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IN THE UNITED STATES , the use of varied intermediate sanctions has been spurred by a
fiscal need for supervision and treatment of offenders that are less expensive than long-term
imprisonment, and a judicial need to find constitutional alternatives to traditional imprisonments
to restrain jail/prison overcrowding. Typically, intermediate sanctions are conceptualized as
punishments located on a continuum between prison and traditional probation (Tonry, 1997).
These sanctions are intended to permit rational allocation of correctional and sanctioning
resources to safely supervise minor offenders in community-based correctional programs while
confining serious offenders behind bars (Parent, Dunworth, McDonald, and Rhodes, 1997). Two
intermediate sanctions that are increasingly being implemented across the United States since the
1980s are electronic monitoring home detention (EMHD) programs and day reporting centers
(DRCs).

The first EMHD program for adult offenders was established in Palm Beach County, Florida in
1984 by the Palm Beach County Sheriff’s Department in-house arrest work release program
(Brown and Roy, 1995). In 1986, the Crime and Justice Foundation in Boston worked with
Hampden County Sheriff’s Department in Springfield, Massachusetts, to start the first DRC in
the United States (Curtin, 1996). Both these programs are utilized by our criminal justice system
at pre-trial stage as well as post-trial stage, and both these programs are non-residential; hence,
the common factor is that the participants in both programs are allowed to remain at home and
continue their employment and/or education (Lurigio, Olson, and Sifferd, 1999).

In the U.S., empirical studies on the EMHD programs have been reported since the late 1980s,
while such studies focusing on DRCs have been available since 1990. Both these programs
across our country include varied types of offenders as participants, e.g., offenders charged with
and also convicted for drunk driving, property offenses, and personal offenses (Martin, Lurigio,
and Olson, 2003; Finn and Muirhead-Steves, 2002).

However, previous researchers have paid scant attention to convicted drunk drivers sentenced to
these two programs. Even when they focused specifically on convicted drunk drivers, they



examined them in only one of the two programs. In other words, previous researchers did not
conduct a comparative study on convicted drunk drivers when they were sentenced to EMHD as
well as DRC programs. This study focused on those convicted drunk drivers who were sentenced
to these two programs and also completed their sentences in a southwestern Indiana county from
January 2002 through December 2003. In this Indiana county, convicted drunk drivers are
sentenced to EMHD and DRC programs. Specifically, the objective of this exploratory study was
to compare the two groups [EMHD and DRC] of similar offenders in terms of their “exit status.”
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Previous Research

As specified in the previous section, the focus here is on convicted drunk drivers sentenced to
EMHD and DRC programs in an Indiana county during the study period. Hence, discussion on
previous research findings on these two community-based programs is presented in two sub-
sections.

EMHD

According to Finn and Muirhead-Steves (2002), EMHD is being utilized as a) pretrial
supervision of criminal defendants, b) an alternative to revocation of individuals supervised on
probation and parole, and c) an additional component of probation and parole supervision. The
eligibility/selection criteria for placement of offenders in EMHD vary across the nation. A
review of previous research points out that the majority of these programs involve non-violent
offenders and those with non-violent offense histories (Roy, 1999, 1997; Zhang, Polakow, and
Nidorf, 1995; Brown and Roy, 1995; Baumer, Maxfield, and Mendelsohn, 1993; Cooprider,
1992; Lilly, Ball, Curry, and Smith, 1992; Vaughn, 1991, 1987; Clarkson and Weakland, 1991;
Kuplinski, 1990; Charles, 1989; Ball, Huff, and Lilly, 1988; Bloomberg, Waldo, and Burcroff,
1987; Lilly, Ball, and Wright, 1987). Also, some programs supervise only those offenders who
are sentenced to jail for a given number of days (Roy, 1999; Lilly, Ball, and Wright, 1987). In
contrast, some programs exclude offenders who have pending charges or have a history of
absconding (Kuplinski, 1990). Finally, some programs exclude offenders who have multiple
felony convictions, require in-patient drug/alcohol treatment, or are serving intermittent sentences
(Brown and Roy, 1995).

