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INTRODUCTION

Demonstration Project Objectives

The Comprehensive Driving_Under the Influence of Alcohol Offender
Treatment Demonstration Project, abbreviated CDUI Project, was implemented
to determine the effectiveness of alcohol education and educational
counseling programs as traffic safety countermeasures. Comparatively
short-term alébhol traffic safety education programs were provided to
persons having only one recorded conviction for driving under the
influence of alcohol (DUI), while more comprehensive, longer-term educa- -
tional counseling programs were provided, with or without chemotherapy
treatment, to persons having two or more convictions for driving under
the influénce.

Through the assignment of a proportion of DUI offenders to a mno
treatment control condition, each program's potential for reducing
accidents and driving violations, as well as inducing positive life
changes could be assessed relative to those offenders who were not

provided treatment.
' Background

The Highway Safety Act of 1967 required the Secretary of Transportation
to conduct an investigation into the role of alcohol in highway traffic
safety. The resulting report presented to the Congress in 1968*% detailed
the extent of death and property damage due to drunk driving, and high-
lighted the overrepresentation of problem drinkers in fatal alcohol
related accidents.

An assessment of existing procedures to control drunk driving indi-
cated that in most communities there was little awareness of the magnitude
of the drunk driving problem among the general publlc, and -even among o
profe551onalvgroups, such as police, judges, educators and therapists
concerned with the traditional treafment of alcoholics.  Consequently,

few communities provided police officers with specialized training in

*U.S. Department of Transportation: Alcohol and Highway Safety, a Report
to the Congress from the Secretary of Transportation, August 1968.



the detection and apprehension of drunk drivers, there were few systematic
court referral mechanisms to refer potential problem drinkers to appro-
priate treatment programs, and there were few education and counseling
programs appropriate for non-problem (social) drinkers or persons with
only moderate drinking problems.

‘In response to these findings the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) initiated a major alcohol traffic safety program
in 1970. The NHTSA program involved the establishment (between January
1971 and September 1972) of 35 Alcohol Safety Action Projects (ASAP's)
throughout the Country. The underlying concept of all the ASAP's was
to develop a drinking driver control system, an integrateﬁ set of
countermeasures which would identify problem drinkers on the road,
make judicial decisions regarding the most appropriate sanctions and
rehabilitative procedures in a timely and efficient manner, and put
the rehabilitative procedures into effect.

| The primary ASAP objectives were to:

. Demonstrate the feasibility of a systems approach for dealing
with the drinking-driving problem, and to demonstrate the
approach can save lives.

- Urge each state to improve its safety programs in alcohol
traffic safety.

Evaluate individual countermeasures as adequately as possible
given the simultaneous application of an entire system of
countermeasures at each site.

In general, the ASAP's were successful in attaining their most

immediate objectiVes. There was a substantial inérease in awareness
of the alcohol traffic safety problew, new alcohol safety laws were
enacted, and countermeasure procedures were refined. The ASAP's
demonstrated that a coordinated multiagency approach to the drinking-
driver probiem was not only feasible but could save lives. 0f the

35 ASAP sites, 12 showed satistically significant reductions in
nighttime fatal crashes. For the 12 ASAP sites showing significant
reductions, none of the corresponding comparison communities showed

significant reductions in nighttime fatal crashes.



- It was found, howeVer, that the ASAP's original three-year
operational periods did not provide sufficient time to adequately
assess the relative effectiveness of the individual countermeasures,
The ASAP siﬁes were allowed to compete for a two—yéér extension of
their operafions. Ten of the ASAP sites were awarded the-operationai

' extension contracts for FY 75/76 through FY 76/77 At these extended

sites the. evaluation of the rehabilitation component ‘was strengthened
by requiring random a551gnment of DUI offenders to treatment and
control (or minimum exposure) conditions and by requiring follow-up
intefviews to collect life change outcome criteria to supplement
dr1v1ng violation and accident data. |
The information gathered from the evaluatlon of the ASAP rehab111-
tation efforts indicated the following: |
Noh—problem (social) drinkers who were referred to education
programs had a significantly lower rearrest rate than social

drinkers who were not referred to education programs.

One ASAP site found that a home study course was as effective

as their in-class program in reducing rearrest rates.

There was, however, no evidence to indicate the ASAP education

efforts reduced crash involvement among social drinkers.

For persons with moderate to severe drinking problems, there
was little evidence that referral ‘to education or other forms
of rehabilitation resulted in lower rearrest or accident rates

when compared with problem drinkers not referred to such programs.

There was some evidence, although inconclusive, to suggest
- that chemotherapy (Disulfiram) treatment may reduce subsequent

rearrest and accident rates.

- . There was evidence that persons with certain characteristics
(particularly those characteristics related to drinking problem
severity and socio-economic status) benefit more from some

types of education and rehabilitation approachés than others.



The ASAP rehabilitation efforts provided much additional information
about the design; implementation, and evaluation of alcohol safety .
schools and other forms of rehabilitation for drinking drivers. ' The
information obtained from the ASAP experience, however, generated as
many queétions as it did answers. Consequently,-as the last of the
original ASAP sites were concloding‘operations the NHTSA was detailing
the requirements of a new demonstration project that would provide
definitive answérs to a number of specific alcohol treatment questions.

The resulting contract for the Comprehensive DUI Offender Treatment
Demonstration Project was awarded to the Sacramento County, California,’
Health Department in October of 1976. The project was implemented 'in the

following time frame:

Development Period - October 1976 through August 1977 detazled

contract negotlatlons, recrultment of key personnel, 1dent1flca—
tion of data sources and design of data collection forms and

procedures

-;Pllot Period - September 1977 through December 1977, start

random a551gnment into first offender DUI research design and
conduct education programs, refinement of data collection forms
and procedures, refinement of the education and counseling -
programs, start of major computer data base.analysis and pro-

. gramming effort,

. Operatiohal Period - January 1978 through December 1979, start

-random assignment of multiple DUI offenders and conduct counsel-
ing and chemotherapy programs, continue assignment of first.

offender .DUI's, monitor participation, and collect data.

Follow-up and Analysis Period - January 1980 through December

1981, finish treatment of clients assigned during operational
period;‘pontinue to collect evaluation data, analyze data and

write interim reports.

. ‘Project Closeoiit Period - January 1982 through June 1982, produce

final reports and recommendations.



The CDUI Project's research designs were developed to provide
answers to the questions prompted by the earlier ASAP findings.  For
example, one ASAP found that a home study education program was as . .
effective as an in- class education program for DUI offenders who did
not evidence problem drlnklng symptoms. A new self- -paced, programmed
learning home study curriculum was developed for the CDUI Project in
order to verify this finding and define in more detail the character-
istics of the DUI offenders.who may benefit most from a less costly.
approach to alcohol education.

The ASAP flndlngs also suggested that referral to an in-class
alcohol ‘safety school resulted 1n lower rearrest rates among non-
problem drinkers.  The CDUI Project's research design for first
offender DUI's has sufficient sample size to clarify and extend these
earlier findings} Answers will be sought to‘questions such as: What
‘are the characteristics of clients who benefit most from an in-class
‘alcohol safety school? Can certainipersons with moderate drinking
problems benefit from an education program? Can education.programs
~reduce the level ef ¢rash involvement as well as rearrest rates?

For persons with moderate to severe dr1nk1ng problems, the ASAP
findrngs suggested that the rehabllltatlon programs prov1ded at the
ASAP sites had little or no effect on subsequent driving behavior.

The CDUI Project's year-long educational counseling programs for
multiple DUI offenders, who have moderate to severe drinking problems,
provided approximately double the in-group contact time of even the_,
longest of the ASAP rehabilitation programs. Thus, the Project's
multiple DUI offender research design will enable the NHTSA to deter- .
mine whether longer duration rehabilitation programs are necessary
in order to produce a measurable change'inlthe behavior of problem
drinkers. The multlple offender design will also allow an assessment
" of which client subgroups benefit most from a group educatlonal
counsellng approach. v

The CDUI PrOJect‘s educational counsellng programs were provided N

with and without chemotherapy.(Dlsulflram) treatments to determine



whether such support enhances -the. behavior modifying'pqtential_ofd;
group counséling, a possibility suggested from the ASAP research.

In the few ASAP sites which utilized chemotherapy, such treatment

was generally reserved for those clients.with the most . severe drlnklng
problems“ In the CDUI'Project all multiple DUI offender cllents,IW1th
moderate as well ‘ds‘severe levels. of problem. drlnklng, were 3551gned

on a Tandom basis to chemotherapy and non-chemotherapy conditions.. ThlS
procedure’ produced a broader base -of client.characteristics from wh;ghwd
to determine what client subgroups benefit most. from chemotherapy. . . ..
support during group counseling.

Finally,®it ‘should be noted that.as w1th some of the 1ater ASAP
treatment evaluatlons, the .CDUI Pr03ect utilized in-depth follow -up
interviews administered ‘prior to treatment entry and again at sub-. {V-v;
sequent intérvals for the purpose of. assessing changes in life, act1v1tles
which may have béeén ‘induced by the treatment interventions. K The follow-up
interview'prOtOCOIS»uséd:by the CDUI Project were modifi§d4vetsicnsigf§:
the ASAP ‘protocols.. The‘mOdifications,were,basedaon_;he‘axperiengg;qth-
‘both the'iﬁtefvieWefé‘Who administered ithe ASAP protocols and the
researéhefé_whofénalyzéd:the resulting life activities..data. The |
maximum follow-up period was extended slightly ‘from 18, months. for the, -
" ASAP's to 20 months for the. CDUI. Project. -Moreover, the CDUI Project.
utilized follow-up interviews on:a proportion of all clients, first and,
multiplé*DUI‘éffehders; who were randomly assigned to treatment and, ..
control conditions, thus allowing: life change measures to be used 1n‘.”
the evaluation of both education and-counseling programs for clients .
with'a”range of :drinking problem seveTrp;es;H_Most‘of,the_ASAP_51§¢swihf
which utilized follow-up interviews, restricted. such interyiews_tqi
moderate-‘problem drinkers -assigned to counseling programs. .

"It is apparent from the' research topics: discussed thus far, that'i
wherever sample size and sensitivity of outcome criteria perm;t,ﬂgnalxses
will be conducted to determine the relationship between DUL offender, |
charaéféfisticé and outcome in ‘the various treatmentAprqgram;:ofﬁfhe
research ‘designs. This is a practical .approach.to. treatment evaluation

considering the broad spectrum of personal characteristics (demographic



socio-economic, alcohol problems, driving and criminal histories, etc.)
among the DUI offenders assigned to the CDUI Project's education and
counseling programs. However, when.one begins to examine the treatment
outcome- for. relatively small subgroups of clients using direct. traffic
safety criteria such as violations and accidents the results can be
 insensitive to subtle behavior changes and generally unreliable. The
magnitude of this problem will progressively decrease as additional .
outcome. data are collected throughout the two-year follow-up and
analysis -phase of the CDUI Project. Therefore, the first interim , . y
studies of treatment outcome will be restricted to all clients randomly
assigned to the treatment groups (intact groups) and some of the
1arger.subgroups. In later interim studies, smaller more homogeneous .

subgroups of clients can be used in the evaluation of treatment outcome

but many of the most specific and detailed analyses cannot be conducted .

until all of the outcome data have been collected for the final reports

scheduled for the Spring of 1982.

Purpose end Scope of Report

The present report concerns the effect of the CDUI PrOJect s educa-
t10na1 counsellng programs on- .the driving behavior of multiple DUI
offenders. Because of the preliminary nature of the treatment outcome
data for the multiple DUI offenders the analyees in this first interim
impact study were based on all clients randomly assigned to the various
treetment groups. The reletive effectiveness of educational counseling .
for different.client subgroups was not addressed. Subsequent reports.
will present subgroup analyses and will utilize life change criteria
obtained from the follow -up interview to supplement dr1v1ng violation

and accident data.

Multiple Offender Research Designs

There are two research designs from multiple DUI offenders. The

first one is called the SB 38 design after the California State Senate



Bill which provides the incentive for participation. 'Senate Bill 38
took effect on January 1,>1978, allowing drivers convicted‘of'multiple

' DUI offenses to retain théir driving'privilege on the condition that
they part1c1pate in and successfully complete a year-long State- approved
‘alcohol counsellng program.. Prior to SB 38 all multlple DUI offenders |
received the mandatory license suspen51on or revocation.

Although SB 38 prov1ded the incentive for part1c1patlon it did1.“v
not allow for the use of no treatment control groups for evaluation
purposes. Consequently, SB 38 cllents ‘could only be 3551gned to one
of the Project's educatlonal counseling programs. Flgure 1 111ustrates
the SB 38. research design in whlch multlple offender SB 38 clients were
randomly assigned to one level of each of the three ‘factors: Treatment,
quarterly leter monitoring, and follow-up 1nterv1ews. Cllents_were
distributed in equal proportion among the 1eVe;s within,each factor.

The treatment factor has four levels:

1) Skills Workshop - The Skills Workshop program.is an

educational counseling approach developed for the

CDUI Offender Treatment:Project. The Skills Workshop
Curriculum is designed to orgeniie the group counseling
activities such that the nature and temporal sequence

~ of the material is presented.in a uniform manner between
counselors,.tovthe greatest degree practicai. The
program consists of 34, two-hour sessions. The first

16 sessions meet weekly and the remaining'18 sessions
meet every other week for the remainder of the year.

' In addition to the educational counsellng group se551ons,
clients must attend an individual 15 minute interview
every other week throughout the year. These biweekly
contacts are a requirement of Senate Bill 38;

2) Skills Workshop + Chemotherapy - In addition to the

Skills Workshop program described above, clients assigned
to this treatment condition and who pass a medical

examination are required to take a daily administration



of Antabuse (Disulfiram). Three administrations per
week are supervised by Licensed Vocational Nurses.
An incentive procedure was developed to encdurage
good attendance at the supervised_administratibhs
during the first six months of the year-long
counseling programs, If a client has one or more
uhexcused absences during a one month period, the
client is required to take an additional month of
Antabuse adminiétrations‘beyond'the minimum require-
ment of éix months. Thus, a client who has no
.unexcused absences for six consecutive months.cén
terminate from the Antabuse portion of the treatment
assignment at the end of the sixth month. A client
who has an unexcused absence in onc month must take
Antabuse fdr_SeVen months, an unexcused absence in
each of two months results in an eight-month
-chemotherapy schedule, and so forth.

Educational Eclectic Therapy - The educational eclectic

therapy program represents the typical -approach to

group élcohbl counseling for DUI offenders. Counselors
conducting eclectic groups have cbmplete freedom to
organize each group therapy session as they think
-dppropriate. The first four sessions of the eclectic-
program are 2-1/2 hour alcohol education classes.

(These sessions are identical to the first offender
in-class program and are conducted by the first offender
program instructors.) The educafion ciasses are folloWed
by 28, two-hour group fherapy sessions, the first 12
sessions meet weekly and the last 16 sessions meet

every other week for the remainder of the year.

As with the Skills Workshop Program, educational =

eclectic therapy clients must also attend individual :

interviews every other week throughout the year.
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4) Educational Eclectic Thérapy'4 Chemotherapy - In addition

to the educational eclectic therapy program described
above, clients assigned to this treatment condition
receive three supervised administrations of Antabuse
per week during the first six months of the program, -

according to the incentive procedure previously discussed.

The second factor of the SB 38 research design has two levels.
Clients were either assighed to receive quafterly anitoring letters or -
they were not, one-half of the clients to each condition on a random
basis. A total of four letters are mailed to each person in the monitor-
ing'letter condition beginning one yéar from the date of random assign-
ment. The function of these letters is to periodically remind the
clients that they are on informal summary probation for two years, and
to encourage them to drive safely and soberly at all times. Thus,
these letters serve as an adjunct to the summary probation process.

