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INTRODUCTION

. In February ]994 N CCD publ1shed a"
" Focusdescribing a process evaluatlon :
“of five programs providing substance

abuse treatment forj jailinmates (Tums

1994) The followmg programs were
: ‘evaluated :

1. ‘J ail Educat1on and Treatment
© (JET) Program, Santa :
_ ClararCou'nty,'_California"

. 2. Dec1d1ng, Educatrng, Under-
“standing, Counsellng and

- Evaluation (DEUCE) Program
Contra Costa County, California;

3. Rebuilding, Educating, Aware-
ness, Counseling and Hope.

(REACH) Program, Los Angeles

County, California; .

. 4. Substance Abuse Intervent1on

i Drvrsron (SAID) New York
Clty Department of Correction;
_and o Lo

5. New Beginnings We‘stch'ester :
o County, New York '

This| pI‘O_] ect was undertaken byNCCD
- -(and funded by the National Instrtute
of Justrce) ‘with the knowledge that -
drug atrests have been a major factor
| in recent incredses in jailand prison
: populatlons (Austrn anndVey, 1989

| oUTCOME EVALUATION OF JAIL-BASED
'DRUG TREATMENT: |

NCJR 5
Effects on Rec1d|V|sm

'rF,EB_ 15 1996

ACQUISITIONS

Blumstein,. 1993). The effectiveness
‘of drug treatment programs in jails,
where lengths of stay are relatively.
short, continues to be a soyrce of great

interest; A‘dmi_nlstrators andtreatmerit
providers-are particularly. interested

in whether or not these programs area
‘coOst- effectrve 1nvestment o '

In the® earher F ocus, rates-of reported

[infractions for program participants -
- were compared to rates for nonpartici-
 pants in compardble housing, and the
“¢vidence was clear that the drug

program_s had very positive effects

o institutional behavior. Program °

costs above those for comparable

o nonprogram units were also exam--
ined.” All programs resulted in"net
additional costs- (treatment plus cus-
tody. staffmg) of $2.49 to $41. 51 per-.
prisoner per day (excludlng program :

admrmstratlve costs)

treatment programs influencédrecidi-
vismin the year followmg jail release

‘Retidivism data are presented for a

large.sample of program participants

and matched controls. Subgroups are -
also.compared and conclusions drawn
: regardmg the success of the treatment

programs in reducmg rec1d1v1sm for

" e one ¢

particular offenders (e.g., males vs..
females, those who terminated unsuc-
cessfully from the program vs. those

~who did not). Recidivism by indi-
- vidual treatment s1te is also exam-
: 1ned Before reportmg the outcome

results Some _important study pro- -

'cedures are descrrbed

PROCEDURES

Selectlon and. Comparablllty of -
Study Groups ‘

In most sites, samples of consecu- .
tively admitted program part1c1pants '
were interviewed by a program
staff member or NCCD researcher

.at both program admission and re-

lease, using standardized forms. If

‘ personal interviews ‘were not -pos-
sible, information was obtained from

case files. The admission data were"
collected to prov1de a)a descrrptron o

' _ " of'the’o d, b
<Th1s Focus answers the 1mportant ot ffenders served, b) a basis,

“for com treatment and-con-
questron of whether or-not these drug - parmg

* trol groups’, 10” assure pretreatment .
) comparab1llty, and c) a set of “of-

fender” characterrsncs that could po—
tent1ally be related to outcome

"The ex1t forms 1ncluded dates of re-

lease from the program and from jail,
as well as information about thetype 7
of program termination. In all sites
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except the REACH program 1nfor-;"
s matron on control cases was garnered‘
- from - correct1ons agency records; ',
. Control cases for REACH Were per=-
- sonally. 1nterv1ewed by NCCD ‘re- -
~search staff at another Los Angeles’}
- County Ja1l Wheneverpossrble con-. .