Overall, previous researchers have focused on various aspects of these programs, such as the
monitoring devices, cost analysis, percentages of offenders successfully exiting these programs,
factors predictive of successful exit, and also post-program recidivism. Despite the differences in
selection criteria, previous research reports reveal that 57 percent to 97 percent of offenders had
successfully exited their programs ( Roy, 1999). As for “exit status,” several previous researches
had focused on this issue. For instance, results from the national survey conducted by Renzema
and Skelton (1990) reveal that an offender’s age and sentence length were predictive of “exit
status.” Older offenders (over 35 years of age) had more likelihood to successfully exit their
programs; that is, age and successful exit were inversely related. Regarding sentence length,
Renzema and Skelton (1990) reported that as the sentence length exceeded 180 days, the
likelihood of successful exit increased. The finding on an offender’s age has been supported by
other previous research findings (Roy, 1999, 1997; Brown and Roy, 1995; Roy, 1994; Lilly, Ball,
Curry, and McMullen, 1993). However, the finding on an offender’s sentence length from the
national survey has not been supported by other research reports (Roy, 1999, 1997; Brown and
Roy, 1995).

Previous researchers have also found several other factors to be significantly related to “exit
status”: charge reduction (offenders whose original charges were reduced were more likely to
fail, compared to those whose charges were not reduced), employment status (unemployed
offenders were more likely to fail than employed offenders), gender (male offenders were more
likely to fail than female offenders), previous convictions (offenders with previous convictions
were more likely to fail compared to their cohorts with no prior) (Roy, 1999; Lilly, Ball, Curry,
and McMullen, 1993), income (offenders with $10,000 or less annual income were more likely



to fail compared to those with more than $10,000 annual income) (Lilly, Ball, Curry, and
McMullen, 1993), number of prior offenses (offenders with more than three prior offenses were
more likely to fail than those with fewer than three priors), substance abuse history (offenders
with substance abuse history were more likely to fail compared to offenders with no such
history), and prior institutional detention (offenders who had history of prior institutional
detention were more likely to fail than their cohorts with no such history) (Brown and Roy,
1995; Roy, 1994).

A review of previous research reports indicates that various types of convicted offenders (such as
drunk drivers, property offenders, and those convicted for personal offenses) are sentenced to
EMHD programs across the U.S. To date, only a handful of researchers have focused exclusively
on convicted drunk drivers. The most recent one conducted by Courtright, Berg, and Mutchink
(2000) examined the factors statistically significantly related to successful exit from the EMHD
program administered in Western County, Pennsylvania. Although the authors did not clearly
indicate the percentage of offenders who successfully exited the program during their one-year
study period, they reported that employment, marital status, and prior offenses were significantly
related to successful exit. Courtright, Berg, and Mutchnick (2000) had conducted an earlier study
on the same type of offenders sentenced to the same program in 1997; however, this earlier study
focused on cost analysis only. Lilly, Ball, Curry, and McMullen (1993) conducted a seven-year
study on convicted drunk drivers sentenced to EMHD program administered by the Pride
Incorporated in Palm Beach County, Florida. The authors reported that 97 percent of the
participants successfully completed their sentences during the study period. They also reported
that gender (male offenders had higher percentage of failure than female offenders), age
(offenders who were over 40 years of age had higher percentage of successful completion than
younger offenders), employment (unemployed offenders had higher percentage of failure than
employed offenders), and income (offenders who had over $10,000 annual income were more
successful than those with less than $10,000 annual income at completing their sentences
successfully) were statistically significantly related to the offenders’ successful exit from the
program. In another study, Tuthill (1986) examined post-program recidivism among sixty
convicted drunk drivers who successfully exited the EMHD program in Lynn County, Oregon,
during a one-year study period in 1985; only three participants recidivated. No other analysis
was conducted by the author.