The third factor of the SB 38 research design also has two levels.
One-half of the mulfiple offender SB 38 clients were assigned to recelve
follow-up infefviews, and one-half were not. The follow-up interview
process involves three in-depth interviews: The first shortly after
assignment (and prior to beginning treatment) and then again at 10 and
20 months from the initial interview. While the primary purpose of
these interviews is to collect life activities data for treatment ouf—
come analyses, their effect on driving behavior will be examined.

The SB 38 research design was implemented on schedule and the
first random assignments'were made in February, 1978. However; becauée
this‘désign'lacks a control group in the treatment factor, there is
no baseline or reference point from which to gauge the magnitude and
direction of treatment effects. In order to obtain a complete multiple
offénder fesearch design with control and minimum exposure treatment
groups, it was necessary to develop a court referral procedure separate
from the procedure specified by Senate Bill 38. The new post-conviction
presentenée, or PCPS, procedure that was deveioped involves accepting

a guilty plea of DUI but postponing sentencing for 13 months. If the
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client successfully completes the assigned‘treatment, the charge is
reduced to reckless driving, thus avoiding a second DUI conviction

and loss of the driving privilege. 1If the client does not successfully
complete, sentenc1ng proceeds on the or1g1na1 charge of dr1v1ng under
the influence.

The.Sacramento Municipal Court began to offer the PCPS option in
October, 1978, and the first'random assignments occurred in. November.
Only otffenders with one prior DUI conviction were allowed to part1c1-
pate those with two or more prior DUI convictions continued to be
assigned into the SB 38 research designt The complete multiple offender
PCPS research design, illustrated in_ Figure 2, has six levels in.the '
treatment factor. The'assignment proportions were one-third to Cbntrol,
one-third to biweekly contacts only, and one- twelfth to each of the
four educational counseling programs.

1) TControl - No treatment.

2) Biweekly Contucts-Only - Twenty—six 15-minute indiVidual

interviews every other week for one year.
3) Skills Workshop - This is the same program as descrlbed
~for the SB 38 research design. Both PCPS and SB 38

tllents part1c1pate together in the same therapy groups.
PCPS c11ents however, do not have to attend the
biweekly 15-minute interviews in addition to their
educational counee]ing sessions, as do the SB 38
clients. ' '

4) Skills Workshop + Chemotherapy - The Skllls Workshop |

program plus three supervised admlnlstratlons of Antabuse
per week dur;ng the first six months of the program
according to the incentive procedure previously descrihed
for SB 38 clients. |

5) Educational Eclectic Therapy - This is the same

Educational Eclectic program attended by SB 38 clients
but the PCPS clients do not have to attend the biweekly
15-minute interviews in addition to their educational

counseling sessions.
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6) Edueational Eclectic Therapy +vChemotherapy'- The

Educational Eclectic Therapy program plus three
supervised administrations of Antabuse per week during
the first six months of the program'according to the

incentive procedure previously described.

The quarterly letter monitoring and follow—ﬁp interview factors
of the PCPS design are identical with the SB 38 design. PCPS clients
were distributed equally to letter monitoring or no 1etter monltorlng
and to follow—up interview or no follow-up 1nterv1ew conditions on a
random basis. 4 ' '

The PrOJect s court referral and treatment a551gnment phase for
multlple DUI offenders began on January 3, 1978 and was completed on
January 11, 1980. Approximately 90 percent of the multiple .offenders
"~ convicted during this period in'Sacramento‘MunicipaI Court:volunteered
for some form of treatment. Of the multiple offenders assigﬁed to
treatment programs during the intake process, 54 percent were eligible
for the SB 38 research design and 31 percent were eligible for the
PCPS design. The remaining 15 percent were ineligible for either. of
the Project's license retention programs and were referred to a variety

of alcohol treatment services in the community.

Driving Record Data Collection

The collectlon of driving record data from the Ca11forn1a
Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) is largely an automated process
Approx1mate1y every six months dr1v1ng record requests are sent to the .
'DMV, via magnetic computer tape, for every person represented in the
CDUI Master Data Base. Upon receipt of the requested recerds, the
specific information needed for project evaluation is removed and
the new accident, driving violation, and licensing action data are
added to the CDUI DMV Data Base. The entire process takes from four
to six weeks from request to completion.

The latest driving record information used in this study was

extracted from the California DMV files on October 29, 1979.
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Outcome Criteria

Three treatment outcome (impact) measures were used in this interim

report:

2y

2)

3)

‘reported accidents indicated as non-alcohol related ey

.

The first DUI.or,reckless driving offense occurring

subsequent to the date of random assignment. Reckless

driving offenses were included in this measure because
they. were almost always reductions from DUIL.

The first feported accident of any kind occurring

subsequent to the date of random assignment. While

the first alcohol related accident would provide a

more sensitive measure of treatment outcome, A/R -

accidents were simply too infrequent to be used in

such a preliminary analysis. Consequently, any
accident recorded through police or financial responsi-
bility reports must suffice for the present.. It is

important to note, however, that the identification

"of an accident as alcohol related was often based on

the 1nvest1gat1ng police officer's observations of
the appearance and behav1or of the driver. Unless
the driver was cited for DUI chemical tests were

not usually admlnlstered. Thus, some of the pollce

may actually have involved alcohol. Further, some
of the property damage accidents identified through
financial responsibility reports may have been alcohol

related, such alcohol involvement would not generally

.be self-reported by the driver.

~The first moving violation or any alcohol related '

~offense occurring subsequent to the date of random

assignment. This outcome measure includes any vio-

Llatlon of the California Vehicle Code which carrles

one or more negligent operator points (including DUI

and reckless dr1V1ng), and any alcohol-related zero
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point violation~(e.g[; open ‘container). ~From the
standppint:of‘sensitivity'to treatment effects, this
measure represents something 6f a tradeoff. It
comprises many offenses which are not alcohol related,
and thus, are not the direct targets of .our treatment
efforts.’ However, the measure does prOV1de a much
higher pérceﬁtage of observed cvents in the research
sample, than either DUI's or acc1dents A higher eveﬁt
probability tends to increase ‘the power of the test
statistics, other factors remalnlng constant. This
relatlvc]y broad outcome. measure was used in. the
present report primarily to descrlbe general dr1v1ng
behavior of the multiple offender DUI's in the,
research designs.. Fufure'ana]yses‘will_utillze
‘more sensitive outcome measures such as all .alcohol
related'driving violations.or a cémbinqtion of all

A/R violations and A/R accidents.

Statistical Analysis and Related Topics

- The analysis of effectiveness involves the comparison of each out-
come measure between the randomly assigned treatment groups. Such
comparisons:are:mbst meaningful, however, when the dutcpme measQrCS'
are<related to standard periods of time, e.g., the percéntage of
control group clients rearrestéd for DUI, versus' the percentage of’
Skills Workshop clients rearrested for DUI, during the first year
following their random éssignment.

Conceptually, the first step in the analysis of effectiveness was
to organize the multiple offender SB 38 and PCPS research samples (i.e
clients assigned through eafly October, 1979) by eprsure time. By
computing the exact number of days between the date of random assign-
ment and the date of the last California DMV records search (October
29, 1979), for each client in the samples, cases could be organized

in 30-day exposure time intervals, 0-30 days, 30-60 days, etc. All
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clients in the multlple offender research samples were represented
in the 0- 30 “day. 1nterva1 On the- other hand, clients assigned in
October, 1979 had ‘1ess than 30 days between their random assignment
and the last DMV sedrch and thus were not represented in the 30-60
day 1nterva1 As the exposure time 1ncreases the‘effective sample’
size progr6551ve1y decreases. Only the first few SB 38 c11ents
randomly assigned in February, 1978, had more than 600 days exposure
during which én outcome event could be detected. The first PCPS
assignment_did not -occur uniil,November; 1978, consequently no one
in the PCPS research sample had more than one year of exéosute for
this study. | ‘ ‘

Survival analysis, a procedure originally developed for bio-
medicdal research, is hlghly applicable to data in the above form,

In the present- appl1cat10n a survivor is a c11ent who has not eommltted
the target event durlng his period of exposure (i.e., a DUI offense,
or accident, or a mov1ng violation of any kind). Committing the
target (or termlnal) event removes the client from the ana1y51s at
subsequent time intervals, thus the outcome measures are defiried

as the first occurrence of each event type. In other words, an
individual can be counted as a DUI recidivist only once, regardlev'
of the number - ot times he was convicted of DUI subsoquent to random
assignment. With this restrlctlon, it is apparent that the effectlve
sample size decreases not only when survivors run out of exposure '
‘time but also when terminal events occur.

Table 1 prov1dca an example of a survival data table. This
table contains actual data for the SB 38 Skills Workshop Group u<1ng
the first moving violation or any A/R offense as the outcome measure.
The first, leftmost, column shows the start of each SOFday interval.
The second column shows the number of cases entering each interval.
Inspectidn“bf”the first row of data reveals. that there was.a total
of 302 SB 38 Skills Workshop cases available for amalysis. Out of
these 302 cases, there were three clients for whom a target event was
not deteéted~but~whose follow-up.period ended somewhere in the first
30-day 1nterva1 : Such cases are referred to as ”w1thdrawn surv1v1ng
and are 1nd1cated for each succe551ve 30-day interval in the thlrd

column.
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TABLE 1

EXAMPLE SURVIVAL DATA TABLE

» @ ®) ) S ® M ® (9)

Intvl Number - Number Number Number - .. Cumul SE of
Start Entrng - Wdrawn . Exposd of Propn -~ = Propn Propn Cumul
Time This During to Termnl Termi-- Survi- Surv Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events nating ving At End ving
0.0 302.0 3.0 300.5 6.0 0.0200 0.9800 -0.9800 0.008
30.0 293.0 3.0 291.5 8.0 0.0274 0.9726 0.9531 0.012
60.0 282.0 5.0 279.5 8.0 0.028% 0.9714 0.9259 0.015
90.0 . 269.0 9.0 264.5 2:0 0.0076 0.9924 0.9189 0.016
- 120.0 258.0 15.0 250.5 6.0 0.0240 - 0.9760 - 0.8968 0.018
150.0 237.0 13.0 230.5 © 6.0 0.0260 - 0.9740 0.8735 0.020
180.0 218.0 20.0 . 208.0 2.0 0.0096 0.9904 0.8651 0.020
210.0 196.0 17.0 © 187.5 3.0 0.0160 0.9840 0.8513 0.022
240.0 176.0 21.0 165.5 2.0 0.0121 0.9879 0.8410 0.023
270.0 153.0 19.0 143.5 1.0 0.0070 0.9930 0.8351 0.023
300.0 133.0 5.0 130.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 - 0.8351. 0.023
330.0 128.0 5.0 125.5 2.0 0.0159 0.9841 0.8218 0.025
360.0 121.0 11.0 115.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8218 0.025
390.0 110.0 16.0 102.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 - 0.8218 0.025
420.0 94.0 -12.0 88.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000. 0:8218 0.025
450.0 82.0 19.0 72.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8218 0.025
480.0 63.0 18.0 54.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 -0.8218 0.025
510.0 45.0. 19.0 35.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8218 0.025
540.0 26.0 12.0 -20.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8218 0.025
570.0 14.0 5.0 11.5 0.0 . 0.0 1.0000 0.8218 0.025
600.0+ 9.0 9.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8218 0

.025



Assuming that those cases withdrawn surviving at each interval are
evenly distributed throughout the interval,. then the number of clients
exposed to risk may be estimated by the number entering each interval
(Column 2), minus 1/2 of those withdrawn during that interval (Column 3).
The number of clients exposed to the risk of detection for a_target.
event at each.interval is shown in Column 4 of Table 1. The fifth
column shows the number of terminal or target events which occurred
during each interval. The first row of the example table shows that
six clients committed a moving violation or some kind of A/R offense
within the first 30 days after receiving their random assignmeﬁt. This
is six clients out of 300.5 exposed to risk during the first 30-day
interval, representing»a‘proportion of .0200. The second row shows
that éighg more clients committed offenses sometime between 30 and
60 days é%ter their random assignment, out of 291.5 cxposed to risk,
resulting in- an offense rate of .0274 for this inferval. The propor-
tion of élients tefminating at each interval is shown in Column 6.

It is instructive to.note at this point that in each row of
Table 1 the humber.of clients withdrawn surviving (Cblumn 3) plus the
number terminating (Column 5) was subtracted from the number entering
the inte%%aj (Column 2), to obtain the number cntering the next
interval.

In Column 7, the proportion terminating was subtracted from 1.0,
to give the'proportioﬁ surviving at each 30-day interval. An‘estimate‘
of the cumulative survival rate up to the end of a specific interval
was computed by multiplying the proportions surviving (in Cofumn 7)
up through that interval. For example, the cumulative proportion
of clients surviving up to 120 days after random assignment was .9800 x
L9726 x .9714 x .9924 = .9189. The cumulative proportion of clients
surviving, at the end of cach interval is shown in the eighth column.
The last column in Table 1 shows‘fhe standard error of the cumulative
survival rate at each 30-day interval.

In addition to computing the cumulative survival rate for cach
treatment group in the research designs, tests were conducted to deter-

mine whether the survival rate differed significantly between treatment
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groups. The significance test used was the Lee-Desu Statistic: This
test is based on a score U computed for each ciiéﬁt by comparing his
survival time with that of all other clients in the total research
sample. A client's score begins as zerb and is incremenfed by one
for every case that is known to hévg a survival time less than the
“client's and décremented by one fof.every case with a survival time
grcater than the client's. Thére are aléo specific rules for breaking
ties. The Lee-Desu statistic calculated from the U scofes_is distri-
bited as chi-square with g-1 degrees of freedom (where g is the number
of treatment groUps].. This statistic uses all available informaticn
to test.the null hypotheéis that the treatment grbups are samples
from the same survival distribution. ‘ihe alpha level was set at .10.
Readers interested in a more detailed.exﬁlénation of survival rate
analysis and the Leé—Desu statistic should refer to thg Statistical
Package for the So;ial‘Sciences, SPSS Update for Releases 7 and 8.% -
Thé'ability to detect treatment effects when they exist, that 1is
to reject the null hypothesis and showlthat the treatment éroups have
significantly different suryival’fates,Adepends-on several factors.
"Two ot these factors, sample size, and the probability.of observing
the target évehts, willvincrease with time and thereby enhance the
sensitivity'of the anélytic procedufcs;‘such as the Lee-Desu Statistici
The total SB' 38 research'sample obfained during the random assign-
ment péridd ending Jéﬁuary 11, 1980, was 1,585 clients;. In October,
1979, fhere were 1,332 client cases in the Project's data base and
~available for the DMV records search. Of the 1,332 requests made
77 cases could not be.identified in the DMV éutomated driving record
system and must be considered temporarily missing. Thus, theASB 38
client sample for this study was 1,255 or 79 percent of the total
SB 38 research sample.
The total PCPS research sample'obtained during the random assign-
ment period was 1,106 clients. There were only 882 cases available-

for the DMV records search in October, 1979, and 41 of these cases

*Hull, C.H. § Nie, N.H. (Eds.) SPSS UPDATE: New Procedures and Facilities
for Releases 7 and 8. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1979.
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could not be identified in the DMV automated driving record system.
Thus, out of the total PCPS sample. of 1,106, only 841 cases or 76
percent, were used in this interim study.

While utilizing all SB .38 and PCPS client cases obtained during
the Project's. random assignment period will improve our ability to
detect treatment effects in subsequent analyses, an increase in the
.;léngfhwaftime:Eﬁgﬁclients>are exposed to the risk of arrest or
accident'involvemeﬁt is even more important. One can see in Table 1
that less than one-half of the SB 38 Skills Workshop clients had hore
than one year of exposure, and only nine clients had more than 600 days

(approximately 20 months) exposure subsequent to their assignment to
the Skills Workshop treatment group.