1 j'r;trol cases, were identified from: Jarl '

- inmates. who were ehg1ble for-drug ™
* treatmient, and who entered and.ex- -

. ited the jail over the same time perrod i

.as ‘the” sample of treatment - part101—~
< pants;. Informatron on . drug history-
- -and current drug use for control sub-

' L‘_]ects was, however not. avallable for

‘this evaluation. ;

, Analyses weré conducted to demon-._'
strate the comparab111ty -of the treat- -
ment (n"="722) and control (n 706)'
.groups regarding sex, race/ethmcrty, ,
prlmary offense age and length of

' Def|n|t|on of Recldrwsm

i sentence Although there were mrnor k
! _’drfferences between” groups at. some. ! srmrlar rates of mlssmg data (15 and .|
81tes ithe - matchrng procedures werei_ :
: “‘generally very successful in 1dent1fy-

inga comparrson group equrvalent to-
the: treatment group with: respect. to:

;these flve 1mportant characterlstrcs

outcomie variable across sites.?
obvious risk to examining conv1ct10n

~ data‘is underreporting arrest.activity.

To "address -this. issue, ari analysis

-, was conducted to compare results

obtained using teconviction . data

‘with those obtained. using-rearrest

e two °

data Results wére strlkmgly s1m1-‘ |
' - TABLE 1 lar 1nd1cat1ng that the vast maJorlty
RECONVICTION FREQUENCY AND OFFENSE TYPE of ‘arrests; during the follow-up pe-
BY STUDY GR OUP rrod resulted in.a conv1ct10n

Avallablllty of Rap Sheets

State level cr1m1nal hrstory data (rap S

sheets) were collected for the treat- )

‘ment’ ‘and compar1son groups. In‘the- |~

three Cahforma counties, “copies .of

_rap’ sheets were provrded by the three | . - .

]alls :For- the tWo. New York sites,

|- computenzed data were obtalned from -

the Drvrsronof Cr1m1na1 J ustrce Ser— .
vrces Bureau of Research and

Evaluatron State- rather than ~
- county level data were requested for .
-all sites:to capture ‘the most serious -
‘-farrests reported to the'state andar- |
" tests occurrlng outsrde of the re- e
kRS ¢spect1ve countres

CTA12: month cut- off date ‘was deter-
' ~mmed for each person based onhisor - |
| “her jail release date Follow up-data |
a .;were entered (or downloaded) as were “
: ‘atrests. -and drsposrtrons ~during the
thiee years prior- to jail, admission. |
4 .lRap sheéts were avallable for 86 per- |
~ - cent’ of the" total- sample with treat:

) 'ment and: control groups havmg very

”~l3 percent respecttvely)

: ’RESULTS

- As shown m Table I, l7 percent of the .

;',"’treatment partrclpants and 23 percent :
- +"of the: controls (for whom ‘data were. | -
- “».:-' 'avallable) were. reconv1cted at least-
Re01d1v1sm was- defmed as an arrestf.‘
- that subsequently led to a-conviction: .
: Th1s definition was used because New -
York provrded on]y conviction"data .
and the goal was to- standardrze the ‘
The -

'once ‘Thus; controls were 51gn1ﬁcantly

_.more lrkely than treatment part1c1pants 1
~to be feconvicted: at-least once o<l
:05). T he proportron with fwo.or more - |-

‘convrctrons was almost 1dent1cal for.
the two’ groups The average number‘

~of days until first arrest was also very

" similar; 152'days (5 months) for treat-
‘ment participants and 140 days (4.7
-months) for controls. Table 1.also

- shows follow-up convictions for each

”group by offense types ‘The majorrty
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of arrests/conyictions for both groups
were for property crimes or drug
crimes. The average number of con-
~ victions was 1.4 for both treatment
‘and control groups. :

Dispo_sition to Prison

‘The next outcome examined was the
rate at which each group (treatment
- vs. control) was sentenced to prison -

following. a reconviction.  This out-
come'is important. for comparing re-
cidivism costs for each group. For

thoseoffenders eligible fora 12-month

follow-up, 3.6 percent of the treat-
ment group and 6,2 percent of ‘the
control group were sentenced to pfison

upon reconvrct1on (p=.05). The aver-
age sentence length was 2.1 years for -

- offenders who had received jail drug

treatment and 2. 6 years for- those who

‘had not (p .08).