DRC

In general, DRCs vary from one jurisdiction to another in terms of program emphasis. On the
one hand, several programs accent the availability of treatment services for offenders who would
otherwise not have those services available to them (Lurigio, Olson, and Sifferd, 1999; McBride
and VanderWaal, 1997; Lucas and Bogle, 1997a, 1997b; Parent, Byrne, Tsarfaty, Valade, and
Esselman, 1995; Diggs and Piper, 1994). On the other hand, many programs emphasize other
issues. Programs such as the southeastern North Carolina DRC emphasize surveillance, not
treatment (Marciniak, 1999). However, one common goal of all DRCs in the U.S. is cost savings.
For instance, the DRCs in Hampden County, Massachusetts, Harris County, Texas, Maricopa
County, Arizona, and Orange County, Florida, identify cost savings as their primary goal (Parent
et al., 1995; Diggs and Piper, 1994). In addition, restraining or reducing jail/prison overcrowding
is a mandate of the Massachusetts, Texas, and Arizona DRCs just mentioned (Parent et al.,
1995). Furthermore, some programs, such as the Cook County, Illinois DRC, emphasize
improving the percentage of court appearances among pre-trial offenders (Lurigio et al., 1999).

DRCs in the U.S. also vary widely in their target populations. The majority of DRC participants
are substance abusers or have a history of substance abuse (Parent et al., 1995). Also, some
DRCs target probation violators, both felons and misdemeanants (Marciniak, 1999). In addition,
some DRCs in Virginia accept referrals from judges and parole boards as well as probation and
parole officers (Lucas and Bogle, 1997a, 1997b). While some DRCs target non-violent offenders,
graduates of various residential programs, and pre-trial defendants (Roy and Grimes, 2002;
Lurigio et al., 1999; Parent et al., 1995), other DRCs like the Salt Lake City, Utah DRC target
only probationers and parolees (Bureau of Justice Assistance, 2000).



According to previous research findings, the percentages of successful exit from DRCs by adult
offenders ranged from 13.5 percent to 84 percent. The lowest percentage (13.5 percent) of
successful completion has been reported by Marciniak (1999) in a southeastern North Carolina
DRC; the highest percentage (84 percent) was reported by Diggs and Piper (1994) in Orange
County, Florida. So far, only a few researchers have focused on the factors related to failure or
unsuccessful exit of offenders from DRCs, Humphrey (1992) reported five factors—continued
drug use, absconding, non-compliance with program rules, and loss of job as well as loss of
residence. Among all the published reports available to date, only Marciniak (1999) used
statistical analysis to ascertain the factors statistically significantly related to offenders’ “exit
status;” they were: employment, education, and living situation.

As for post-program recidivism among offenders who successfully exited DRCs, few previous
researchers have concentrated on this issue. To date, only six published reports have done so. In
all six, the authors measured recidivism in terms of rearrests on new charges. Clear information
about the percentages of post-program recidivism is available from the following four studies: 1)
44 percent in the Salt Lake City, Utah DRC (Bureau of Justice Assistance, 2000); 2) 22 percent
in the Fairfax County, Virginia DRC (Orchowsky, Lucas, and Bogle, 1997); 3) 20 percent in the
Metropolitan DRC, Boston (McDevitt, Domino, and Baum, 1997); and 4) 14.9 percent in the
Maricopa County, Arizona DRC (Jones and Lacey, 1999).

However, regarding convicted drunk drivers sentenced to DRCs, only one published study has
been available to date. Jones and Lacey (1999) investigated convicted drunk drivers sentenced to
the Maricopa County, Arizona DRC. More specifically, the authors focused on repeat drunk
drivers. They reported that almost 15 percent of those who successfully exited the DRC had
recidivated during their study period. No further analysis was conducted by the researchers.
However, one significant fact was that all the offenders in this DRC were released from jail early
to be placed in that program. The length of time they spent in that DRC was equal to their
remaining jail time.

