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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

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

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

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

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

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

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



Executive Summary

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

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

Characteristics of Aftercare Enrollees

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

* The average age of offenders at entry into the aftercare pro-
gram was 32.5 years. The average age ranged from 29.6 years
in Maryland to 34.2 years in Central California.

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

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

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

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

2. As used in this report, “instant conviction” refers to the specific conviction that
resulted in the offender’s having to participate in the aftercare program during the
period studied.

2



Executive Summary

4.8 years in Central California. The average number of prior
arrests among the sample was 10.1 for parolees and 5.9 for
probationers. Overall, the average number of prior arrests per
offender ranged from 5.2 in Maryland to 10.5 in the District of
Columbia.

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

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

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

Services Received by Offenders While in Aftercare

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

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

Case files indicate that during the clients’ first year in aftercare,
relatively few received any treatment services other than counsel-
ing from a contract agency or a probation officer. For example, less
than 4 percent of all program enrollees received methadone main-
tenance. Psychotherapy was provided to 17 percent of the clients,

3
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but most of these were in a single district, Central California.
Therapeutic community treatment was provided to 10 percent of
the clients but, again, half of these were in Central California.

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

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

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

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

Aftercare Program Outcomes

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

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

About 55 percent of the offenders in aftercare had at least one
positive urine sample for morphine/quinine during the first year in
the program, suggesting continued use of hercin. The next most

4
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frequently detected drug among the samples was cocaine (19.5 per-
cent). The drugs detected by urine tests varied widely from district
to district.

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

The percentage of those arrested during the first year of program
participation ranged from 19 percent in Western Texas to 43 per-
cent in the District of Columbia.

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

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

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

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

The overall picture of aftercare program outcomes that emerges
from the study is not an especially good one. Over a third of the
offenders are terminated from the program after less than one
year’s enrollment in it. The largest percentage of terminations was
based either on the offender’s reincarceration or on revocation of
his or her probation or parole. On one hand, the offender’s termi-
nation may be viewed as a successful exercise of the probation offi-
cer’s duty to see that the offender abides by the conditions of his or
her probation or parole supervision. On the other, the high per-
centage of offenders with at least one positive urine sample for an

5
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illegal drug during the period studied can certainly be taken as an
indication of less than total satisfactory program adjustment. This
is particularly true when one considers that over 55 percent of the
positive urine samples detected during the period studied were for
morphine/quinine, suggesting continued use of heroin. The overall
picture of program outcomes is not, however, entirely negative.
Most of the offenders in aftercare had no arrests or actual techni-
cal violations during their first year in the program. Similarly, the
percentage of offenders in the program who were employed in-
creased steadily during the period studied. Given the myriad of
problems confronting the typical offender enrolled in aftercare,
holding down a job must be viewed as no small accomplishment for
such a person.

Relationship Between Offender Characteristics
and Continued Drug Use

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

s Offense of instant conviction involved drugs (.05 level)
¢ Ethnicity of offender was black (.05 level)

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

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

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

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

6
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and the number of positive urine samples while in aftercare was
less clear.

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

Relationship Between Offender Characteristics
and Arrests

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

¢ Number of prior arrests (.01 level)
s Age at entry into the program (.01 level, negative)
+ Ethnicity of offender was black (.05 level).

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

e Number of prior arrests (.01 level)
¢ Age at entry into the program (01 level, negative).

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

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

Relationship Between Offender Characteristics
and Alleged Technical Violations

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

* Number of prior arrests (.01 level)
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* Prior use of cocaine (.05 level, negative).

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

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

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

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

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

Relationship Between Treatment Services Received
and Offender Qutcomes

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

* Average number of contract counseling sessions per month

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

* Average number of office visits per month

* Receipt of psychotherapy.
The analysis revealed the following:

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

* Two of the treatment services variables were found to have a
statistically significant relationship with the likelihood of
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arrest during the follow-up: (1) average number of contract
counseling sessions per month (001 level) and (2) average
number of office visits per month (.01 level).

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

s Two of the four treatment services variables had a statisti-
cally significant relationship with the average number of tech-
nical violations per month among offenders studied: ¢1) aver-
age number of office visits (.001 level) and (2) average number
of contract counseling sessions (.001 level).

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






I. INTRODUCTION

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

Organization of the Report

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

Background and Objectives of the
Drug Aftercare Program

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

3. 18 U.S.C. §§ 4251-4255 (1982 & Supp. 1984).
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Chapter I

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. Id. § 4255 (1982 & Supp. 1984).
5. Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, Guide to Judiciary Policies and Proce-
dures: Probation Manual, vol. X-B, ch. 10.
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made to the court by the probation officer after completion of the
presentence investigation. The court may then order drug treat-
ment as a condition of probation. In the case of parolees, staff at
the federal institution from which an offender is to be paroled are
responsible for recommending aftercare to the parole commissioner
as a condition of release.

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

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

Some Major Findings of the First Study
of the Program

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Offender Characteristics

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

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

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

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

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

Prior Criminal Record

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

¢ Among parolees in the first study, the average sentence of im-
prisonment imposed for the instant conviction was eleven
years. The average sentence received by parolees currently en-
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rolled in the program is 6.8 years committed to the custody of
the attorney general. For probationers, the average sentence
is forty-three months of probation.

Urine Surveillance

* Over the six-month period of the first study, the average

number of urine samples collected from offenders was four-
teen. The district averages ranged from seven to twenty-three.
The current study indicates that probation officers and con-
tractors are collecting more urine samples from offenders in
the program. This was especially true during the initial
months of the offenders’ enrollment in the program.

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

Treatment Services Provided

16

* About 95 percent of the offenders in the first study received

some type of counseling during the six months prior to the
data collection. About 44 percent received counseling primar-
ily from a contract agency and 24 percent primarily from the
probation officer, with most of the remaining clients receiving
counseling from a combination of sources. This remains true
for the current study.

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

Supervision Qutcomes

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

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

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

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

The primary objectives of this study were the following:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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