: Ancﬂlary analyses reVealed-that these '

. reslts could not bé accounted for by
- differences in the. sentencing offense
orin pI‘lOI‘ convictions. Addmonally,

the two groups had been- prev1ously )

_matched for offenses leading to the
jail stay under investigation. Thus, the

", difference in sentencing may be re- -
lated to a slightly' more lenient judicial *

attitude toward those who had partici-

’pated in jail drug-treatment. In- this
~ way, such participation may serve as
| an indirect diversion from prison.

| - Probability of Recidivating -
: ‘\To_d_ehte.rrnine whether or not partici-
. pation in one'of the five jail treatment

. ,programs affected the chance of bein g .
~ feconvicted within the 12-month post- "

release penod we uséda method simi-
Tar to one uséd by Teplin, Abrain, and
McClelland (1994) Controlhng for
" time at risk, we calculated the prob-

ability of being convicted for: any crime.

_over the I2-month follow-up perlod

& fTable 2 shows probab111t1es of ar-' -
rest for the: treatment and. control

TABLE 2

PROBABILITY OF RECONVICTION FOR ANY CRIME
WITHIN 12-MONTH FOLLOW-UP PERIOD
BY STUDY GROUP AND SITE -
. (ADJUSTED FOR TIME AT RISK) .

ANY CRIME -

- y TREATMENT . CONTROL

Total Sample 16 B .22“ o
.Los‘AAn'g'eles',Coun,ty 12 . 2ot

" Contra Costa County - 12" 23
San.ta Clara County | 18 R ‘ 311
New York City 19 : 20 -

| fv.Westchester County 21 i 21

> 5 percent

'~ In.addition to statistical S|gn|f|cance these differences in probabllmes between the
** treatmentand control groupsare ]udged to have substantive |mp0rtance inthat they are

»;groups by study 51te The three Cah—

forma sites had better outcomes than

-did the‘two New York sites.-For the
Cahforma sites, there is. modest yet
.con51stent ‘evidence’ for jail drug

treatment _being associated with

the foHow- up perlod

"Probablhtles weére also exammed w1th )

respect to -gender, recent conviction

history, age, ‘race/ethmcny, priordrug

use, type of program termlnanon and
]ength of trme in program (Tab]e 3).
There were 31gn1flcant differences
between treatment and control cases

for both males and females for. those -
with at least two prlor conv1ct10ns for

those in the “older” age groups and for

White and Hlspanlc offenders, Con- -
versely, the effects of ]all drug treat-('
‘ment on recidivism were less appar-

ent for thosé with féwer than two prior
convictions, for these younger than
28 years and for African American

- offenders. The latter two findings are
-consistent with results reported in the-

earlier Focus (Tunis; 1994), indicat-

“ e three o

ing: that .j.‘}younger,” offenders. and

- ‘racial minority offenders were more

likely t6- experrence difficulty. in
treatment (i.e.; through prematurel
program termmatron)

. Among those part ldrug
lower chances ‘of recrd1v1sm durmg[ mong osepa 1c1pat1ng1nja1 tug

treatment, program exittype andlength :
“of time in program were related to the |
chance of bemg reconv1cted “Those -
“who qu1t or. were removed from the
programs had a five percent greater
probability of reconv1ct10n and

- those who stayed less than onemonth

~had a.seven to erght percent greater”

_probablhty Fmally, participants )
_with self-reported ‘poly:drug use’ | :

were more likely than single drug -
_users to recidivate.’