In sum, this review of previous research findings on EMHD and DRC programs makes clear that
so far very few researchers have focused exclusively on convicted drunk drivers sentenced to
these community-based programs. As mentioned earlier, in this southwestern Indiana county,
convicted drunk drivers are sentenced to EMHD and DRC programs. Previous researchers have
investigated convicted drunk drivers sentenced to either EMHD or DRC programs in other
jurisdictions across the U.S. They have not conducted any comparative study on convicted
drivers when these offenders are placed on EMHD and DRC programs in the same jurisdiction.
As the same type of offenders are sentenced to these two programs administered by the same
community corrections office in the Indiana county, it is worth conducting an exploratory study
comparing the two groups of offenders. In this study, the subjects included those convicted
drunk drivers who were sentenced by the County Superior Court to these two programs and also
completed their sentences from the beginning of January, 2002 through the end of December,
2003. The EMHD group was compared with the DRC group in terms of their “exit status.”
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Method

Data Sources and Subjects

The data were coded from individual offender case files maintained by the County Community
Corrections Office. Initially, all the convicted drunk drivers who were sentenced to EMHD (130
individuals) and DRC (67 individuals) programs and exited the programs (during the two-year
study period) were included in this study. However, due to inconsistencies in the available
information, 12 subjects from EMHD and 16 subjects from DRC were dropped. Hence, this
study included 118 subjects in EMHD and 51 subjects in DRC. Detailed information regarding
each subject’s prior offense history, prior sanctions, and post-program recidivism was collected
from the Criminal History Information System maintained by the County Superior Court.



 

The following independent variables have been used in this study: age, race, sex, marital status,
offense (drunk driving) class, charge reduction, sentence type, sentence length (i.e,. the number
of days spent by each subject in each program), prior OWI offense, prior jail commitment, prior
imprisonment, prior community corrections placement, prior drug/alcohol offenses, and prior
drug/alcohol counseling. The mean age of subjects was 38.6 years in DRC (range 19 to 64
years), and 35.1 years in EMHD (range 27 to 65 years). About 90 percent of the subjects in both
groups were “whites” (coded 1) and the remaining 10 percent (approximately) were “non-
whites” (coded 0). Also, the majority of the subjects were “male” (male coded 1, and female
coded 0) (80.4 percent in DRC and 87.3 percent in EMHD). The majority of the subjects were
“not married” (married coded 1, and not married coded 0) (66.7 percent in DRC and 78 percent
in EMHD). As for offense class, 76.5 percent of the subjects in DRC and almost 56 percent in
EMHD were “misdemeanants” (coded 0); the remaining subjects were “felons” (coded 1). The
original charges were reduced (charge reduced coded 1, and not reduced coded 0) by the Court
for two subjects (4 percent) in DRC and thirtyfive subjects (29 percent) in EMHD.

In the southwestern Indiana county, these convicted drunk drivers were placed in EMHD in three
ways: as an additional condition of their probation sentence (coded 1), as direct commitment (in
lieu of jail sentence; coded 2), and as sentence modification (jail sentence modified after
spending specific amount of time in jail; coded 3); in DRC, they were placed as a condition of
probation sentence and as sentence modification. In both programs, the majority of the subjects
were placed as a condition of probation (98 percent in DRC, and 78.8 percent in EMHD).
Twenty-four subjects were sentenced in EMHD as direct commitment. Also, each group included
one individual placed as sentence modification. As for sentence length, the range in DRC was 14
to 475 days, while in EMHD the range was 40 to 365 days. Regarding prior OWI offense, the
two groups of subjects varied. Seventyeight percent of the subjects in EMHD had such history
compared to thirty-nine percent of their cohorts in DRC. The majority of the subjects had no
prior jail commitment coded 0; 94.1 percent in DRC and 85.6 percent in EMHD) as well as no
prior imprisonment (coded 1; 88.2 percent in DRC and 98.3 percent in EMHD). However, about
53 percent of the subjects in DRC group and almost 80 percent of their cohorts in EMHD group
had history of prior community corrections placement (coded 1, and no such history coded 0).
As for prior drug/alcohol offenses (coded 1, and no prior drug/alcohol offenses coded 0), about
98 percent of DRC subjects and about 85 percent of EMHD subjects had such records. Also,
about 41 percent of DRC subjects and almost 79 percent of EMHD subjects had documentations
of prior drug/alcohol counseling (coded 1, and no prior drug/alcohol counseling coded 0).