.Exposure time for the PCPS research sample was even more limited.
None of the PCPS clients in the present analyses were exposed .to the

risk of arrest or accident involvement for more than one year. As the'
followeup period increases, so will the probability of detecting
the targét events (or our sample estimate of the event probability),

and ‘therefore -the sensitivity of .the outcome analyses.

Group Comparisons

It must'bé emphasized that only the complete PCPS research design,
with its no treatment.control group, can provide-a défihitive assess-
ment of absolute treatment effectiveness. Survival rates for the SB 38
treatment groups should be considered descriptive. The'SB 38 research
design is particularly useful for comparing the relative effectiveness
of group counseling with and without chemotherapy. Even the results
of this comparison, however, cannot be considered truly definitive,
as illustrated- below.

- 1+0

“ounseling with chemotherapy

\“~Hypothetica1'SB 38 Control Group

ounseling without chemotherapy

= DUI -Survival Rate

Exposure Time (Days) 600
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In this example, SB 38 clients assigned'to receive chemotherapy
in conJunctlon with thelr group counsellng showed a much. higher
survival rate than those SB 38 cllents a551gned to counseling
w1thout chemotherapy. No one would. deny this superficial observa-
tion. One's interpretation of theee results would be quite different,
however, if the survival rate for a hypothetlcal SB 38 control group
was very close to the survival rete for the counseling plus chemo-
therapy group. If.this were the case, one would have to conclude
that the counseling with chemotherapy treatment had little or no
effect- on client survival rate, while counsellng w1thout chemotherapy .
was éctually cohnterproductive, i.e., it resulted in a surv1val rate
lower than that for untreated control cllents

In this study, survival rate. comparlsons were made botween the
‘four SB 38 treatment groups. Separate compallsons were made u51ng
each of the three oetcome measures, e.g., DUI/reckless driving,
accidenté, and moving violation/any AR offense. .

_ Skills Workshop and Educational Eclectie‘Therapy groups were then
combined to form two groups, couneeling'withhthemotherapy,and counsel -
ing without chemotherapy. These two groups were compared on the three
outcome measures. Without a no treatment SB 38 control group,
statistically 51gn1f1cant between group dlfference% must be 1nter—
preted as suggesting treatment effects: Addltlonal treatment outcome
information provided by the PCPS research design and from the analysis.
‘of llfe activities data will be used in later reports.to support any
treatment effects suggested by the analysis of driving record .outcome
measures in the SB 38 .research design. An‘attempt will also be made
to identify SB 38 clients who have only one prior DUI offense. Most
of these clients will have been assigned to treatment prior to the
implementatien of the PCPS research design. It may be possible to
utilize these SB 38 clients 'in the analysis of the complete PCPS
research design without intfoducing significant differeﬁces in client
characteristics between the counseling and control groups.

Multiple offender PCPS clients were randomly assigned such that
one-third of them received the control greup condition, one-third
received the biweekly contacts only condition, and one-third were

evenly distributed among the four counseling treatment modalities
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(with and without chemotherapy). For the present analyses, there was
neither sufficient sample size nor sufficient exposure time to make
comparisons between the specific treatment modalities. Consequently,
all four treatment modalities were combined into one composite
therapy. group. All PCPS researéh design comparisbns were made between
this composite therapy group, the biweekly contacts only group, and
the control group.

In both the PCPS and SB 38 research designs, there was insufficient
sample size and exposure time to examine treatment effects for client
sﬁbgroups,such as different age groups and diagnostic classifications.
Moreover, the secondary treatment factors of letter monitoring and
follow-up interviews were not examined. Such analyses will be conducted
in sﬁbsequent repérts. S

The various group comparisons are listed below in ofder of presen-

tation:

SB 38 Research Design:
Skills Workshop vs. Skills Workshop + Chemdtherapy
vs. Educational Eclectic Therapy vs. Educational
Eclectic Therdpy + Chemotherapy.

. Counseling with Chemotherapy vs. Counseiing without
Chemotherapy.

PCPS Research Design:

. Control Group vs. Biweekly Contacts Only Group vs..
Composite Therapy Group.
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- SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The_survival'anaineS'reported‘below were‘based on;those multiple
offender clients randomly assigned through early October, 1979, for
whom,driving‘record informatioh could be obtained from the California.
Department of Motor Vehicles. AThe total number_of_ciients available

for analysis in each of the research design treatment groups was as

follows:

SB 38 Skills Workshop ' S 302 -

. SB:38 Skills Workshop + Chemotherapy o 307

 SB 38 Educational Eclectic Therapy 331

""SB 38 Educational Eclectlc Therapy + Chemotherapy 315 .
SB 38 Counsellng with Chemotherapy T 622
SB 38 Counsellng without Chemotherapy - 633
PCPS Control Group - ‘ A 253
PCPS Biweekly Contdcts On]y Group A 243
PCPS Composite Therapy Group ' o o 345*

The clients in each of these-treatment,groups had exposurc times
‘ranging from a few days to more ‘than 600 days, in the case of ‘SB 38

clients, and from a few days to one year, in the case of PCPS clients.

"~ Comparisons Between the Four SB 38 Treatment Groups:

Table 2.a presents the cumulative survival rates at three'exposure
‘time intervals for the SB 38 research design treatment groups: 240 days,:

360 days, and 480 days, or approximately 8, 12 and 16 months:from the

*During the first two months of assignment into the PCPS research design,
clients were assigned to all six treatment groups in equal proportion.
‘In January, 1979, the assignment proportions were changed to 1/3 control,
1/3 biweekly contacts.only, and 1/12 to each of the four counseling
groups. This accounts for the disproportionately high number of clients
in the composite therapy group.
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date of random assignment. Plots of the total cumulative survival
rates (i.e., from zero to over 600 days from assignment) are illus-
trated in Figure 3 for total accidents, in Figure 4 for DUI or
reckless driving offenses, and in Figure 5 for moving violations or
any alcohol related (A/R) offenses.

"For each of the three outcome measures an overall significance
test was conducted to determine whether the survival experience of
all féur gfoups was significantly different, that is, the differences
in surVival rate observed between the treatment groups were not
simply(chance'fluctuations in the data. Technically, the overall
Lee-Desu test statistic tests the null hypothesis that all four
treatment groups are actually samples from the same survival distri-
bution. A |
- " Following the ovefall significance test all possible pairwise
group comparisons were made, Skills Workshop vs. Skills Workshop +
Chemothefapy,_Skills Workshop vs. Educational Eclectic Therapy, etc.
The purpose of these pairwise comparisons was to determine which
specific groups ditfered the most and thus made the greatest contri-
bution in the overall test of 51gn1f1cance As a rule, however, the
results of the pairwise comparisons are not paxt1cu1ar1y meaanOful
unless the results of the overall test reaches the level of statistical
significance. Detailed tables of survival data and summaries of
all significance tests conducted for the SB 38 treatment group com-
parlsons are presented in Appendlx A.

“The results of the overall 51gn1f1cance test for acc1dent data
indlcated that the probablllty of observing the difference in group
survival rates graphed in Figure 3, was .2342. In other words, such
differences could have occurred by chance alone approximately 23
times out of 100. The criterion for rejecting the null hypothesis
was 10 times‘ouf of 100, thus, the between group differences in
survival rates were not of sufficient magnitude to be considered

statistically significant.
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4 Days From

Table 2.a

Summary of Cumulative Survival Rates
at Selected Time Intervals: Multiple
Offender SB 38 Treatment Groups

Qutcome }easures

Accidents ‘ DUT-Reckless -Moving Viol.-A/P Off.

240 360 480 | 240 - 360 " 480] 240 360 . 450

Eclectic +
Chemo

Assignment -~ :

Skills | o N |
Workshop L9208  .9151 .9077 | .9091 .8911 .8911).8513 .8218 .8213
Skills + | i |
Chemo L9608 9437 ,9437 | .9402 .9008 .89201.3790 .838% .85105
Eclectic . R . -

Therapy L9510 .9298 .9211 .8959 .8591 -.8454}.8324 .7800 .7679

L9349 ,9189 .9119 L9494 9286 ..9217 .3344,.3407' .8337
' (Fig. 3) . (Fig. 4). - (Fig. 5)

Table 2.b

Sunmary of Accident and Violation Rates
at Selected Time Intervals: Multiple
Offender SB 38 Treatment Groups

Outcome Measures

Accidents . "~ 'DUI-Reckless Moving Viol.-A/R Off,
# Days From o o o -
Assignment - 240 360 480 240 360 480 240 360 480
Skills . A
Workshop .0792 .0849 .0923 .0909 .1089 .1089}.1487 .1782. .1732
Skills +
Chemo .0392 .0563 .0563 .0598 .0992 .10801.1210 .1612 .189%
Eclectic
Therapy .0490 .0702 .0789 L1041 ,1409  .15461.1676 .2110 .2321

Eclectic +
.~ Chemo

.0651 .0811 .0881 .0506 .0714 .078%].1156 .1593 . .1663
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The 12 month accident survival rates‘showﬁ in Table 2.5.‘rangéd
from .9437 for the Skills Workshop Plus Chemotherapy‘group to .9151
for the Skills Workshop group without chemotherapy. 'By subtracting
the survival rates from 1.0, one obtained the accident rates shown.
in Table 2.b. From this frame of reference, approximately 5.& percent
of the clients in the Skills Workshop.Plus Chemotherapy group were
involved in some type of reported accident during the first year
subsequent to their  random assignment to treatment. In comparison,
approximately 8.5 percent of the clients in the Skills Workshop group
without chemotherapy were involved in an accident during their first
year of exposure. The Educational Eclectic Therapy groups, with
and without chemotherapy, had 12-month accident rates falling within
this range. | ' |

When the SB 38 treatment groups were compared in terms of sub-
sequent DUI orVreckléss driving offenses, the group survival rates
were found to be significantly different (p = .0250). The results

of the specific pairwise comparisons were as follows:

Skills Workshop vs. Skills + Chemo. p = .3472
Skills Workshop ﬁs. Eclectic Therapy b = ..3073 "
. Skills + Chemo. vs. bEclectic Tﬁerapy p = .0426*
Skills Workshop vs. Eclectic + Chemo. p = .0764*
Skills + Chemo. vs. Eclectic.+.ChemQ.“p = .3733

"Eclectic Therapy vs. Eclectic + Chemo. p = .0042%

By far, the greatest difference in survival rate was betweeﬁ the
tWQ Educational Eclectic Therapy groups, with and without chemotherapy.
The relative difference in survival experiencé can be seen in Figure 4.
Only 7.1 percent of the clients in the Eclectic Therapy Plus Chemo-
therapy group committed a DUI/reckless driving offense during the
first year following their assignment to treatment. This.groupvhad.
the lowest DUI violation rate and conversely the highest survival
rate of the four SB 38 treatment groups. Clients assigned to
Educational Eclectic Therapy without chemotherapy had the lowest

survival rate of the four treatment groups, 14.1 percent committed

*Statistically Significant
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a DUI/reckless driving offense during the first year following their
random assignment.

The next greatest significant.difference in group survival rates
was between clients in the Skills Workshop Plus Chemotherapy group
and those in the Eclectic Therapy Without Chemothetapy group.’ The
12 month DUI violation rates were 9.9 percent versus 14.1 percent,
Skills Workshop Plus Chemotherapy and Eclectic Therapy Without Chemo-
therapy respectively. Thus, it appears that the two largest between
group differences in survival rate were related to the relatively high
percentage of DUI violations for the bducatlonal Eclectlc Therapy
group without chemotherapy.

Flgure 4 also shows that the DUI survival distributions for both
chemotherapy groups were higher than the survival distributions for
the counseling groups without chemotherapy. The survival rate for
the Eclectic Plus Chemotherapy group was signifieantly higher than
both non-chemotherapy groups. While the Skills Workshop Plus
Chemotherapy group had a significantly higher DUI survival rate than
the Eclectic Therapy group, there was actually no statistically
significant difference between the two Skills Workshop groups with
and without chemotherapy '

Ihe last outcome measure examlned was the first moving violation
or any alcohol related offense occurrlng subsequent to random assign-
ment to one of the SB 38 treatment groups. The cumulative survival
rates for thlS measure are plotted in Figure 5. In9uectien of
Flgure 5 shows thdt the moving violation surv1va1 distributions have
essentially the same relative order as they did for the DUI/reckless
driving outcome measure. The results of the overall comparison,
however,vindicated that-the group survival rates for moving violations
were not sigﬁifieantly different (p = .1893). Table 2.b 'shows
the moving violatien rates for each group. After one year of_
exposure 21.1 percent of the Eclectic Therapy group had committed
a moving Violationvor alcohel related offense. Comparatively,

17.8 percent of the Skills Workshop group, 16.1 percent of Skills
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Workshop Plus Chemotherapy group, and 15.9 of the Eclectic Therapy
Plus Chemotherapy group committed a moving violation during the

first year following their assignment to treatment.

Comparisons Between SB 38 Counseling with Chemotherapy vs. SB.38
Counseling without Chemotherapy '

Separate Educational Eclectic Therapy and Skills Workshop
Ceunseling groups‘were conducted for clients assigned to the
chemotherapy condition. Thus, only in cases of scheduling conflicts
were chemotherapy and non—chemothefapy clients allowed to participate
in the éame‘group sessions. This arrangement was designed to facili-
tate group discussion of life changes and problems resuiting from
.the chemotherapy treatment. '

In order to gauge the effect of chemotherapy as an adjunct to
group counSeling, all clients assigned to chemotherapy treatment,
independent of the group counseling modality, were combined for
analysis. Correspondingly,-all those SB 38 clients who were not
assigned to chemotherapy were combined for analysis.

Tables 3.5 and 3.b summarize the survival fafes and accident/
violation rates respectively for the chemotherapy and no chemotherapy
groups, at 240, 360 and 480 days from receipt of the treatment éssign-
- ment. The cumulative survival rates are plotted in Figure.6 for
total accidents, in Figure 7 for DUI or reckless driving offenses,
and in Figure 8 for moVing violations or any alcohol related offenses.
Complete survival data tables and summaries of the tesf statistics are
presented in Appendix B.

Analysis of the accident data indicated no statistically signi-
ficant difference in aceident involvement between the chemotherapy
and no chemotherapy groups (p = ;2290). During the first yeaf
following random assignment, 6.9 percent of the clients assigned
to counseling with chemotherapy were involved in a reported accident.
In comparison, 7.7 percent of the clients assigned to group counseling
without chemotherapy were involved in a reported accident during

their first year of exposure.
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Table 3.a
Summary of Cumulative Survival Rates

at Selected Time Intervals: SB 38
Counseling With and Without Chemotherapy

Outcome Measures

Accidents DUI-Reckless Moving Viol.-A/R Off..

# Days I'rom

Assignment > | 240 360 480 | 240 360 480 |240 360 480

" No

Chemotherapy |.9364 .9227 .9147 | .9023 .8748 .8677 |.8415 .8051 .7943

Chemotherapy .9475 .9310 .9274 .9450 .9153 .9075 |.8818 .8398 .8228
_ _ a (Fig. 6) - (Fig. 7) v (Fig. 8)
Table 3.b

- Summary of Accident and Violation Rates
at Selected Time Intervals: SB 38
Counseling With and Without Chemotherapy

Outcome Measures

Accidents - DUI-Reckless Moving Viol.-A/R Off.