Survival Analys’ie

In addition _to .determining the -
probability of recidivating, we
_conducted survival analyses for
the two study. groups. These re- -
“veal how many months (or frac-
tions of months) pass after release




» ) from jail (when probability of
- TABLE 3- “survival” is 1.0) before the aver-
PROBABILITY-OF RECONVICTION FOR ANY CRIME age offender recidivates (Singer .
WITHIN 12-MONTH FOLLOW-UP PERIOD BY STUDY GROUP & Willett, 1991; Lagakos, 1992)
AND SELECTED OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS and. answers ‘the question -of
(ADJUSTED FOR TlME AT R|SK) whether or not those participating
in Jarl drug. treatment remdrvate later
— ,than do controls
. TREATMENT * CONTROL e T
— IR Figure'l‘ shows the survival distribu-
Sex: - : R tions for members of the “treatment
Males - 18 .23t ‘and control groups, who recidivated.
Females 13 021 . Overall patterns arequrte similar, with
- - " 50 "percent ‘of treatment recidivists
Prior ConV|ct|ons be1ng arrested by 4.86 months and 50
' (over 3 year penod):’ . . percent of control recidivists by 3.67
» 'None : - A1 . 14 months. Atsllghtly past seven ‘months
1 : .;1 3 14 . post- “release, the- vast majorlty (75
' 2 - 18 - 30 ~ percent) of those in both- -groups who
- e BN .. were going to, rec1d1vate w1th1n 12
3or more 25 : '31 : . months had done $o.
" Ageat Ja|I Exit: : o ) o :
18-28 years 18 20 ~_Offender-related characterrstlcs that
e : L , _ might -influence time-to- arrest were
_29'34 Yeats : '1_A6 : . 241 : alsoexamlned Survival analyses were
35+ years’ . AS 24 done to compare timing-of recidivism _
Racé/Ethnicity : ' ’ ‘ " by sex,priof “convicti'on's agé race/
o S . ethnicity and, among treatment ‘par- ‘
White . 12 o 21 tlcrpants type of termination and re-
‘Black S8 22 ' fporteddruguse Patterns did notdiffer - |-
. Hlspanlc _ 16 23" s1gn1frcantly as a furiction-of any of |
' . “these offender- related variables, indi- .
-~ Prior. Drug Use : o - cating that they had little to no effect .
. .,SmQ'e Drug Use S22 NA ‘on timing of re01d1v1sm "
.. Multiple Drug Use- . - .18 NA ‘ : |
' — e - — : " The frnal surv1va1 analysrs exammed .
_Erogtam E’."t Type: o o - tiine-to-arrest by site.-Four of the five
Premature Termination 207 NA- sites (REACH, SAID, JET and New
No Termination - R NA ! Beglnmngs) had similar patterns. In
- - ' : = DEUCE ‘however, the patternrevealed
Days in Program: : ~. | | . earlier arrest. One-quarter of the re-
Less than 1 month 222 - NA cidivists from DEUCE had been ar-
31-60 days A5 - NA " ‘rested by 1.31 months (comparedto a
61 orjrn(')re'»days' ‘ 14 NA' “two- o four month range for other
» S sites) anda full 75 percent by less than
3 months. There were no significant
NA = Not Apphcable differences by site for controls who
' In addition to statistical significancé, these dlfferences in probabilities.between the treatment recidivated. Thus, those ‘who did not
and control groups are ;udged t6 have substantive importance in that they are > 5 percent. .
. participate-in jail drug treatment were
In addmon to statistical S|gnmcance these differences in probabilities for subgroups of S R
treatment participants aré jidged to have substantive importance in that they are > 5 percent. rearrested atabout the same time after.
. o , ' ' o " release, regardless of location.
* four » ‘ ’
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FIGURE 1
SURVlVAL FUNCTION ESTIMATES
TREATMENT GROUP VS. CONTROL GROUP
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SUMMARY AND POLICY _
IMPLICATIONS L -

_ In this. report analyses focused on the
Jimportant questlon of whether or not -
partrcrpatlon in these jail drug treat-
ment programs reduced rec1d1v1sm
- duririg the .12 months followmg Jarl
' release Results were; :