The outcome measure of this study was “exit status.” This variable was dichotomized as
“successful” (coded 1) and “failure” (coded 0).

Recoding of Independent Variables

The independent variables included two continuous variables—age and sentence length. Each of
these two variables was recoded to be categorized into two groups for data analysis. Age was
categorized into “group I” (up to 35 years) and “group II” (more than 35 years). Likewise,
sentence length was categorized into “group I” (up to 180 days) and “group II” (more than 180
days).
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Results

As the previous literature has suggested, DRC and EMHD programs differ in their overall
purposes. For example, typically DRC programs are utilized as a mechanism for reducing jail and
prison overcrowding as well as the overall costs of correctional systems (Barton and Roy, 2005).
Likewise, EMHD programs have consistently been used for both pretrial supervision, and an
added component to probation and parole (Finn and Muirhead-Steves, 2002). That being said,
any program may negatively impact the ultimate cost savings should an offender be
unsuccessfully released from the program and in some instances diverted back to incarceration.
Therefore, this exploratory study seeks to examine whether any relationship exists between the

 



following characteristics of drunk drivers placed in DRC and EMHD and their exit status: age
group; offense class; sentence length; prior community corrections placement; prior alcohol or
drug counseling; and prior jail detention.

Overall, the present study indicates that the majority of both DRC and EMHD participants did
successfully exit the program (DRC=51 percent; EMHD=76 percent). However, this leaves
unclear what characteristics of offenders increased their propensity for success or failure.
Therefore, a separate chi-square analysis examining the relationship between the observed and
expected frequencies for drunk driving offenders sentenced to both Day Reporting Center and
Electronic Monitoring/Home Detention participants was conducted. This analysis will guide the
researchers for future studies to further explore the depth of the relationships. Results of the
analysis are presented below.

Age Group and Exit Status

Traditionally when examining the age of offenders sentenced to both DRC and EMHD
programs, the research suggests that EMHD programs are prone to include older offenders (those
above 35). DRC programs appear to vary in the age of participants. As previously mentioned, the
average age for program participants in this study is 38.6 years in DRC (range 19 to 64 years),
and 35.1 years in EMHD (range 27 to 65 years). Upon first review, the results reveal that the
majority of DRC participants are over the age of 35 (63 percent) while the majority of EMHD
offenders are under the age of the 35 (58 percent). This is significant since recent life course
theories suggest that as an individual ages, he or she is less likely to participate in criminal
behavior (Sampson & Laub, 1993). From this proposition we would expect that older participants
would be more likely to succeed than younger participants. A cursory review of the data
indicates this proposition is true. Table 1 presents the results from a chi-square analysis testing
the significance of the relationship for each of the groups. Findings suggest that significant
differences exist between age groups and exit status for EMHD participants only (p<.02;
Cramer’s V =.207). Therefore, this finding warrants further exploration.

Offense Class and Exit Status

Previous research assessing the relationship between offense class and exit status indicates that a
significant number of programs exclude felony offenders from entering their program at all.
Although it does appear that Day Reporting Centers are more inclined to accept felony offenders
than are Electronic Monitoring/Home Detention programs, research assessing the differences in
the two groups, particularly for drunk driving offenders, is non-existent. In the current study,
both misdemeanant and felony drunk driving offenders were included in the program. Therefore,
it is important to ascertain whether any relationship exists between offense class and outcome.