# Days From _ ' ' o .
Assignment - 240 360 480 240 360 480 240 360 480

No . o .
Chemotherapy .0636 .0773 .0853 | .0977 .1252 .1323 |.1585 .1949 .2057

Chemotherapy .0525 .0690 .0726 | .0550 .0847 .0925 |.1182 .1602 .1772
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When the chemotherapy and no chemotherapy groups were compared
in terms of subsequent DUI or reckless driving offenses they were
- found to have significantly different survival rates (p = .0064).
Figure 7, shows that the chemotherapy group maintained a consistently
higher survival rate throughout the entire follow-up period for this
study. For those clients assigned to chemotherapy the 12 month DUI
Violation rate was 8.5 percent versus 12.5 percent for the non-
) chemotherapy cllents ”'
| " The” results of the ana1y51s of moving v1olat10n data also indicated -
.2 51gn1f1cant1y hlgher surV1va1 rate for c11ents who were a551gned to
h chemotherapy compared to those who were not (p = .0595). In terms
of violation rates, 16.0 percent of,the chemotherapy clients and.
19,5,petcent of the non-chemotherapy clients committed a moving
violation or some type’of alcohol related offense during the first

12 months foiiowing their random assignment to’ treatment.

ComparisonszBetween PCPS Treatment Groups

As previously. discussed, the post-conviction- presentence .(PCPS)-

research design, with its no . .treatment control group, will provide .

'*v,thebbasis_for;a{deﬂinitive assessment of treatment effectiVenessmforﬁ

multiple DUI offenders. ‘Unfortunately, this research'design became -
lopefatioﬁaluﬁineimonths’laterzthan,the'SB 38 design. .Consequently,w
the amount of tihehduring which PCPS clients were exposed to the risk
.of arrest or.accident involvement was minimal for th}S'interim study,
none of the PCPS clients had more than one year follow-up subsequent
to random assighment; With such limited exposure ‘time the PCPS treat—
ment modalities would have to produce a substantial change in'drivihg
behavior in order for between group differences in surv1va1 .rate to
reach the leveltof<stat15t1ca1 51gn1f1cance. None the 1ess, the
available data were analyzed and the relative order of group survival

rates was examined.
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In-January, 1979; thé:assignment proportions for the PCPS ‘reséarch
design-were -changed such’that -only oneétWelfthvdf the clients weré..
assigned; on-a rahdom basis, to each of the four year-long counseling/
chemothérapy modalities,. one-third were assigned to Biweekly Contacts
Only, and-one-third to the Control group. As a result of this assign-

ment strategy the number of PCPS clients available for this interim

"‘Ianélysis:was»too small to allow a reliable comparison betweén each of

four..counseling/chémotherapy modalities. Alllfouf counseling/chemotherapy
modalities, therefore, were combined for analytic purposes into.one
Composite:Therapy group. Survival rate comparisons were then made
between. this Composite~Therapy'group, the Biweekly Contacts Only group,
and. the Control group. :

Survival: rates. and accident/violation rates are presented
respectively in Tables 4.a and 4.b. It should be noted that the expo-
sure time intervals selected for presentation were shortened to 150
days, 210 days, and 270 days, or approximately 5, 7, and 9 months
following the .date of the treatment assignment. The cumulative
survival rates-are presented for the accident outcome measure in
Figure:9, for DUI/reckless driving offenses in Figure 10, and for
moving *violations or any alcohol related offense in Figure 11.

. Survival. data tables and summaries of the test statistics for the
PCPS group comparisons are presented in Appendix C.

.. Analysis of the accident data indicated that there was no statis-
fically,significant difference between the survival‘rateé for the
-Control, :Biweekly Contacts Only, and Therapy groups (p = .5327).

Figure 9.-shows that the Control group maintained a slightly higher
survival rate throughout most -of the 360 day follow-up period relative
to the;other research groups..  The Biweekly Contacts Only group had

thé lowest .survival rate .while the Therapy group survival .rate fell

in between the rates for Control and Biweekly Contacts Only. .Approxi-
mately 1.7 percent of the Control group clients were involved in an
accident during the first five months following random assignment,
compared with 3.1 percent of the clients assigned to counseling/therapy
programs, and 4.6 percent of the clients assigned to the Biweekly

Contacts Only condition.
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V#'Days Froﬁ
Assignment -

Summary of

Table 4.a

Cumulative Survival Rates

at Selected Time Intervals: Multiple ‘ - .
Offender PCPS Treatment Groups

Outcome Measures

Accidents DUI-Reckless Moving Viol.-A/R Off,
150 210 270 150 210 270 150 210 270

Control

Biweekly
Contacts

Therapy

# Days From
Assignment -

L9828 .9614

.9538 9538

.9694 9616
(Fig. 9)

Summary of

.9462| .9644 9644 .9644 [ .9269 .9269 .9269

. 93091 .9649  .9649 .9649 ] .9150 .9072 .9072

.9444 | .9751 ,9751 .9751 | .9402 .9312 .9261
(Fig. 10) (Fig. 11)

Table 4.b

Accident and Violation Rates , ?

at Selected Time Intervals: Multiple
Offender PCPS Treatment Groups

Accidents

150 - 210

Outcome Measures

DUI-Reckless Moving Viol.-A/R Off.

270 | 150 210 270 |1s0 210 270

Control

Biweekly
Contacts

Therapy

0172 .0386

.0462 .0462

.0306 - .0384

.0538 |.0356 .0356 .0356 | .0731 S.0731  .0731

©.0691 |.0351 ..0351 .0351 | .0850 . .0928 ~ .0928

.0556 |.0249 .0249 .0249 | .0598 .0688 .0730
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When the PCPS research groups were compared in terms of subsé—
quent DUI/reckless driving offenses there was no statistically
.significant difference in survival rates (p = .6265). Inspection
of the cﬁmulative surﬁival rates in Figure 10 shows that the therépy
group malntalned a consistently higher survival rate throughout
the 360 day follow -up period relative to the other groups. Further,
there appeared to be little difference between the DUI survival
rates for the Contfol and Biweekly‘ContaCts Oﬁly groups. Converting
the five-month survival rates to violation rates, 3.6 percent of
the’Controi group clients and 3.5 percent of the Biweekly Contacts
Only cllents committed a DUI/reckless driving offense dur1ng the’
first f1ve months following the date of 3551gnment. In comparlson,
2.5 percent of the clients assigned to the counseling/chemotherapy
treatments committed a DUI/reckless driving offense during thisvtime
period.

The last outcome measuxe examlned for the PCPS resecarch design
was moving violations or any A/R offense. . As with the previous out-
come measures, there was no statistically significant difference
between group survival rates (p = .4033). The cumulative survival
rates for moving violations, illustrated in Figure 11, have a .
pattern similar to the DUI survival rates during the first 120
days follow1ng random asslgnment The Therapy group had the highest
burV1val rate and there was relative little difference betwcen the
survival rates for the Control and Biweekly Contacts Only groups.
Beyond 120 days after assignment the survival rates for the lhcrapy
and Blweekly Contacts Only groups continued to drop while the
survival rate for the Control group showed little change. By the
time all group survival rates leveled out around 240 days from
assignment there was virtually no difference between the Control
and Therapy groups (survival rates of .9269 and .9261 respectively),
while the survival rate for the Biweekly Contacts Only group

decreased to .9072.
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CONCLUSION

The CDUI Project utilized two reéearch designs for multip}é DUI
offenders. . The SB 38 design, named after California State Senate
Bill 38 which initiated the license retention iﬁcen;ive for progfam
participation, provided fof the random assignment of clients with
one or more prior DUI offenses to omne of four year-long counseling/
chemotherapy treatment modalities. The Post Conviction Presentence
(PCPS) research design, which became opefational nine months after
the SB 38.design, provided for the random.assignment of clients
with only one prior DUI offense to a no freatment Control group 3
or a minimum. exposure Biweekly Contacts Only group or one of the -
four éounseling/chémotherapy modaiities available to SB 38 clients.
When the PCPS research design became operational;,offenders withi
more than one prior DUI continued to be assigned into the SB 38 design;

The first set of analyses conducted involved comparisons between
thé four SB 38 design treatment groups using survival fates based
on three outcome measures: The first accident(subsequent.tp random
aésignment,_the.first DUI or reckless driving'offense, and the first
moving violation or any alcohol related offense. No stétistically
significant difference was found between the foﬁrvSB 38 treétment
groups, Educational Eclectic group therapy and Skills Workshop with
and without chemotherapy, using accidénts and moving'violationg as o
the outcome measures.

When the SB 38 treatment groups were.compared in terms of sub-
sequént»DUI'or reckless driving offenses, however, the‘group éurvival
rates were found to be significantly different in the overall analysis.
The group survival rates at 360 days following random assignment and

the corresponding DUI violation rates were as follows:

Survival Violation
Educational Eclectic Therapy +
Chemotherapy .9286 L0714 (7.1%)
Skills Workshop + Chemotherapy .9008 L0992  (9.9%)
Skills Workshop : ’ .8911 .1089 (10.9%)
Educational Eclectic Therapy .8591 .1409 (14.1%)
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The 360—day survival rates reflect the trends obeerved in the
‘eumulative survival rates for the SB 38 treatment groups over the
entire follow-up period. As exposure time increased the observed
difference in survival rate between Skills Workshop with and without
chemotherapy tended to decrease. Throughout the entire follow-up
period there was no statistically significant difference in the
survival'experience of the two Skills Workshop groups. There was,
on the.other'hand, a significant difference between the survival . |
rates for Educational Eclectic Therapy with and without chemotherapy.
As exposure time increased the survival rate decreased far more
rapidly for Educational Eelectichherapy without chemotherépy than
for Educatienal Eclectic Therapy with chemotherapy. By 360 days
after feceipt of the treatment assignment the Eclectic Therapy
clients assigned to the chemotherapy condition showed a substantially
higher survival rate than tﬁose Eclectic Therapy clients who were
not required‘to participate in‘chemotherapy. | |

In general, these findings suggest the existence of an inter-
action effect. In the present context this means that the chemotherapy
treatment may have had a greater effect on subsequent DUT act1v1ty
when combined with Educational Eclectic Therapy than when combined
with Skills Workshop. There is, in fact, a historical‘basis for
such a hypothesis.-‘The Skills Workshop curriculum emphasized self-

" awareness and self-control of moods and behavior through the use of
experiential learning techniques. The counselors responsible for
conduefing the Skills Workshop groups found it difficult to utilize
the original Skills Workshop curriculum with clients whose normal
drinking.behavior had been drastically altered by chemotherapy.
Chenges to the Skills Workshop curriculum were suggeéted by the
counselors and some of the proposed changes were incorporated into
a revised cufriculum early in the CDUI Project's operational period.
There is a possibility, however, that these problems fostered a
somewhat negatlve attltude, or perhaps indifference, toward chemo-
therapy as an adJunct to group counseling among Skills Workshop

counselors.
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Any further}interpretation of the present data would be extremely
speculative. Subsequent reports must supplement survival rate
analyseé with analytic procedures more appropriate for detecting
interaction effects. Moreover, the actual level of participation
in chemotherapy must be compared between Skills Workshop and Educational
Eclectic Therapy groups. | '

Another obstacle to interpreting the results of SB 38 treatment
group survival rates is the lack of a baseline or standérd from which
to gauge the true magnitude of treatment effectsf ‘For example, thé
Educatibnél Eclectic Therapy group without chemotherapy had the
lowest survival rate of the four SB 38 treatment grqﬁps. However,
these clients may have been performing‘significantly better than an-
équivélent group of clients who had no tregtmént intervention. Con-
yersely,‘thé Educational Eclectic Therapy clients may have been per-
forming Wofse than clients recéiving.no treatment intervention. As
‘the foilow—up period increases for all multiple offender clients,
the PCPS research design will provide informatiqn that will help
clérify the nature of treatment effects for the SB 38 counseling
and chemotherapy modalities.

Afterfexamining the differences in survival rate between the
four -SB 38 treatment modalities, clients in fhe fwb'counseling groups
- assigned to receive chemqtherapy were combined, as‘weréithe two
counseling groups not éssigned‘to receive chemothérapy.,'THe.com-
parison of the combined groups provided én assessment of the summed
total effect of chemotherapy on the driving behavior of SB 38 clients.
v When the chemothérapy and no chemotherapy groups were.compared
on the three outcome criteria signifiéant differences in survival
rate were found for DUI or reckless driving, and for moving violations
or any A/R offense but not for accidents. The 360-day DUI survival
rates were .9153 for the chemotherapy group and .8748 for the
no chemotherapy group while the corresponding violation rates were
.0847 and .1252, chemotherapy and no chemotherapy respectively. The
360-day survival rates based on first moving violation.or any A/R

offense were .8398 for the Chemotherapy group and .8051 for the
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no chemotherapy group. The-correspondiﬁg violation rates were .1602
and .1949, chemotherapy and no chemotherapy respectively.

'In addition to alcohol related offenses, the moving violations
outcome measure includes speeding violations and many other offenses
which were not the direct targets of the treatment interventions.
This measure was used in the present report primarily to describe
the general driving behavior of the multiple DUI offenders in the
research samples. It was encouraging, however, to observe that
the chemotherapy clients maintained a consistently higher survival.
rate than the no chemotherapy clients on this broad composite measure
throughouf the entire follow-up period. |

Thus, overall, the information presently available suggests
that chemotherapy used in conjunction with group counseling reduces
the likelihood of rearrest for DUI relative to group counseling pro-
vided without chemotherapy support.

The final set of analyses présentedrin this report concerned
treatmént effectiveness for the PCPS research clients who, as a
rule, had only one prior conviction for DUI. Because no one in
the PCPS research sample had more than one year exposurc to the risk
of rearrest or accident involvement the results of the statistical
analyses must be considered very preliminary. Comparisons were
made between the Control group, the Biweekly Contacts Only group,
and a Composite Therapy group consisting of all the PCPS clients
assigned to Skills Workshop or Educational Eclectic Therapy, with
or without chemotherapy. There was no statistically significant
difference in survival rate between these groups on any of the
three outcome measures.

While the group survival data for accidents and moving violations
showed little in terms of consistent patterns or trends, the Composite
Therapy group maintained a slightly higher DUI survival rate than
either the Control or Biweekly Contacts Only groups throughout the
entire 360-day follow-up period. There was relatively little difference

in DUI survival rate between the latter two groups. Although these
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results were not statistically significant, they were encouraging.
0f the three outcome measures used in the pfesent study the DUi/reckless_
driving measure was the most sensitive to treatment intervention effects
because it contained the highest proportion of alcohol related events.