( ey Seventeen percent of the
B :treatment group and 23"

. groups. Half of the‘recidivists »

8. Treatment part1c1pants may be'

percent of .the controls were

reconVICted at least once 1n ,' -

. the 12- month perlod

- "2.2 Most offenders Were reconvrcted
L ‘for property or drug crrmes
C ‘and the average time: to frrst

- arrest was\about ﬁve months -

3 ,'For the total sample the prob- -

' fabrhtres of bemg reconvrcted :
~for. any crime were :16 for
vtreatment cases and .22 for

‘ ﬁ.controls The Cahfornra s1tes i,

g ]demonstrated the lowest

o probabilities of rec1d1v1sm for:

7 treatmerit cases while the: two
" .New York Sites; showed no -
' drfference between groups

L 4., Drug treatment in JaII had the‘

x

in both groups had been re-
arrested by about four months <

' 7 ‘DEUCE program rec1d1v1sts '
were arrested sooner than

" those from- other sites, although " -
“the probabrlrty of rec1d1vrsm T

= for DEUCE partlc1pants was
© . the Jowest of all the sites. )

. less’ lrkely to be sentenced to-

may. recerve sl1ghtly shorter g
. ,‘sentences

"lt can. generally be concluded that;
these programs’. had modest pos1t1ve_

o effects upon‘probabﬂrtles but notupon

'-trmlng of recidivism w1th1n one year -
of jail release The reason ‘that; the’.
- ‘Cahfomra sites, but not the New York

j'.s1tes showed: lower probabrhtles of

'rec1d1v1sm for treatinent part1crpants
©is not; 1mmed1ately apparént: and
““could be related toa combmatron of
program system. and populatlon’
- charactenstrcs o o :

The questlon of whether ] arl dru g treat—

" ment programs are cost: effectrve can-

: ;strongest effects -on Iowermg
- factors within’ each ‘program’ and set-
- _:trng must bé. consrdered Summanz

L probab1ht1es of. reconvrcuon
“ (compared ito controls) for

"'those with: at least.two | pr1or o

" convictions; for ¢ ‘older” .

offenders and for Whrtes and

_,Hrspamcs R

5 Probablhtles of recOn\/iCtion' _
- were lower for treatment par-

'ﬂnot be. ariswered srmply A varlety of

- ing Teslts of ‘both the process and‘

s outcome portions of this’ evaluatlon

. . ticipanits who' reported s1ngle— "

"rather than: poly drug abuse

~for those who did not prema—< o

- turely- términate : from treat- -
.ment and for those staymg in’
the program for at least one
month.

6. Surv1val ‘functions for the 20‘ 7

percent who recrdrvated re- "
 vealed srmllar time-to-arrest -
~ for treatment and control _ - -

of institutional behavior.”

the thiee Cahfornra srtes showed mod:

. erate 1ncreases A cost. per day/per
. “-prisoner, substantlal reductrons inin-
. stitutional -infractions -(Tunis, '1994)
~~and modest reductlons in rec1d1vrsm

For one- New Y ork program add1 A
tional -costs of treatment were. minj- -
- mal, ‘as- were effects-on 1nst1tut1onalr
: ‘behav1or and reC1d1v1sm “The- other ﬂ
" New. York srte was relatrvely expen--

s1ve and had no effects on rec1d1v1sm

although serious 1nfractrons weré dra- -

matlcally decreased w1thm the jail. Tt

‘appears that the greatest immediate --

benefitof these programsisinthearea

egixe

" .prison upon reconviction, and -

The greatest 1mpact of Jarl based drug
_treatment on recidivism was for older

_ offenders -for those with at least two -

prror convictions and for Whites and
Hispanics. - lmportantly, participants -
.who stayed -in programs for fewer

_ than 30 days and those who quit or.
were termrnated from treatment were [ -
more hkely than other partlcrpants S

to rec1d1vate

These are 1mportant ﬁndmgs wrth re-
.'spectt to pohcy Because the cost- ben-
efit. plcture JLE mrxed for’ these pro-

. grams; much thought should be glven"; .
to: creatlng the best possrble program - ‘

desrgn (e. g mcludmg culturally and"

age approprlate 1ntervent10ns) Ire- | A
" _sources.are'invested.i in drug treatment. s
for offenders An jail, program ‘and. ad— =N
m1n1strat1ve personnel should' coordi- o

nate efforts to allow partrcrpatron for_
‘a m1n1mum of’ 30 days .