Table 2 reports the results assessing the relationship between offense class and exit status.
Approximately three-fourths of the offenders for both programs are misdemeanants (DRC=39, 76
percent; EMHD=90, 76 percent). Cross-tabulations were run using chi-square test for
significance comparing the success rates for both groups. Overall, the results indicate that the
majority of offenders participating in either program were successfully released (DRC=51
percent; EMHD=76 percent). These results indicate there is no significant relationship for DRC
participants. However, a significant relationship does exist between offense class and EMHD
program participants (Cramer’s V = .347 and p<.0001). Of particular interest is the difference in
outcome for felony offenders. Although the majority of felony offenders did successfully
complete the program (60 percent), a significant number did fail (40 percent). Therefore, this
relationship is worth further inquiry.

Sentence Length and Exit Status

When examining exit status, it is important to consider the overall amount of time an offender
spends in a program. To date, no studies have examined the length of stay in Day Reporting
Center programs and exit status. However, for electronic monitoring program participants,
Renzema and Skelton (1990) found that sentence lengths exceeding 180 days increased the



likelihood of a successful exit from the program.

Table 3 presents the results examining the relationship between both Day Reporting Centers and
Electronic Monitoring and exit status. Overall, the majority of both DRC and EMHD participants
(94.1 percent and 85.6 percent respectively) participated fewer than 180 days in either program.
Using a chi-square analysis test of significance, we find no differences in the groups. One
probable explanation for this finding is that so few offenders participated more than 180 days
that the cell sizes were sufficiently small enough to not allow for any variation, therefore,
resulting in no significant differences. In spite of these findings, there were a couple of
noteworthy results. DRC participants sentenced to less than 180 days were almost evenly split
between successful completions (52 percent) and failures (48 percent). Conversely, the majority
of EMHD participants sentenced to less than 180 days successfully completed the program (85
percent). Because there were only three offenders in the DRC program sentenced to more than
180 days, their results are by chance alone. However, 17 EMHD offenders were sentenced to
more than 180 days. Of these offenders, the majority (77 percent) failed the program. Even
though these findings were not significant, they do warrant further exploration.

Prior Community Corrections Placement and Exit Status

Previous research assessing the effectiveness of Day Reporting Centers and Electronic
Monitoring/Home Detention programs has focused on the type of program participants (pre-trial,
probation, community based, etc.), level of participation (i.e., number of days in program),
program and post-program recidivism, and comparisons between offenders in community-based
alternatives and those with prior prison placements (Parent & Skelton, 1995). However, research
to date has not focused on the relationship between prior placement in community corrections
programs and exit status. The present study includes a nominal level measurement indicating
whether the offenders have any form of prior community corrections placement. Results from
this analysis are presented in Table 4. Overall, data reveal that 54.9 percent of DRC participants
and 79.6 percent of EMHD participants did have some sort of prior community corrections
placement. Using the chi-square test of association, the results indicate there are no significant
differences between the expected and observed frequencies. Although they were not significant,
there were a few noteworthy findings. Of those DRC participants who were placed in some form
of community corrections, approximately 54 percent did successfully complete the DRC program,
while 49 percent who did not have any prior placement also successfully completed the program.

The chi-square analysis revealed that there were significant differences between the observed
and expected frequencies for the EMHD program (p<.05), unlike the DRC program. The
majority of EMHD participants (76 percent) successfully exited the program. For those with
prior community corrections placement, 70 percent successfully completed it, while 100 percent
of those who were previously placed successfully completed. These findings suggest that it may
not be prior placement that is explaining successful completion. They are, however, worthy of
further more detailed exploration.

Prior Alcohol or Drug Counseling and Exit Status

Previous literature examining the impact of community-based corrections indicates that those
who participate in individual and/or group counseling, which includes AA, are significantly more
likely to successfully exit the placement (English, Chadwick & Pullen, 1999). Since this study
specifically examines offenders convicted of drunk driving, it is important to examine the
relationship between any prior counseling and exit status. A review of data reveals
approximately 43 percent of DRC and 79 percent of EMHD participants reported participating in
some form of prior alcohol or drug counseling (see Table 5). Of those who participated, 55
percent of DRC and 70 percent of EMHD participants successfully exited the program. A chi-
square test of association indicates that there were no significant differences between the
observed and expected frequencies for either the DRC or EMHD. Although this measure was not
significant, the evidence does suggest that some form of prior counseling may influence
successful completion of the programs.



