be
maintained in a binder or file for review and collection by project staff.

The forms (example attached) will be completed only when a case leaves the unit (through
transfer, discharge or death) or when the study cases do something requiring some response
from the agent (dirty tests, parole violations, arrests, missing, etc.). Other methods of
collecting this information were considered more time-consuming for agents than this
checklist. Completion of these forms may require different procedures at different units, but
each unit would be required to have completed (and pending) forms available for the data
collector in some designated place. "Pending" is to be used whenever the type of action is
unknown at the time a form is filled out (for example, pending court action, missing). The
data collector will thereby be able to distinguish between cases for which action is not
complete and cases with missing data (the data collector will have to question agents about
these cases). The use of "pending" will reduce the number of required checks with parole
agents.

Observations and perceptions of parole agents

Information on parole agents' views of drug testing in general, of the study, and of the use of
reactive testing will be important for interpreting the results of the study and for describing the
various "mixes" of random and reactive tests that will occur for each level of drug testing.

On a voluntary basis, agents will be asked to comment on the study, on the use of random
testing in general, and on their use of reactive testing for particular parolees.

In order to fully understand the implications of the study for the use of random drug testing,
it is necessary to understand the roles of random testing within the overall context of parole ;
supervision in the Youth Authority. This information would be obtained through voluntary -
interviews. These interviews would be arranged in advance at the convenience of the agents .
involved. If information on the testing of particular parolees is requested, the agent will be :
informed in advance of which parolees and which tests are of interest. The information: -
~ gained in this manner will be used as part of the descriptive material in the study report.
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Appendix B

Parole Drug Testing Research Project

Activity Reporting Form
(Please print or type)
YA Number: (1-5) Group: _ (6-) Dateofdatacollection: ___ / [/  (1419)
Ward Name: Parole Unit: (20-22)
ActivityDate: ___ / /  (813) Agent: (23-25)

Type of Activity: (corriplete a form for each
activity and indicate Type of Action)

Fail to test (26)
Dirty test 27
Missing’ (28)
Technical violation reported 29)
Nature: (30-31)
Arrest (32)
Reason/charge(s):

(33-38)
Disposition:

(39-40)

Type of action: (check all that apply)

Status Change: (no Type of Action required)

Transfer 41)
To (unit): (42-44)
Dishonorable Discharge (45)
General Discharge (46)
Honorable Discharge 47
Death (48)
Cause: (49-50)

Continue on parole (&2))
Restoration of parole (missing cases) (52)
Narcotics Anonymous/Counseling (53)
Warn by staff (54)
Home restriction (59
Electronic monitoring (56)
Increase in contacts (57
Detoxification (58)
Re-test (within two weeks) (59)
Change of placement (60)
Fouts Springs/El Centro (61)
Watts Specialized Drug Caseload (62)
Community Drug Program (63)
Temporary Detention (64)
Revocation (65)
Recommitment (66)
Commit to CDC/Continue YA parole (67)
Commit to CDC/Discharge from YA (68)
Pending (69)
Other: (70-71)

Reason for exclusion: (72-73)
Comments:

(74-80)
(FORM292A.DOC)
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Appendix C

Case Review Summary

(Front)

Annual Review Date

Date

Type of Sualfing: -9

D 1.30 - Day

[:] 5. Tu;:da

YA NUMBER (6-10) NAME OF WARD (.AST, FIRST, MIDDLE) (11-35)

Dz.eo-n.y Ds.xzo-b-y [:|4Cmu
DOB TELEPHONE NUMBER

DATE (3641)

ADDRESS (NUMBER, STREET, CITY, STATE, ZiP CODE) COUNTY PAROLE AGENT UNIT CODR (42-44)
) fali K 7 (3 Deponed
Specialized o
LT . HC # stody WML M .-
ACT (Days) D B D Cascload D In Custody wl ) Empe: Daie (30-55)

WARD AND COLLATERAL CONTACTS

LEVEL OF SUPERVISION THIS REPORTING PERIOD | 0A%] [0 LoV ]

LEVEL OF SUPERVISION NEXT REPORTING PERIOD [¥AX)