As the follow-up period increases, future analyses Will be able
to utilize other sensitiVe outcome measures, such as alqohol—related
accidents or a combination of DUI offenses and alcohol-related accidents.
At the present time, however, there is yet no real evidence of a treat-

ment effect for PCPS clients.
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APPENDIX A

Survival Data and Test Statistic
Summary Tables
for
SB 38 Treatment Group Comparisons
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SB 38 Skills Workshop Group Survival Data: First Accident

Table Al.a

Intvl " Number Number Number Number Cumul SE of
Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of Propn Propn Propn ~ Cumul
Time This During to Termnl Termi- Survi- Surv Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl. Risk Events nating ving At End ving
- 0.0 302.0 3.0 300.5 2.0 0.0067 0.9933 0.9933 0.005
30.0 297.0 3.0 295.5 2.0 0.0068 0.9932 0.9866 0.007
60.0 292.0 5.0 289.5 4.0 0.0138 0.9862 0.9730 0.0909
90.0 283.0 9.0 278.5 5.0 0.0180 0.9820 0.9555 0.012
120.0 269.0 15.0 261.5 4.0 0.0153 0.9847 0.9409 0.014
150.0 250.0 12.0 244.0 3.0 0.0123 0.9877 0.9293 0.015
180.0 235.0 17.0 226.5 1.0 0.0044 0.9956 0.9252 0.016
210.0 217.0 19.0 207.5 1.0 0.0048 0.9952 0.9208 0.016
240.0 197.0 23.0 185.5 0.0 0.0 -1.0000 0.9208 0.016
270.0 174.0 21.0 163.5 1.0 0.0061 0.9939 0.9151 0.017
300.0 152.0 5.0 149.5 0.0 0.0 - '1.0000 0.9151 0.017
330.0 147.0 5.0 144 .5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9151 0.017
360.0 142.0 11.0 136.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9151 0.017
390.0 131.0 17.0 122.5 1.0 0.0082 0.9918 0.9077 0.019
420.0 113.0 13.0 106.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9077 0.019
450.0 100.0 21.0 89.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9077 0.019
480.0 79.0 22.0 68.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9077 0.019
510.0 ~ 57.0 22.0 46.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9077 0.019
540.0 35.0 13.0 28.5 . 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9077 0.019
'570.0 22.0 7.0 18.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9077 0.019
600.0 15.0 15.0 7.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9077 0.019
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Table Al.b

SB 38 Skills Workshop + Chemotherapy Group Survival Data: First Accident

Intvl Number Number Number Number _ PR Cumul SE of
Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of  Propn Propn Propn = Cumul
Time This During to - Termnl Termi- Survi-. Surv. Survi-
{Days) Intvl Intvl Risk . Events nating ving - At End ving
0.0 307.0. 1.0 306.5 0.0 0.0 - 1.0000 1.0000 0.0
30.0 306.0 12.0 300.0 3.0 © 0.0100 0.9900 0.9900 0.006
60.0 291.0 12.0 285.0 0.0 - 0.0 .1.0000 . 0.9900 0.006 .
90.0 279.0 11.0 273.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9900 0.006
120.0 268.0 10.0 263.0 1.0 0.0038 0.9962 0.9862 0.007
150.0 257.0 17.0 248.5 3.0 0.0121 0.9879. 0.9743 - 0.010
180.0 237.0 17.0 228.5 1.0 0.0044 0.9956 0.9701 0.010
210.0 219.0 19.0 209.5 2.0 0.0095 0.9905 0.9608 0.012
240.0 -198.0 19.0 188.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9608 0.012
270.0 179.0 13.0 172.5 2.0 0.0116 0.9884 0.9497 0.014
300.0 164.0 10.0 159.0 1.0 0.0063 0.9937 0.9437 0.016
330.0 153.0 1.0 152.5 0.0 0.0 . 1.0000 0.9437 0.016
360.0 152.0 13.0 145.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9437 0.016
390.0 139.0 17.0 130.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9437 0.016
420.0 122.0 21.0 111.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9437 0.016
450.0 101.0 16.0 93.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9437 0.016
480.0 85.0 29.0 ©70.5 1.0 0.0142 0.9858 0.9303 0.020
510.0 55.0 21.0 44.5 1.0 0.0225 0.9775 0.9094 0.029
540.0 33.0 14.0 26.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9094 0.029
570.0 19.0 12.0 13.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9094 0.029
600.0+ 7.0 7.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9094°  0.029
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Table Al.c

SB 38 Educational Eclectic Therapy Group Survival Data: First Accident

. Intvl Number Number Number Number Cumul SE of
.Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of Propn ° Propn Propn Cumul
- Time This During to Termnl Termi- Survi- Surv ~Survi -
(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events nating ving At End ving

0.0 331.0 4.0 329.0 4.0 0.0122 0.9878 0.9878 "0.006
30.0 323.0 6.0 320.0 2.0 0.0062 0.9938 0.9817 0.007
60.0 315.0 7.0 311.5 3.0 0.0096 0.9904 0.9722 0.009
90.0 - 305.0 12.0 299.0 1.0 0.0033 0.9967 0.9690 0.010

120.0 292.0 15.0 284.5 4.0 0.0141 0.9859 0.9553 0.012
150.0 273.0 18.0 264.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9553 0.012
180.0 - 255.0 24.0 243.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9553 0.012
210.0 231.0 22.0 220.0 1.0 0.0045 0.9955 0.9510 0.012
240.0 208.0 20.0 198.0 1.0 0.0051 0.9949 0.9462 0.013
270.0 187.0 13.0 180.5 1.0 0.0055 0.9945 0.9410 0.014
-300.0 173.0 8.0 169.0 2.0 0.0118 0.9882 0.9298 0.016
330.0 163.0 2.0 162.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9298 0.016
360.0 161.0 20.0 151.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9298 0.016
390.0 141.0 22.0 130.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9298 0.016
420.0 119.0 24.0 107.0 1.0 0.0093 0.9907 0.9211 0.018
450.0 94.0 21.0 83.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9211 0.018
480.0 73.0 28.0 59.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9211 0.018
510.0 45.0 18.0 36.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9211 0.018
540.0 27.0 -10.0 22.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9211 0.018
570.0 17.0 10.0 12.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9211 0.018
600.0+ 7.0 ..7.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9211 0.018
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Table Al.d

SB 38 Educational Eclectic .Therapy + Chemotherapy Group Survival Data: First Accident

Intvl Number Number Number Number Cumul SE of

Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of ~ Propn Propn Propn Cumul -

Time This During to Termnl Termi- Survi- . Surv Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events nating ving At End ving
0.0 315.0 4.0 313.0 1.0 0.0032 0.9968 0.9968 0.003
30.0 310.0 8.0 306.0 3.0 0.0098 0.9902 0.9870 0.006
60.0 299.0 6.0 296.0 2.0 0.0068 0.9932 0.9804 0.008
90.0 291.0 8.0 287.0 4.0 0.0139 0.9861 0.9667 0.010
120.0 279.0 10.0 274.0 1.0 0.0036 0.9964 0.9632 0.011
150.0 268.0 13.0 261.5 2.0 0.0076 0.9924 0.9558 0.012
180.0 253.0 20.0 243.0 2.0 0.0082 0.9918 0.9479 0.013
210.0 231.0 26.0 218.0 3.0 0.0138 0.9862 0.9349 0.015
240.0 202.0 14.0 - 195.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9349 0.015
270.0 188.0 17.0 179.5 2.0 N.0111 0.9889 0.9245 0.017
300.0 169.0 9.0 164.5 1.0 0.0061 0.9939 0.9189 0.017
330.0 159.0 3.0 157.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9189 0.017
360.0 156.0 15.0 148.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9189 0.017
390.0 141.0 18.0 132.0 1.0 0.0076 0.9924 0.9119 0.019
420.0 122.0 21.0 111.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9119 0.019
450.0 101.0 - 22.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9119 0.019
480.0 79.0 34.0 62.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9119 0.019
510.0 45.0 16.0 - 37.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9119 0.019
540.0 29.0 12.0 23.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9119 0.019
570.0 17.0 10.0 12.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9119 0.019
600.0+ 7.0 7.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9119 0.019
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Table Al.e

Comparison of Multiple -Offender SB 38 Treatment Groups Using The

Overall Comparison
Group Name
Skills Workshop
Skills + Chemo
Eclectic Therapy
Eclectic + Chemo
Pairwise Comparison

Group Name

Skills Workshop
Skills + Chemo

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

Skills Workshop
Eclectic Therapy

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

Skills + Chemo
Eclectic Therapy

Statistic: First Accident
Statistic 4.266 D.F.
Total N Uncen Cen
302 24 278
307 15 292
331 20 311
315 22 293
‘Statistic 4.179 D.F.
Total N Uncen Cen
302 24 278
307 15 292
Statistic 0.989 D.F.
Total N Uncen Cen
302 24 278
331 20 311
Statistic 1.309 D.F.
thal N lIncen Cen
307 15 292
331 20 311

3 Prob.

Pct Cen

92.05
95.11
93.96
93.02

1 Prob.

Pct Cen

92.05
95.11

1 Prob.

Pct Cen

92.05
93.96

1 Prob.

Pct Cen

95.11
93.96

Lee-Desu

0.2342,NS

Mean Score

-20.483
22.642
1.8671

-4.3905

0.0409, Sig.

Mean Score

-10.493
10.322

0.3199, NS

Mean Score

-5.8907
5.3746

0.2526, NS

Mean Score

'5.5537
-5 1511
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Comparison

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

Skills Workshop
Eclectic + Chemo

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

Skills + Chemo
Eclectic + Chemo

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

Eclectic Therapy
Eclectic + Chemo

Table Al.e (cont'd)

of Multiple Offender SB 38 Treatment Groups Using the

Statistic:
Statistic
Total N

302
315

Statistic
Total N

307
315

Statistic
Total N

331
315

First Accident (Continued)

0.492
Uncen

24
22

1.979
Uncen

15
22

0.100

" Uncen

D.F.

Cen

278
293

Cen

292

293

Cen

311
293

1 Prob.

Pct Cen

92.05
93.02

1 Prob.

Pct Cen

95.11
93.02

1 Prob.

Pct Cen

93.96
93.02

Lee-Desu

0.4830, NS
Mean Score

-4.0993
3.9302

0.1595, NS
Mean -Score

6.7655
-6.5936

0.7521, NS
Mean Score

1.6435
-1.7270
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Table A2.a

SB 38 Skills Workshop Group Survival Data: First DUI or Reckless Driving

Intvl Number Number Number Number o Cumul SE of
Start - Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of Propn Propn - Propn Cumul
Time This During to Termnl Termi- Survi- Surv Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events nating ving At End ving
0.0 302.0 3.0 300.5 2.0 0.0067 0.9933 0.9933 0.005
30.0 297.0 3.0 295.5 8.0 0.0271 0.9729 0.9665 0.010
60.0 286.0 5.0 283.5 4.0 0.0141 0.9859 0.9528 0.012
90.0 277.0 9.0 272.5 1.0 0.0037 0.9963 0.9493 0.013
120.0 267.0 15.0 259.5 2.0 0.0077 0.9923 0.9420 0.014
150.0 250.0 13.0 243.5 4.0 0.0164 0.9836 0.9265 0.015
180.0 233.0 20.0 223.0 2.0 0.0090 0.9910 0.9182 0.016
210.0 211.0 19.0 201.5 2.0 0.0099 0.9901 0.9091 0.017
240.0 190.0 21.0 179.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9091 0.017
270.0 169.0 22.0 158.0 . 2.0 0.0127 0.9873 0.8976 0.019
300.0 145.0 5.0 142.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8976 0.019
330.0 140.0 5.0 137.5 1.0 0.0073 0.9927 0.8911 0.020
360.0 134.0 12.0 128.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8911 0.020
390.0 122.0 16.0 114.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8911 0.020
420.0 106.0 13.0 99.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8911 0.020
450.0 93.0 21.0 82.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8911 0.020
480.0 72.0 19.0 62.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8911 0.020
510.0 53.0 22.0 42.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8911 0.020
540.0 31.0 14.0 24.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8911 0.020
570.0 17.0 6.0 14.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8911 0.020
600.0+ 11.0 11.0 5.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8911 0.020
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Table A2.b

SB 38 Skills Workshop + Chemotherapy Grohp Survival Data: First DUI or Reckiess Driving Offense

Intvl . Number Number Number Number _ - Cumul - SE of
Start Entrng - Wdrawn ~Exposd of Propn Propn Propn Cumul
Time This During to Termnl Termi- -~  Survi- Surv Survi-
{(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events  nating ving =~ At End ving
0.0 307.0 1.0 306.5 1.0  0.0033 0.9967 0.9967 0.003
30.0 305.0 12.0 299.0 3.0 .0.0100 -~ 0.9900 0.9867 - 0.007
60.0 290.0 12.0 284.0 2.0 0.0070 0.9930 0.9798 0.008
-90.0 276.0 11.0 270.5 4.0 0.0148 0.9852 0.9653 0.011
120.0 261.0 10.0 256.0 1.0 0.0039 0.9961 0.9615 0.011
150.0 250.0 18.0 241.0 2.0 0.0083 0.9917 0.9535 0.013
180.0 230.0 18.0 .221.0 2.0 0.0090 0.9910 0.9449 0.014
210.0 210.0 19.0 200.5 1.0 0.0050 0.9950 0.9402 0.015
240.0 190.0 19.0 ~180.5 3.0 0.0166 0.9834 0.9246 0.017
270.0 168.0 13.0 161.5 2.0 0.0124 0.9876 - 0.9131 0.019
300.0 153.0 10.0 148.0 2.0 0.0135 0.9865 0.9008 0.020
330.0 141.0 1.0 140.5 0.0 0.0 | 1.0000 0.9008 0.020
360.0 140.0 11.0 134.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9008  0.020
390.0 129.0 16.0 121.0 0.0 0.0 . '1.0000- 0.9008 0.020
420.0 113.0 21.0 102.5 1.0 0.0098 0.9902 0.8920 0.022
450.0 91.0 - 16.0 ©83.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8920 0.022
480.0 . 75.0 ..26.0 62.0 0.0 n.0 1.0000 0.8920 0.022
510.0 49.0 . 19.0 39.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8920 0.022
540.0 -30.0 12.0 24,0 0.0 0.0 ~1.0000 0.8920 0.022
570.0 - 18.0 11.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 -1.0000 0.8920 0.022
600.0+ 0 . 3.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8920  .0.022

7.0 7.
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Table A2.c -

'SB' 38 Educational Eclectic: Therapy Group Survival Data: First DUI or Reckless Driving Offense

Intvl - Numﬁef Number . Number Number ‘ o Cumul SE of

Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of Propn Propn - Propn Cumul
Time- This During - to. Termnl Termi- Survi- Surv Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events nating ving At End . ving
0.0 331.0 4.0. 329.0 - 5.0 0.0152 0.9848 .9848 0.007
30.0 322:0 6.0 - 319.0 6.0 0.0188 0.9812 0.9663 0.010
60.0 310.0 7.0 306.5 6.0 0.0196 0.9804 0.9474 0.012
90.0 297.0 12.0 291.0 3.0 0.0103 0.9897 0.9376 0.014
120.0 282.0 - 16.0 274.0 4.0 0.0146 0.9854 0.9239 0.015
150.0 262.0 17.0 253.5 2.0 0.0079 0.9921 0.9166 0.016
180.0 243.0 23.0 231.5 3.0 0.0130 0.9870 0.9047 0.017
210:0° 217.0 24.0 205.0 2.0 0.0098 0.9902 (0.8959 0.018
240.0 191.0 22.0 180.0 3.0 0.0167 (0.9833 0.8810 0.020.
270.0 166.0 10.0 161.0 4.0 N.0248 0.9752 0.8591 0.022°
300.0 152.0 7.0 148.5 0.0 N.0 1.0000 0.8591°  0.022
330.0 145.0 1.0 144.5 0.0 0.9 1.0000 0.8591 0.022
360.0 144.0 16.0 136.0 1.0 n.0074 0.9926 0.8523 0.023
390.0 127.0 . 22.0 116.0 1.0 0.0086 0.9914 0.8454 0.024
420.0 104.0 19.0 94.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8454 0.024
450.0 85.0 20.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8454 0.024
480.0 65.0 .25.0 52.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8454 0.024
510.0 40.0 15.0 . 32.5 0.0 0.0, 1.0000 0.8454 0.024
540.0 25.0 11.0 19.5 0.0 0. 1.0000 0.8454 0.024
570.0 14.0 8.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8454 0.024
600.0+ 6.0 6.0 3.0 . .00 .0 1 0.8454 0.024

.0000
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Table A2.d

SB 38 Educational Eclectic Therapy + Chemotherapy Group Survival Data:
- '~ First DUI or Reckless Driving Offense : :