Prior Jail Detention and Exit Status

As previously mentioned, DRC and EMHD program participants become involved at various
stages of the process. More specifically, research suggests that offenders who have had prior
contact with the system, such as prior institutional detention (Brown and Roy, 1995; Roy, 1994),
are more likely to fail. Therefore, it is important to examine the relationship between prior
placement in jail or detention and exit status. A measure indicating prior jail detention was
included in the study. Results from cross-tabulations located in Table 6 reveal that only 5.8
percent of DRC and 14.4 percent of EMHD participants had experienced some prior jail
detention placement. Of those that did have some form of prior placement, 67 percent of DRC
and 53 percent of EMHD participants failed to successfully exit the program. The chi-square
analyses further revealed no significant differences between the observed and expected
frequencies. One explanation for the finding is the low number of participants in both categories
who had been previously detained.
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Conclusion

This exploratory study expands the current literature by assessing the relationship between drunk
driving offenders sentenced to either a Day Reporting Center or Electronic Monitoring/Home
Detention program and exit status. Using cross-tabulations and chi-square analysis, results were
presented in six different categories: age group; offense class; sentence length; prior community
corrections placement; prior alcohol or drug counseling; and prior jail detention. To summarize,
the results indicate that older offenders (those over 35) and those convicted of a felony were
more likely to successfully complete the program than younger offenders and those convicted of
a misdemeanor. These results support the previous literature, which suggests that as offenders
age they are more likely to have a greater stake in conformity or more to lose by incarceration
(Sampson and Laub, 1993). Therefore, we would expect this finding. Likewise, those offenders
who have committed felony offenses rather than misdemeanors may fear that the outcome of
failing the program is incarceration. Therefore, they may be more inclined to take advantage of
the services offered in the programs and successfully meet all of the programmatic requirements.

One area of significant interest was the relationship between sentence length and successful
completion of the program. Previous research has suggested that sentence lengths of more than
180 days improve the likelihood of successful completion (Renzema and Skelton, 1990). Our
study did not support this contention. Although not significant, the majority of offenders
(DRC=67 percent; EMHD=85 percent) sentenced to more than 180 days failed to successfully
complete the program, while only 48 percent of DRC and 15 percent of EMHD offenders
sentenced to fewer than 180 days failed. One explanation for the difference between our study
findings and those of Renzema and Skelton (1990) is that the great majority of offenders were
sentenced to fewer than 180 days; therefore, the likelihood of completion was greater. For
example, only 3 DRC offenders and 17 EMHD offenders were sentenced to more than 180 days.
One way to further assess the relationship between these findings is to examine the participants
over a longer period of time so that more offenders with lengthier sentences are included in the
study.

When assessing the relationship between prior community corrections placement, a divergent
picture arose. Although neither relationship was significant, the findings did reveal that 70
percent of those EMHD offenders who had some form of prior placement and 100 percent of
those who had no prior placement did successfully exit the program. DRC participants, however,
were not quite as successful. Although the majority of those who had some form of prior
community corrections placement did successfully exit (54 percent), those who had no prior
placement did not (49 percent). One explanation for the difference could be the level of
supervision the offenders in EMHD receive. In this system, sentences are given on a continuum
of seriousness. EMHD is viewed as the last option in this continuum. Therefore, those offenders
with prior placement may understand the significance of successful completion and thus be more
likely to follow the rules and complete the program. These distinct differences, even though not



significant, are worthy of further assessment.