S 1.7__
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ENDNOTES

! Many changes__o'ccurred in" both

programs and systems during the

- course of the evaluation: The JET
- program was defunded and.thus dis-
* continued, although a tedesigned and -

renamed program continues. With the

'closure of the Mira Loma Correc—'
- tional. Facrhty, the REACH program. .
. was terminated,-but then was reinsti-

tuted at the Sybil Brand Institute in
Los Angeles. e

2

those in the law enforcement field),
the level of access afforded research-

- erswith requ1rements forlinking 1den—”
_ tifiers .includes,conviCtion data "only.’ *

Although arrest data’are legally
- available to some individuals (e.g.,

A major‘advantage of COnduct—
ing a'survival analys1s is the ability
to “censor” the.data for those in the
sample who do not experlence the
event of interest (in this case, re-
arrest resultlng in reconvrctron)

“However, because 80 percent. of -
“this sample “survived” (did notex-

perience the event) during the fol-
low-up period,. conductmg the
ana1y31s for all subjects would not
produce. a ,useful or rnform\atrve'

“result. Weelected, therefore, to con-
©_ ductasurvival analysis (which sim-
~ply compares time‘ to-event) on the
‘subset who did rec1d1vate Al-

though not ideal, the approach is

_‘statlstlcally sound. A longer fol--
i Tow- up period would obviously
’allow fora better estlmate of out-

come for the entire’ sample

Sources

‘NCCD. .

N CCD Index

in adult courts

-~

K R uvemle custody rates in pubhc and pr1vate Juvemle correct1onal fa0111t1es mcreased by 47 percent between

1979 and 1991.2

.o There are now an estlmated 1 5 mrlhon chrldren of mcarcerated parents in the Umted States
e NCCD 3 1991 survey of 439 Women pnsoners showed that 9 percent of respondents gave b1rth wh11e mcarcerated vt
° Since 1980 the number of woimen- in the natlon s Jaﬂs and prrsons ‘has trlpled v

- *The expans1on of the women’s pnson and ]all populatlons has been fueled prrmanly by 1ncreased rates of
mcarceratlon for property -and drug offenses and by parole v1olat10ns —:not by commltments for crimes of v1olence

° The 1991 NCCD survey ‘of lncarcerated women revealed that. 54 percent of thelr chlldren
‘ - had never vrslted them in prlson or. _]all P

e The hkehhood that 1nd1v1duals w1ll commrt crimes of violence between the - ages of 21 and 27
s approx1mate1y the same s for 12 to 13 :year old chlldren . '

e There are, nearly one mllhon youth aged 12 to 19 years' who are v1ct1ms of vrolent crrmes each year

° Data suggest that the treatment of JUVCHIICS accused of vrolent crlmes is ngt more lement m Juvemle courts than ‘

° In 1991 Afrrcan Amerrcan youngsters were six times more llkely to be v1ct1ms of hom1c1de
- ~ - than were white youth L :

<A,

° Mmorrty youth are more hkely to be sent to pubhc rather than prlvate correctional fac111t1es and are more llkely
- to be housed in the most secure fac111t1es 2 St :

Bloom B and D Sternhart 1993 Why Pun/sh the Ch/ldren’?A Heappra/sal ofthe Ch/ldren of Incarcerated Mothers ln Amenca San Franmsco CA:T

F Jones M A and B. Knsberg 1994 Images and Realrty Juvemle Cnme Youth Vlolence and Pub/rc Po//cy San Francrsco CA: NCCD
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