Intvl Number’ ~ Number . Number Number - : C T Cumul, SE of

Start . Entrng Wdrawn . Exposd of . “Propn Propn Propn Cumul
Time This During to Termnl -  Termi- Survi- Surv. Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl " Risk Events nating ving At End ving
0.0 315.0 4.0 313.0 1:0 0.0032 - 0.9968 0.9968 0.003
'30.0 310.0 ‘8.0 306.0 3.0 0.0098 0.9902 0.9870 0. 006
60.0 299.0 6.0 1 296.0 2.0 © 0.0068 0.9932 0.9804 0.008
90.0 291.0 9.0 286.5 2.0 . 0.0070 0.9930 0.9735" 0.009
120.0 280.0 11.0 274.5 1.0 0.0036 0.9964 0.9700  0.010
150.0 268.0 13.0 261.5 2.0 0.0076 0.9924 0.9626 0.011°
180.0 253.0 20.0 243.0 0.0 . 0.0 1.0000 0.9626 0.011
210.0 233.0 26.0 - 220.0 3.0 0.0136 0.9864 0.9494 0.013
240.0 204.0 14.0 197.0 2.0 - 0.0102 0.9898 0.9398 0.015
270.0 188.0 18.0 179.0 1.0 0.0056 0.9944 0.9345 0.016
300.0 .169.0 9.0 164.5 0.0 0.0 . 1.0000 .0.9345 0.016
330.0 160.0 3.0 158.5 1.0 0.0063 0.9937 0.9286 0.017
360.0 156.0 15.0 148.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9286 0.017
390.0 " 141.0 15.0 -133.5 1.0 0.9075 0.9925 0.9217 0.018
420.0 125.0 21.0 114.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9217 0.018
450.0 104.0 24.0 ©92.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 . 0.9217° 0.018
480.0 80.0 32.0 64.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9217 - - 0.018
510.0 48.0 17.0 39.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9217 0.018
1 540.0 " 31.0 14.0 24.0 .0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9217  0.018
570.0 17.0 11.0 11.5 0.0 0.0 ©1.0000 0.9217 0.018
600.0+ . 6.0 6.0 3.0 0.0 0.0. 1 0.9217., 0.018

.0000
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Table A2.e

Comparison of Multiple Offender SB 38 Treatment Groups Using the Lee- Desu Statistic:

Overall Comparison
Group Name
Skllls Workshop
Skills + Chemo
Eclectic Therapy
Eclectic + Chemo
Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

Skills Workshop
Skills + Chemo

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

- Skills Workshop
Eclectic Therapy

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

Skills + Chemo
Eclectic Therapy

First DUI or Reckless Dr1v1ng Offense

Statistic
Total N
302
307
331
315

Statistic
~Total N

302
307

Statistic
Total N

302
331

Statistic
TotaliN

307

331

9.351
Uncen
28
24
40
19
-0.884

Uincen

28
24

1.042
Uncen

28
40

4,112

Uncen

D.F.
Cen

274
283
291
296

_Cen

274
291

Cen -

283

29

3 Prob.

Pct Cen

©90.73
92.18
87.92
93.97

1 Prob.

Pct - Cen

90.73
92.18

1 Prob.

Pct .Cen

90.73
87.92

1 " Prob.

Pct Cen

02.18
87.92

0.0250, Sig.

Mean Score

.-=-8.6689

14205
-36.480

© 32.800

:0.3472,:NS

Mean Score

-5.5861
5.4051

. 0.3073, NS

Mean Score

7.3113
~6.6707

0.0426, Sig.

Mean Score

13.371
-12.402
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Table A2.e (cont'd.)'

Comparlson of Multiple Offender SB 38 Treatment Groups U51ng the Lee Desu. Qtatlstlc
First DUI or Reckless Dr1v1ng Offense (Continued)”

?airwise Comp;rison o Statlstlc - 3.139 D.F.b » 1 ' Prob;' A0;O764, Sig.
Group Name - ~ Total N | Uncen  Cen ~ Pct . Cen Mean.Scofe
Skills Workshop 02 28 274 . 90.73 -10.394
Eclectic + Chemo . : - 315 19 .296 : " 93.97 9.9651
Pairwise Comparison -~ Statistic - 0.793 D.F. 1 . Prob{' 0.3733, NS
Group Name ' o | Total N ~ Uncen ~Cen ‘Pct “Cen Mean Séorg_-
Skills + Chemo 307 24 285 . 92.18  -4.6612
Eclectic + Chemo - 315 19 1296 -'93.97 - 4.5429
Pairwise Comparison "~ Statistic . 8.182 ~-D.F. -_.; B | : Prpb. 0{0042, Sig.
-Group Naﬁe | ‘ o Total N Uncen Cen . Pet : Cen Mean Scéfe
Eclectic Therapy - 331 40 291 © 87,92 -17.408

Eclectic + Chemo - 315 19 206 . 93.97 18.292 °
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Table A3.a .

SB 38 Skillsvwbrkshop Group Survival Data: First Moving Violation or Any A/R Offense

Intvl . Number Number Number Number . ; - Cumul  SE of
Start . Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of . Propn Propn Propn - Cumul
Time . This During to Termnl Termi- Survi- Surv. . | Survi-
(Days) . Intvl Intvl Risk Events nating ving At End ving
0.0 302.0 3.0 300.5 6.0 “0.0200 0.9800 0.9800 0.008
30.0 293.0 3.0 291.5 8.0 0.0274 0.9726 0.9531 0.012
60.0 '282.0 5.0 279.5 8.0 0.0286 0.9714 0.9259. 0.015
90.0 269.0 9.0 264.5 2.0 0.0076 0.9924 0.9189 0.016
120.0 258.0 15.0 250.5 6.0 0.0240 0.9760 0.8968 0.018
150.0 237.0 13.0 230.5 6.0 0.0260 0.9740 0.8735 0.020
180.0 218.0 20.0 208.0 2.0 0.0096 0.9904 0.8651 0.020
210.0 196.0 17.0 187.5 - 3.0 0.0160 0.9840 0.8513 0.022
240.0 176.0 21.0 165.5 2.0 0.0121 0.9879 0.8410 0.023
270.0 . 153.0 19.0 143.5 1.0 0.0070 0.9930 0.8351 0.023
300.0 - 133.0 5.0 130.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8351 0.023
330.0 128.0 5.0 125.5 2.0 0.0159 0.9841 0.8218 0.025
360.0 121.0 11.0 115.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8218 0.025
390.0 110.0 16.0 102.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8218 0.025
420.0 94.0 12.0 88.0. 0.0 0.6 1.0000 0.8218 0.025
450.0 82.0 19.0 72.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000- 0.8218 0.025
-480.0 63.0 18.0 54.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8218 0.025
510.0 45.0 19.0 35.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8218 0.025
540.0 26.0 12.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8218 0.025
570.0 A 14.0 5.0 11.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8218 0.025
600.0+ 9.0 9.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8218 0.025
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Table A3.b

SB 38 Skills Workshop + Chemotherapy Group SurVival Data:
~ . First Moving Violation or Any A/R Offense

Intvl Number = Number " Number Number I Cumul  SE of

Start "~ Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of .Propn Propn ~ Propn  Cumul-
Time This During to Termnl Termi-  Survi-  Surv. Survi-
{Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events nating ving . . At End ving
0.0 307.0 1.0 306.5 4.0 0.0131 - 0.9869 0.9869 . 0.006
30.0 302.0 12.0 . 296.0 6.0 . 0.0203 0.9797 ° 0.9669 0.010
60.0 284.0 12.0 - 278.0 4.0 0.0144 "0.9856 0.9530 0.012
90.0 268.0 11.0 - 262.5 8.0 0.0305 - 0.9695 0.9240 0.016
120.0 249.0 10.0 1244.0 2.0 0.0082 0.9918 -0.9164 0.016
150.0 237.0 16.0 '229.0 6.0 0.0262 ~ 0.9738 0.8924 0.019 .
180.C 215.0 "18.0 206.0 2.0 0.0097 - 0.9903. 0.8837 0.019
210.0 195.0 19.0 185.5 1.0 . 0.0054: 0.9946 0:8790- 0.020
240.0 175.0 18.0 . .166.0 3.0 0.0181 0.9819 0.8631° -0.022
270.0 154.0 12.0 148.0 2.0 0.0135 0.9865 0.8514 0.023 .
300.0 140.0 10.0 ©135.0 2.0 0.0148 0.9852 0.8388  0.024
330.0 128.0 1.0 127.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8388 0.024
360.0 127.0 11.0 121.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8388 0.024
390.0 116.0 15.0 108.5 1.0 0.0092 0.9908 0.8311  0.025
420.0 100.0 . 20.0 - 90.0 1.0 0.0111 0.9889 0.8218 0.026
450.0 79.0 13.0 - 72.5 1.0 - 0.0138 0.9862 0.8105 0.028
480.0 65.0 22.0 54.0 0.0 -0.0 1.0000 0.8105 0.028
510.0 43.0 18.0 - 34.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8105 0.028
540.0 25.0 ~10.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8105  0.028
570.0 15.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8105 0.028
600.0+ 5.0 0 2.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 - 0.8105 . 0.028

- 5.
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Table A3.c

SB 38 Educational Eclectic Therapy Group Survival Data:
First Moving Violation or Any A/R Offense

Intvl - Number . Number Number Number Cumul SE of
Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of Propn Propn Propn Cumi1
Time This During to Termnl Termi- Survi- Surv Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events nating ving At End ving
- 0.0 331.0 4.0 329.0 11.0 0.0334 0.9666 0.9666 0.010
30.0 316.0 6.0 313.0 9.0 0.0288 0.9712 0.9388 0.013
60.0 301.0 7.0 297.5 6.0 0.0202 0.9798 0.9198 0.015
90.0 288.0 12.0 282.0 6.0 0.0213 0.9787 0.9003 0.017
120.0 270.0 16.0 262.0 7.0 0.0267 0.9733 0.8762 0.019
150.0 247.0, 17.0 238.5 4.0 0.0168 0.9832 0.8615 0.020
180.0 226.0 23.0 214.5 5.0 0.0233 0.9767 0.8414 0.021
210.0 198.0 23.0 186.5 2.0 0.0107 0.9893 0.8324 0.022
240.0 173.0 22.0 162.0 4.0 0.0247 0.9753 0.8119 0.024
270.0 147.0 10.0 142.9 4.0 N.0282 '0.9718 0.7890 0.026
- 300.0 133.0 7.0 129.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.7890 0.026
330.0 126.0 1.0 125.5 0.0 3.0 1.0000 0.7890 0.026
360.0 125.0 13.0 118.5 2.0 0.0169 0.9831 0.7757 0.027
390.0 110.0 20.0 100.0 1.0 0.06100 0.9900 0.7679 0.028
420.0 89.0 15.0 81.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.7679 0.028
450.0 74.0 18.0 65.0 0.0 g.0 1.0000 0.7679 0.028
480.0 56.0 21.0 45.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.7679 0.028
510.0 35.0 14.0 28.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.7679 0.028
540.0 21.0 10.0 16.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.7679 0.028
570.0 11.0 8.0 - 7.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.7679 0.028
600.0+ 3.0 3.0 1.5 0.0 n.n 1.0000 0.7679 0.028



_99_

Table A3.d

SB 38 Educat1onal Eclectlc Therapy + Chemotherapy Croup Survival Data:
- ) First Moving Violation or Any A/R Offense

Intvl Number Number . Number Number . ) Cumul SE of
Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of - Propn Propn - ‘Propn Cumul
Time This During - ©to Termnl Termi- Survi- = Surv Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl ' Risk Events nating  ving At End ving
0.0 315.0 4.0 313.0 9.0 © 0.0288 - 0.9712 0.9712 0.009
30.0 302.0 . 8.0 . 298.0 - 5.0 0.0168 0.9832 0.9549 0.012
60.0 289.0 6.0 286.0 4.0 .0.0140 0.9860 0.9416 0.013
90.0 279.0 9.0 274.5 2.0 0.0073 - 0.9927 - 0.9347 0.014
120.0 268.0 11,0 262.5 3.0 0.0114 0.9886 - 0.9241 0.015
150.0 254.0 13.0 247.5 6.0 0.0242 0.9758 0.9016 0.017
180.0 235.0 19.0 225:5 1.0 .~ 0.0044 0.9956 - -0.8977 0.018
"210.0 215.0 25.0 .202.5 3.0 0.0148 "0.9852 0.8844 0.019
240.0 187.0 13.0 180.5 2.0 -0.0111 0.9889 0.8746- -0.020
270.0 172.0 16.0 164.0 3.0 0.0183 - 0.9817 0.8586 0.022
300.0 153.0 9.0 .148.5 1.0 0.0067 - 0.9933 .0.8528 0.022
330.0 143.,0 3.0 141.5 2.0 0.0141 0.9859 - 0.8407  0.024
360.0 138.0 11.0 132.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 - 0.8407 0.024
390.0 127.0 14.0 - .120.0 1.0, 0.0083 0.9917 0.8337 0.024
420.0 112.0 . 19.0 102.5 0.0 0.0 - 1.0000 0.8337  0.024
450.0 © 93.0 23.0 81.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000°  0.8337 0.024
480.0 70.0 28.0 . 56.0 0.0 2 0.0 1.0000 0.8337 0.024
510.0 42.0 14.0 35.0 0.0 - 0.0 1.0000 0.8337 0.024
540.0 28.0 12.0 22.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 -0.8337 0.024
570.0 16.0 10.0 11.0 0.0 0.0, 11.0000 0.8337 0.024
- 600.0+ 6.0 6.0 0 0.0 0.0 .1.0000 0.8337 0.024

3.
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Table A3.e

Compar1son of Multiple Offender SB 38 Treatment Groups Using The Lee- Desu Statistic:
First Moving Violation or Any A/R Offense

Overall Comparison
Group Name’

Skills Workshop
Skills + Chemo
Eclectic Therapy
Eclectic + Chemo

Pairwise Comparison’

Group Name

Skills Workshop
Skills + Chemo

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

Skills Workshop
Eclectic Therapy

Pairwise Comparison -
Group Name

Skills + Chemo
Eclectic Therapy

Statistic
Total N

302

307

331
315

Statistic
“Total N

302
307

Statistic
Total N

302
331

Statistic
Total N

307
331

4.771
Uncen
46
43
61
42

0.432

Uncen .

46
43

1.035
Uncen

46
61

2.998

Uncen

43 -

61

D.

F.

Cen

256
264
270
273

)
F
e

Cen

256
264

Cen

256
270

Cen

264
270

3 Prob.

Pct Cen

84.77
85.99

81.57

86.67

1 Prob.

Pct Cen

84.77
85.99

1 Prob.

Pct Cen

84.77
81.57

1 Prob.

Pct Cen

85.99

81.57

0.1893, NS

Mean Score

-3.0199
17.798
-37.139
24 575

0. 5110 NS

Mean Score -

-5.0596
4.9772

0.3090, NS

Mean Score

8.9735
. -8.1873

0.0834, Sig.

Mean Score

14.492
-13.441
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Table A3.e (cont'd)

Comparlson of Multiple Offender SB 38 Treatment Croups Using- The Lee Desu Statlstlc
First Moving Violation of Any A/R Offense (Continued)

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

Skills Workshop

Eclectic + Chemo-

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

Skills + Chemo
Eclectic + Chemo

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

Eclectic Therapy

Eclectic + Chemo . .

Statistic

Total N.