— J ,___J 4-, ——J No. Weeks:
TOTAL CONTACTS:
Ward (face-
oface)
Collateral
{inc.
phone)
,:I Restitution Fine: (whole dollars)
Original Previous Paid This ~ New
Amount Balance Period Balance
0 - Unemployed $ $ $ 3
1 - Full-time employment . - - T
2 - Part-time employment Wm . o
3 - Full-time school or training Original Previous Paid This New
4 - Part-lime school or training Amount - Balance Period Balance
S - Full-ime employment & school or training S - S s s
6 - Part-time employment & school or training Spocial Problems.
s: -
7 - In custody pecnSUbs:: c:":\busc 0=none :] Current Subsidized Placements
8 - Missing (AWOL)) T Sex Offender 1=npastonly | O-None
M‘ W e —MedIPsych 2 = present 1 - Foster Home (Individual)
Dollas  Cents " Gang Involved 2 - Foster Home (Extra Cost)
T Other 3 . Foster Home (Contract Group)
ARRESTS/VIOLATIONS/DISPOSITIONS - 4 - Independent
Arrested by Offense Date Disposition
Commcenis
PREPARED BY {Signature) DATE CASE CONFERENCE PARTICIPANTS
AFPROVED BY (Sigrawere) 7Y - — CASE CONFERGNCE PARTICIPANTS
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Naiional Criminal

Appendix C
Case Review Summary
(back)

1. Academic/Vocational skills

0 = Adeguate skills, able to handle everyday requirements.

2 = Low skill level, causing minor employability problems.

4 = Minimum skill level, causing serious employability
problems.

Employment

0 = Secure employment; no difficulties reported (or home-
maker, student).

3 = Unstisfactory employment; unemployed, but has

adequate skills.
6 = Unemployed and virtually unemploysble; needs training.

Financial management

0 = Minor difficulties caly.

3 a Dependency on significant others or suate agendies.

5 = Complete dependency on CYA (placemenus); incapable
of basic money management.

1. Substance abuse (pos.

test; arrest)
0 = Noae.
3 = Any.

2. Arrests by law enforcement or parole

{excluding wazrants prior to parole)

0 = None.

1 = Not prosecuted.

3 = Prosecuted (regardless of conviction status).

. Gang lnvolvement

- 1 = Minor (colors; police contscts, ete.).

0 = None.

3 = Significant (involvement in gang activity).

4. Living arrangement
0 = Stable, supportive relations with family/living group (or

lives independently).
3 = Occasional, modenaie interpersonal problems within living
) 5 = Serious and frequent interp I problems within
living group. :

. Compliance with parole instructions

0 = No compliznce problems.
1 = Minor infractions only.
3 = Major patern of non-compliance.

. Employment/school (disabled = 0)

0 = Empiloyed or in school st least 50% of period.
1 = Employed or in school less whan 50% of period.
3 = No employment or school during period.

5. Associatlon with negative peers
0 = Few adverse relationships
2 = Some association with negstive peers (occasional
negative results).
4 = Associations almost completely negative,
6. Mental abllity/Emotlonal stability
0 = No symptoms of emotional insuability; able to funcuon
independently.
4 = Symptoms limit adequate fu
mild retardation.

ing (emotional problems),

7 = Symptoms prohibit adequate funciioning (serious mental
" illness); moderate retardation.

7. Substance abuse
0 = None.
3 = Occasional substance abuse; some disruption of
funclicning.
= Frequent substance abuse; serious disruption of
functioning.

o

. Physleal health
0 = Sound physical health; seldom ill.
1 = Handieap or illness interferes with functioning oa »
* recurring basis.
2 = Serious handicap or chronic iliness; needs frequent
medical care.
'19. Interpersonal/Soclal skills
0 = Adequate skills; sdequate social functioning
(e-g., work, school, parale contacts).
3 = Moderuiely dysfunctional; problems with suthority (e.g.,
employers, parle agenus); difficulty dealing with people.
S = Severely dysfunctional; unable to maintain employment,

(64)

meet parole conditions, exc,
TOTAL
- PROPERTY OF
Jusice Refsrence Sewvice (NCJRS)

o oCO@

eyenive gt
sl

VD 20040-6000

@)

G)

@)

If Actual Level does not match Recommended Level, indicate
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