302
315

Statistic

‘Total ‘N *©

307
315

Statistic
Total N

331
" 315

0.774
Unéen

46

42

0.051
Uncen

43
42

3.805
Uncen.

61
42

D,F}
Cen

256

273

Cen

264

273

Cen

270

273

1 Prob. 0.3790, NS
Pct Cen Mean Score

84.77 -6.9338

86.67 6.6476

1 Prob. 0.8220, NS
Pct Cen Mean Score

85.99 -1.6710

86.67 1.6286

1 Prob. 0.0511, Sig.
Pct . Cen Mean Score

81.57 -15.511

86.67 0 16.298
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Table Bl.a

SB 38 Counseling Without Chemotherapy Group Survival Data: First Accident

Intvl Number Number Number Number ' Cumul SE of

Start ~ Entrng Wdrawn Exposd . of Propn Propn Propn Cumul
Time This During to Termnl Termi- Survi- Surv Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events nating ving At End ving
0.0 633.0 7.0 .629.5 6.0 0.0095 0.9905 0.9905 0.004
30.0 620.0 9.0 615.5 4.0 0.0065 0.9935 10,9840 0.005
60.0 607.0 12.0 601.0 7.0 0.0116 0.9884 0.9726 0.007
- 90.0 588.0 21.0 577.5 6.0 0.0104 0.9896 0.9625 0.008
-120.0- 561.0 30.0 546.0 8.0 0.0147 0.9853 0.9484 0.009
150.0 523.0 30.0 508.0 3.0 0.0059 0.9941 0.9428 0.010
180.0 490.0 41.0 469.5 1.0 0.0021 0.9979 0.9408 0.010
210.0 448.0 41.0 427.5 2.0 0.0047 0.9953 0.9364 0.010
240.0 405.0 43.0 383.5 1.0 0.0026 0.9974 N0.9339 0.010
270.0 361.0 34.0 344.0 2.0 0.0058. 0.9942 0.9285 0.011
300.0 325.0 13.0 318.5 . 2.0 0.0063 0.9937 0.9227 0.012
330.0 310.0 7.0 306.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9227 0.012
360.0 303.0 31.0 287.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9227 0.012
390.0 272.0 39.C 252.5 1.0 0.0040 .9960 0.9190 0.012
420.0 232.0 37.0 213.5 1.0 0.0047 0.9953 0.9147 0.013
450.0 194.0 42.0 173.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9147 0.013
480.0 152.0 50.0 127.0 0.0. 0.0 1.0000 0.9147 0.013
510.0 102.0 40.0 82.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9147 0.013
540.0 62.0 23.0 50.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9147 0.013
570.0 39.0 17.0 30.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 - 0.9147 0.013
600.0+ 22.0 22.0 11.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9147 0.013
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Table. Bl.b

SB 38 Counseling With Chemotherapy Group Survival Data: First Accident

Intvl Number Number Number Number ' Cumul = SE of

Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of Propn Propn Pronn Cumul
Time This During to Termnl Termi- Survi- Surv.  Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl : Risk Events nating = ving At End ving
0.0 622.0 5.0 619.5 1.0 0.0016 0.9984 0.9984 0.002
30.0 616.0 20.0 606.0 6.0 0.0099 0.9901 0.9885 0.004
60.0 590.0 18.0 - 581.0 2.0 0.0034 - 0.9966 0.9851 0.005
90.0 570.0 19.0 560.5. 4.0 0.0071 0.9929 0.9781 0.006
120.0 547.0 20.0 537.0 2.0 0.0037 0.9963 0.9744 0.007
150.0 525.0 30.0 510.0 5.0 0.0098 0.9902 0.9649 0.008
180.0 490.0 37.0 471.5 3.0 0.0064 0.9936 0.9587 0.008
210.0 450.0 45.0 427.5 5.0 0.0117 0.9883 0.9475 0.010
240.0 400.0 33.0 383.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9475 0.010
270.0 367.0 30.0 352.0 4.0 0.0114 0.9886 0.9368 0.011
300.0 333.0 19.0 323.5 2.0 0.0062 0.9938 0.9310 0.012
330.0 312.0 4.0 310.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9310 0.012
360.0 308.0 28.0 294.0 0.0 0:0 1.0000 0.9310 0.012
390.0 280.0 35.0 262.5 1.0 (3.0038 0.9962 0.9274 0.012
420.0 244 .0 - 42,0 223.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9274 0.012
450.0 202.0 - 38.0 183.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9274 0.012
480.0 164.0 63.0 132.5 1.0 0.0075 0.9925 - 0.9204 0.014
510.6 100.0 37.0 81.5 1.0 0.0123 0.9877 0.9091 0.018
540.0 62.0 26.0 49.0 0.0. - 0.0 1.0000 0.9091 0.018
570.0 .36.0 22.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9091 0.018
600.0+ 14.0 14.0 7.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9091 0.018



-

Table Bl.c

Comparlson of Multiple Offender SB 38 ‘Chemotherapy and No Chemotherapy
First Accident

Groups Using the Lee-Desu Statistic:

Overall Comparison Statistic 1.447 D.F. 1 Prob. 0.2290, NS

Group Name - Total N Uncen Cen Pct Cen Mean Score
No Chemotherapy 633 44 589 93.05 -8.7962
Chemotherapy 622 37 585 94.05 8.9518
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Table B2.a

SB 38 Counseling Without Chemotherapy Croup Survival Data: First DUI or'Reckless'Driying

Offense-
Intvl “ Number Number Number - Number _ ‘ Cumul SE of
Start . Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of "~ Propn Propn Propn Cumul
Time This During ‘ to ‘Termnl Termi- Survi- Surv Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk LEvents nating ving At End ving
0.0 633.0 7.0 629.5 7.0 0.0111 0.9889 0.9889 0.004
30.0 619.0 9.0 614.5 14.0 0.0228 0.9772 0.9664 0.007
60.0 596.0 ‘12.0 590.0 10.0 0.0169 0.9831 0.9500 0.009
90.0 574.0 21.0 563.5 4.0 0.0071 0.9929 0.9432 0.009
120.0 549.0 31.0 533.5 6.0 0.0112 0.9888 0.9326 0.010
150.0 512.0 30.0 497.0 6.0 0.0121 (.9879 0.9214 0.011
180.0 - - 476.0 43.0 454 .5 5.0 0.0110 (2.9890 0.9112 0.012
210.0 . 428.0 43.0 406.5.- 4.0 0.0098 3.9902 0.9023 ~ 0.013
240.0 381.0 43.0 359.5 3.0 0.0083 0.9917 0.8947  0.013
270.0 . 335.0 32.0 318.0 6.0 0.0188 0.9812 0.8779 0.015
300.0 297.0 12.0 291.0 0.0 . 0.0 1.0000 0.8779 °  0.015
330.0 285.0 | 6.0 282.0 1.0 0.0035 0.9965  0.8748 0.015
360.0 278.0 28.0 264.0 1.0 0.0038 - 0.9962 " 0.8715 0.015
390.0 249.0 '38.0 230.0 1.0 0.0043 0.9957 . 0.8677 0.015
420.0 210.0 32.0 194.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8677 0.016
450.0 178.0 41.0 157.5.- 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8677 0.016
480.0 137.0 44.0 115.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8677 0.016
510.0 93.0 37.0 74.5 0.0 0.0 -1.0000 0.8677 0.016
540.0 56.0 J25.0 43.5. . 0.0. 0.0 . 1.0000 0.8677 0.016
570.0 31.0 14.0 . 24,0, 0.0 0.0 . 1.0000 0.8677 0.016
600.0+ 17.0 17.0 5 0.0 0.0 71.0000 1 0.8677 0.016

8.
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Table B2.b

SB 38 Counseling With Chemotherapy Group Survival Data: First DUI or Reckless
Driving Offense '

Intvl Number Number Number ' Number Cumul SE of

Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of ~ Propn Propn Propn - Cumul
Time This During = . to - Termnl Termi- Survi- Surv Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events nating ving At End ving
0.0 622.0 5.0 619.5 2.0 0.0032 0.9968 0.9968 0.002
30.0 615.0 20.0 605.0 6.0 0.0099 0.9901 0.9869 0.005
60.0 589.0 18.0 580.0 4.0 0.0069 0.9931 0.9801 0.006
90.0 567.0 20.0 557.0 6.0 0.0108 0.9892 0.9695 0.007
120.0 0 541.0 21.0 530.5 2.0 0.0038 0.9962 0.9659 0.008
150.0 518.0 31.0 502.5 4.0 0.0080 0.9920 0.9582 0.008
180.0 483.0 38.0 464.0 2.0 0.0043 0.9957 0.9540  0.009
210.0 443.0 45.0 420.5 4.0 0.0095 0.9905 0.9450 0.010
240.0 394.0 33.0 377.5 5.0 0.0132 0.9868 0.9325 0.011
270.0 356.0 31.0 340.5 3.0 0.00838 0.9912 0.9242 0.012
300.0 322.0 19.0° 312.5 2.0 0.0064 0.9936 0.9183 0.013
330.0 301.0 4.0 0299.0 1.0 1.0033 0.9967 0.9153 0.013
360.0 296.0 26.0 283.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9153 0.013
390.0 -:270.0 31.0 254.5 1.0 0.0039 0.9961 0.9117 0.013
420.0 238.0 42.0 217.0 1.0 0.0046 0.9954 0.9075 0.014
450.0 195.0 40.0 175.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9075 0.014
480.0 . 155.0 58.0 126.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9075 0.014
510.0 97.0 36.0 79.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9075 0.014
540.0 61.0 26.0 48.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9075  0.014
570.0 35.0 22.0 24.0 0.0 0.0. 1.0000 0.9075 . 0.014
600.0+ 13.0 13.0 6.5. 0.0 0.0 1 0.9075 0.014

.0000.
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Table B2.c

Comparison of Multiple Offender SB 38 Chemotherapy and No Chemotherapy Group:
Using The Lee-Desu Statistic: First DUI or Reckless Driving Offense

Overall Comparison Statistic 7.447 D.F. 1 Prob.  -0.0064, Sig.

Groﬁp Name _  .- Total N .~ Uncen Cen” © Pct Cen ~ Mean Score
No Chemotherapy ‘ 633 68 - 565 89.26 | -23.212

Chemotherapy - 622 43 579 93.09  23.622
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Table B3.a

'SB-38 Counseling Without Chemotherapy Group Survival Data: First Moving Violation or Any A/R

Offense
Intvl Number Number Number Number Cumul SE of
Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of Propn Propn Propn Cumul
Time This During to Termnl Termi- Survi- Surv Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events nating ing At End ving
0.0 633.0 7.0 629.5 17.0 0.0270 0.9730 0.9730 0.006
30.0 609.0 9.0 - 604.5 17.0 0.0281 0.9719 0.9456 0.009
60.0 583.0 12.0 577.0 14.0 0.0243 0.9757 0.9227 0.011
90.0 " 557.0 21.0 © 546.5 8.0 0.0146 0.9854 0.9092 0.012
120.0 528.0 31.0 512.5 13.0 1.0254 0.9746 0.8861 0.013
150.0 484.0 30.0 469.0 10.0 0.0213 0.9787 0.8672 0.014
180.0 444.0 43.0 422.5 7.0 - 0.0166 . 0.9834 0.8529 0.015
210.0 394.0 40.0 374.0 5.0 0.0134 .9866 0.8415 0.015
240.9 349.0 43.0 - 327.5 6.0 1.0183 - 0.9817 0.8260 n.016
270.0 300.0 29.0 285.5 5.0 0.0175 0.9825 0.8116 0.017
300.0 266.0 12.0 260.0 0.0 0.0 - 1.0000 0.8116 0.017
330.0 254.0 6.0 251.0 2.0 0.0080 0.9920 0.8051 0.018
360.0 246.0 . 24.0 234.0 2.0 0.0085 0.9915 0.7982 0.018
390.0 220.0 " 36.0 ©202.0 1.0 N0.0050 0.9950 0.7943 0.019
- 420.0 183.0 27.0 - 169.5 0.0 0.0 . 1.0000 0.7943 0.019
450.0 156.0 37.0 137.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.7943 0.019
480.0 119.0 39.0 99.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.7943 0.019
510.0 80.0 33.0 63.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.7943 0.019
540.0 47.0 22.0 ’ 36.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 (0.7943 0.019
570.0 25.0 13.0 18.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.7943 0.019
600.0+ 12.0 12.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.7943 n.019



._8[...

Table B3.b

SB 38 Counsellng With Chemotherapy Group Survival Data: First Moving Violation'
" or Any A/R Offense Ce : :

Intvl Number ‘Number  Number Number . . ,-" - Cumul SE of .

- Start " Entrng Wdrawn  .Exposd of Propn Propn Propn Cumul
Time - " This During . to Termnl Termi- ' Survi- Surv Survi-
"~ (Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events nating ving At End ving
0.0 622.0 5.0 619.5 - 13,0 0.0210 0.9790 0.9790 0.006
30.0 604.0 20.0 .594.0 11.0 0.0185 0.9815 © 0.9609 0.008
60.0 573.0 18.0 564.0 - 8.0 0.0142 0.9858 0.9473 0.009
90.0 547.0 20.0 537.0 10.0 0.0186 0.9814 0.9296 0.010
- -120.0 517.0 21.0 506.5 5.0 0.0099 0.9901 0.9204 0.011
150.0 491.0 29.0 476.5 12.0 0.0252 0.9748 0.8973 . 0.013
180.0 450.0 - 37.0 431.5 3.0 0.0070- 0:9930 n.3910 0.013
210.0 410.0 44.0 388.0 4.0 ©-0.0103 0.9897 ".8818 0.n14
240.0 362.0 31.0 - 346.5 5.0 0.0144 0.9856 N.8691 0.015
270.0 326.0 . 28.0 312.0 5.0 n.0160 0.9840 0.8552 0.016
300.6 _ -.7293.0 - 19.0 283.5 3.0 1.0106 0.9894 -0.8461 0.016
- 330.0 271.0 4.0 269.0 2.0 N.0074 ° 0.9926 0.8398 0.017
360.0 265.0 22,0 254.0 0.0 n.n 1.0000 0.8398 0.017
390.0 243.0 . 29.0 228.5 2.0 0.00838  0.9912 . 0.8325 .0.018
420.0 - 212.0 ©39.0 '192.5 1.0 0.0052 0.9948 0.8282 0.018
450.0 172.0 '36.0 - 154.0 1.0 0.1065 0.9935 0.8228 0.019
480.0 135.0 50.0 -110.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 --0,8228 0.019
510.0 © 85.0 "32.0 ~69.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8228 0.019
540.0 53.0 22.0 42.0 n.0 n.0 1.0000 0.8228 Nn.019
570.0 . 31.0 20.0 21.0. 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.8228 0.019
600.0+ “11.0 11.0 5 0.0 0.0 ~.1.0000 0.8228 . 0.019

5.
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Table B3.c

Comparison of Multiple Offender SB 38 Chemotherapy and No Chemotherapy Groups
Using The Lee-Desu Statistic:  First Moving Violation or Any A/R Offense

Overall Comparison Statistic 3.551 D.F. 1 Prob. 0.0595, Sig.
Group Name Total N Uncen Cen  Pct Cen Mean Score
No Chemotherapy 633 107 526 © 83.10  -20.861
622 85 537 86.33 21.230

Chemotherapy
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Table Cl.a

PCPS Control Group Survival Data: First Accident .

Intvl Number Number Number Number : . _ Cumul SE of

Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of Propn - Propn " Propn . Cumul
Time This During to . Termnl =~ Termi- Survi- - Surv Survi-
(Days) - Intvl - Intvl Risk Events nating ving ¢ At End ving
0.0 253.0 5.0 250.5 1.0 0.0040 0.9960 - 0.9960 0.004
30.0 247.0 19.0 237.5 1.0 0.0042 0.9958 . 0.9918 0.006
60.0 227.0 14.0 220.0 2.0 0.0091 0.9909 0.9828 0.009
90.0 211.0 12.0 - 205.0 0.0 0.0 1.:0000 © 00,9828 0.009
120.0 199.0 29.0 184.5 0.0 0.0 1.:0000 ©0.9828 0.009*
150.0 170.0 28.0 156.0 .1.0 0.0064 0.9936 0.9765 0.011
180.0 141.0 24.0 129.0 2.0 0.0155 0.9845  0.9614 0.015:
210.0 115.0 -21.0 99.5 0.0 0.0 1..0000 © 0.9614 0.015
240.0 84.0 41.0 63.5 1.0 D.0157 0.9843 . 0.9462 0.021
270.0 42.0 22.0 31.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 . 0.9462 0.021
300.0 20.0 - 10.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9462 0.021"
330.0+ 10.0 -10.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 1..0000 .0 0.021-

.9462
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. Table Cl.b

PCPS Biweekly Contacts Group Survival Data: First Accident

Intvl Number Number Number Number - ~ Cumul SE of

Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of Propn . Propn Propn Cumul
Time This During to " Termnl - Termi- Survi- Surv Survi-
(Days) Intvl - Intvl Risk Events nating ving At End ving
0.0 243.0 3.0 241.5 2.0 0.0083 N0.9917 0.9917 0.006
30.0 238.0 15.0 230.5 3.0 0.0130 0.9870 0.9788 0.009
60.0 220.0 . 13.0 213.5. 1.9 0.0047 0.9953 0.9742 0.:010
90.0 206.0 19.0 196.5 3.0 0.0153 0.9847 0.9594 - 0.013
120.0° 184.0 20.0 174.0 1.0 0.0057 0.9943 0.9538 0.014
150.0 163.0 24.0 151.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9538 0.014
180.0 139.0 22.0 128.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9538 0.014
210.0 117.0 35.0 99.5 1.0 0.0101 0.9899 0.9443 0.017
240.0 81.0 21.0 70.5 ‘1.0 0.0142 .9858 0.9309 0.021
270.0 59.0 25.0 46.5 0.0 n.0 11.0000 N.9309 0.021
300.0 34.0 23.0 22.5° 0.0 . 0.9 '1.0000 0.9309 0.021
330.0+ . 11.0 11.0 5.5 0.0 0 1.0000 0.9309  0.021

-5, 0
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Table Cl;c

PCPS Composite-Therapy Group Survival Data: First Accident

Intvl ‘Number Number - >Numbér ~ Number . Cuhul SE of

Start Entrng - Wdrawn . Exposd of © Propn . Propn Propn Cumul
Time : This . During - to ‘Termnl Termi- ~ Survi- Surv - . Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events ° nating ving At End ving
- 0.0 345.0 4.0 " 343.0 3.0 0.0087 0.9913 0.9913 0.005
30.0 338.0 17.0 329.5 1.0 0.0030 0.9970 0.9882 0.006
60.0 320.0 6.0 317.0 4.0 0.0126 0.9874 -.0.9758 0.008
90.0 310.0 S 12.0 304.0 2.0 0.0066  0.9934  0.9694 0.010
120.0 296.0 . 28.0° 282.0 0.0 "~ 0.0 1.0000 0.9694" ° 0.010
150.0 © 268.0 33.0 .251:5 2.0 0.0080 0.9920 0.9616°  0.011
180.0° 233.0 27.0° 219.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9616 0.011
210.0 206.0 24.0 194.0° 1.0 0.0052 0.9948  0.9567 - 0.012
240.0" 181.0 51.0 155.5 2.0 0.0129 0.9871 0:9444.  0.015
270.0- 128.0 - 30.0 . 113.0 0.0 © - 0.0 1..0000 0.9444. . . 0.015
300.0 98.0 59,0 68.5 0.0 .00 1.0000 0.9444°  0.015
330.0 0 39.0 19.5 0.0 0 1 0 0

+ 39. 0= .0000. 19444 015
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Table Cl.d

Comparison of Multiple Offender PCPS Treatment Groups Using the Lee- Desu

Overall Comparison

.Group Name

Control
_Biweekly Contacts
Therapy

Pairwise Comparison

" Group Name

':Control
Biweekly Contacts

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

- Control
Therapy

.Pairwisc Comparison

Group Name

Biweekly Contacts
Therapy

Statistic:

Statistic

Total N

253
243
345

..Statistic

Total N

253
243

Statistic .

Total N

1253
345

. StatlSth

Total N

. 243
345

First Accident

1.259

Uncen

Q
9

12
15

1.338

Uncen . -

0;384

Uncen

12.. .~

15

D.F.

Cen

245

231
330

Cen

231
330 -

2 Prob.

Pct Cen

96.84
95.06
95.65

1. . Prob. -

Pct ::Cen

'~ 06.84
95.06

1 Prob.

Pct - Cen

96 .84
95.65

't Prob.

Pct Cen

95.06
95.65

0.5327, NS
Mean Score
6.6285
-7.3992
0.35072

0 2473 NS

;Mean Score

" 4.0277
-4.1934

- 0.5630, NS

-Mean Score

©2.6008
-1.9072

0.5353, NS
Mean Score

-3.2058
2.2580



_98_

Table C2.a

" PCPC Control Group Survivél;Data: First DUI bfaReckless Dri&iné'Offense o

Intvl: "~ Number Number .+ ‘Number  :i“Number Gl i Cumul - . -SE of
Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of Propn Propn - Propn Cumul
Time ' . .““This During:: - ' to “Termnl - : Termi- Survi-. %" Surv .. Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Events nating ving At End ving
0.0 ¢ . 253.0 5.0 250.5 2 3.0 +0.0120 0.9880: 0.9880 0.007
30.0 245.0 19.0 235.5 2.0 0.0085 . 0.9915 0.9796 0.009 -
- 60.0 - 224.0 15.0 1721645 41,0 0.0046 - :.0.9954 0.9751 «<*0.010
90.0 208.0 12.0 1202.0 0.0 0.0 " . 1.0000 0.9751 °  0.010
120.0 - 1196.0% 290 ©-181.5 ~12.0 + 0.0110 20.9890 " 0.9644 - 0.012-
150.0 165.0 - 29.0 150.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9644  0.012
180.0" £ 13630 © 24.0 124.0 - . 0.0 0.0 1.0000: 0.9644 . ::0.012
210.0 -112.0 30.0 97.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000: 0.9644 ~°0.012
240.0 - 82.0 38.0 63.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 (0.9644 0.012
270.0 44.0 23.0 32.5 - 0.0 ‘0.0 :1.9000 0.9644: . .0.012
300.0 21.0 11.0 - 15.5 0.0 9.0 1.0000 . 0.9644 0.012
-330.0+: “U10.0 - 10.0 ¢ - 5.0 - 0.0 0.0 ©1.0000 ° 0.9644 . 0.012
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Table C2.b

PCPS Biweekly Contacts Group Survival Data: First DUI of'Recklcss
’ Driving Offense

Intvl Number Number Number Number Cumul SE of

Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd ~ of ~ Propn Propn Propn _Cumul
Time This During - to Termnl Termi- Survi- Surv - Survi-

(Days) Intvl ‘Intvl Risk Events . nating ving At End ving
0.0 243.0 3.0 241.5 4.0 0.0166 0.9834 0.9834 0.008
30.0 236.0 "15.0 . 228.5 2.0 0.0088 0.9912 0.9748 0.010
60.0 219.0 13.0 212.5 0.0 - -0.0 1.0000 0.9748 0.010
90.0 206.0 19.0 196.5 2.0 -0.0102 . 0.9898 0.9649 0.012

- 120.0 185.0 20.0 175.0 0.0 0.0 ' 1.0000 0.9649 0.012
150.0 165.0 25.0 152.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9649 0.012
180.0 140.0 23.0 128.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9649 0.012
210.0 117.0 - 36.0 99.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9649 0.012
240.0 81.0 _20.0 71.0 0.0 n.0 1.0000 0.9649 0.012
270.0 61.0 26.0 48.0 0.0 N0 1.0000 0.9649 0.012
300.0 '35.0 25.0 22.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9649 0.012
330.0+ 10.0 10.0 5.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9649 0.012

=
2
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Table C2.c

PCPS Composite Therapy Group Survival Data: First DUI or Reckless Driving Offense

Intvl Number Number Number Number ' © Cumul SE of

Start Entrng Wdrawn - Exposd of Propn . Propn Propn Cumul
Time This During = . To - Termnl - Termi- Survi- Surv  Survi-
(Days) _Intvl _ Intvl , Risk Events nating ving At End = ving
0.0 345.0 - 4.0 343.0 1.0 0.0029 0.9971 0.9971 0.003
30.0 340.0 17.0 '331.5 1.0 0.0030 0.9970 0.9941 0.004
60.0 322.0 . 6.0 - 319.0 5.0 0.0157 0.9843 0.9785  0.008
~..90.0 311.0 S 12.0 - 305.0 0.0 0.0 .. 1,0000 0.9785 . 0.008
120.0 299.0 29.0 284.5 1.0  0.0035 0.9965  0.9751  0.009
. 150.0 1269.0 - 34.0 252.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 . 0.9751 0.009
-180.0 235.0 28.0 ¢ 1 221.0 0.0 0.0 11.0000 0.9751 0.009
210.0 207.0 24.0 '195.0 - 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9751 0.009 -
- 240.0 183.0 52.0 157.0 0.0 0.0 ©1.0000 0.9751 0.009
270.0 131.0 32.0 ~115.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9751 0.009
300.0 .99.0 . 60.0 1 69.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9751 - 0.009
330.0+ . 39.0 - 39.0° 19.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9751 0.009



Table C2.d

Comparison of Multiple Offender PCPS Treatment Groups Using the lee-Desu Statistic:
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First DUI or Reckless Driving Offense

NS

NS

NS

Overall Comparison Statistic 0.935 D.F. 2 Prob. 0.6265,
Group Name Total N Uncen Cen Pct Cen Mean Score
Control' 253 8 245 96.84 -2.7431
Biweekly Contacts 243 8 235 96.71 -4 .4650
.. Therapy 345 8 337, 97.68 5.1565
Pairwise Comparison Statistic 0.025 D.F. 1 °~ Prob. 0.8747,
Group Name Total N Uncen Cen Pct  Cen Mean Score
Control 253 8 245 96.84 10.56522
Biweekly Contacts 243 8 235 96.71 -0.58848
Pairwise Comparison Statistic 0.604 D.F. 1 Prob. 0.4371,
Group Name Total N Uncen Cen Pct Cen Mean Score
Control 253 S . 245 96.84 -3.3083
Therapy 345 8 337 97.68 2.4261
Pairwise Comparison  Statistic . '0.764  D.F. 1 Prob. 0.3819,
Group Name Total N Uncen Cen Pct Cen Mean Score
Biweekly Contacts 243 8 235 96.71 -3.8765
Therapy 345 8 337 97.68

2.7304
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Table C3.a

PCPS Control Group,Su?viyal-Data;_~First Moving Violation oriAny A/R Offense

Intvl . . Number. Number . = Number Number = . . Cumul SE of

Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of Propnn Propn “Propn  ° Cumul
Time . . . This During to Termnl - Termi- Survi- -~ Surv . . Survi-

(Days) .. . Intvl ~ Intvl Risk Events nating ving At End  ving
0.0 - 253.0 . 5.0 250.5 6.0 . 0.0240 0.9760 0.9760 0.010
30.0 "242.0 19.0 232.5 5.0 70.0215 0.9785 - 0.9551 0.013
-60.0 . 218.0 15.0 . 210.5 5.0 0.0238 0.9762 - 0.9324 0.016
90.0 198.0 12.0 192.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 " . 0.9324 0.016
120.0 ., 186.0 29.0 171.5 1.0 0.0058 0.9942 0.9269 0.017
150.0 156.0 28.0 142.0 0.0 . 0.0 1.0000 0.9269 0.017
180.0 128.0 22.0 117.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9269 - 0.017
210.0 106.0 29.0 91.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 © 0.9269 0.017
240.0 77.0 34.0 60.0 - 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9269 0.017
270.0 43.0 23.0 31.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9269 0.017
300.0 20.0 10.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000  0.9269 0.017
330.0+ _ 10.0. 10.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9269 0.017
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ATable>C3.b

PCPS Biweekly Contacts Group Survival Data: First Movine Violation or Any A/R Offense

Intvl Number . .. Number Number . Number ‘Cumul SE of
Start Entrng Wdrawn Exposd of - Propn "~ Propn . Propn Cumul
Time This: During to Termnl Termi- Survi- Surv - Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvl Risk Lvents nating “ving "At End ving
0.0 243.0 3.0 241.5 9.0 0.0373 0.9627 0.9627 0.012
30.0 231.0 15.0 223.5 4.0 0.0179 - 0.9821 0.9455 0.015
60.0 212.0 13.0 . - 205.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9455 0.015
90.0 199.0 19.0 189.5 5.0 0.0264 - 0.9736 - 0.9206 0.018
120.0 175.0 20.0 165.0 1.0 0.0061 0.9939 0.9150 0.019
150.0 .154.0 25.0 141.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9150 0.019
180.0 - 129.0 23.0 117.5 1.0 0.0085 . 0.9915 - 0.9072 0.020
210.0 105.0 34.0 88.0 - 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9072 0.020
240.0 71.0 18.0 62.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 - 0.9072 0.020
270.0 53.0 21.0 42.5 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9072 0.020
300.0 32.0 24.0 20.0 0.0 1.9 1.0000" 0.9072 0.020
S 330.0+ 8.0 8.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9072 0.020
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Table C3.c

PCPS Composite Therapy Group Survival Data:- First Moving Violation or Any
A/R Offense '

Intvl Number - Number Number Number - _ : " Cumul - SE of

Start Entrng ‘Wdrawn Exposd -~ of . Propn- - Propn Propn Cumul
Time This During to - . Termnl Termi- - Survi- Surv Survi-
(Days) Intvl Intvli = Risk Events nating ving =~ At End ving
0.0 345.0 4.0 - 343.0 3.0 0.0087 0.9913 0.9913 0.005
30.0 338.0 -17.0 329.5 4.0 0.0121 0.9879 . 0.9792 0.008
60.0 317.0 6.0 314.0- 5.0 0.0159 0.9841 0.9636 - 0.010
90.0 306.0 12.0 300.0 3.0 - 0.0100  0.9900 0.9540 . 0.012
- 120.0 291.0 29.0 276.5 4.0 . 0.0145 - 0.9855 N.9402 0.013
150.0 258.0 34.0° 241.0 - 0.0 0.0 1.0000 © 0.9402 0.013
180.0 224.0 28.0 210.0 2.0 0.0095 0.9905 0.9312 0.015
210.¢C 194.0 '23.0 182.5 1.0 0.0055 - 0.9945 0.9261 0.015
240.0 -170.0 48.0 . .146.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9261 0.015
270.0 122.0 30.0 - 107.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9261 0.015
300.0 92.0 56.0 64.0 . 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9261 0.015
330.0+ - 36.0 .36.0 18.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.9261 0

.015



_26._

Table C3.d

Comparison of Multiple Offender PCPS Treatment Groups Using the Lee-Desu

Overall Comparison
Group Name
Control
Biweekly Contacts
Therapy
Pairwise Comparison

Group Name

Control
Biweekly Contacts

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

Control
Therapy

Pairwise Comparison
Group Name

Biweekly Contacts
Therapy

Statistic:

Statistic
Total N
253

243
345

" Statistic
Total N

253

243
Statistic
Total N

253
345

Statistic
Total N

243
345

1.816
Uncen
17
20
22
0.273

Uncen

17
20

0.573
Uncen

17
22

1.794

Uncen

D.F.
Cen
236

223
323

Cen

236

323

First Moving Violation or Any A/R Offense

2 Prob.

Pct Cen

93.28
- 91.77
93.62

1 Prob.

Pgt Cen

93.28
91.77

1 Prob.,

Pct Cen

93.28
93.62

1 Prob.

Pct Cen

91.77
93.62

0.4033,
Mean Score
-2.0553
-11.938
9.9507
0.6011,

Mean Score

2.7905
-2.9053

0.4492,
Mean Score

-4.8458
~3.5536

0.1805,
Mean Score

-9.0823
6.3971

NS

NS

NS

NS