As mentioned, previous research indicates that individuals who participate in some form of
individual or group counseling, which includes Alcoholics Anonymous, are significantly more
likely to successfully exit the program (English, Chadwick, and Pullen, 1999). Our findings did
not support this contention. Although the majority in both groups who had participated in some
form of counseling did successfully exit (DRC=55 percent; EMHD=70 percent), the differences
were not significant. One important finding was that the majority of those DRC participants who
did not have any prior counseling were less likely to successfully complete the program (48
percent) than those offenders in EMHD (100 percent). These results do not provide the complete
picture; therefore, these findings are worthy of further exploration.

Finally, previous literature indicates that offenders who have prior contact with the system are
more likely to unsuccessfully (fail) exit the program than those who have not had prior contact
(Brown and Roy, 1995; Roy, 1994). We examined this relationship for both groups of offenders.
The findings from the cross-tabulations supported this proposition. The majority of offenders in
both DRC and EMHD who had previous contact with the system were more likely to fail
(DRC=67 percent; EMHD=53 percent) than those offenders who had no prior contact (DRC=46
percent; EMHD=19 percent). These findings suggest that more attention to offenders needs to be
given earlier in the process. There is some cause for concern or alarm for the successful outcome
of offenders with previous contact. This is especially disturbing when unsuccessful exit from a
program may result in the incarceration of the offender. As the jail and prison populations
become further overcrowded, this finding is noteworthy.

Overall, this study is exploratory in nature. It was designed to provide preliminary results and
identify areas worthy of further exploration. Future research should focus on the significant
differences or relationships particularly for EMHD offenders. Each of the identified categories is
worthy of further exploration.
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Table 1: Age Groups and Exit Status
Exit Status

 DRC EMHD

Age Groups Success Failure Total Success Failure Total

0-35 9 (47%) 10 (53%) 19 (100%) 57 (84%) 11 (16%) 68 (10%)

36+ 17 (54%) 15 (46%) 32 (100%) 33 (66%) 17 (34%) 50 (100%)

Total 26 (51%) 25 (49%) 51 (100%) 90 (76%) 28 (24%) 118 (100%)

EMHD: p<.02; Cramer's V = .207



Table 2: Offense Class and Exit Status
Exit Status

 DRC EMHD

Offense Class Success Failure Total Success Failure Total

Misdemeanor 20 (51%) 19 (49%) 39 (100%) 59 (89%) 7 (11%) 66 (100%)

Felony 6 (50%) 6 (50%) 12 (100%) 31 (60%) 21 (40%) 28 (100%)

Total 26 (51%) 25 (49%) 51 (100%) 90 (76%) 28 (24%) 118 (100%)

EMHD: p<.0001; Cramer's V = .347



Table 3: Sentence Length and Exit Status
Exit Status

 DRC EMHD

Sentence Length Success Failure Total Success Failure Total

Up to 180 days 25 (52%) 23 (48%) 48 (100%) 86 (85%) 15 (15%) 101 (100%)

>180 days 1 (33%) 2 (67%) 3 (100%) 4 (23%) 13 (77%) 17 (100%)

Total 26 (51%) 25 (49%) 51 (100%) 90 (76%) 28 (24%) 118 (100%)



Table 4: Prior Community Corrections Placement and Exit Status
Exit Status

 DRC EMHD

Prior C.C. Placement Success Failure Total Success Failure Total

Yes 15 (54%) 13 (46%) 28 (100%) 66 (70%) 28 (30%) 94 (100%)

No 11 (49%) 12 (51%) 23 (100%) 24 (100%) 0 (0%) 24 (100%)

Total 26 (51%) 25 (49%) 51 (100%) 90 (76%) 28 (24%) 118 (100%)

EMHD: p<.05



Table 5: Prior Alcohol or Drug Counseling and Exit Status
Exit Status

 DRC EMHD

Prior Alcohol or Drug Counseling Success Failure Total Success Failure Total

Yes 12 (55%) 10 (45%) 22 (100%) 65 (70%) 28 (30%) 93 (100%)

No 14 (48%) 15 (52%) 29 (100%) 25 (100%) 0 (0%) 25 (100%)

Total 26 (51%) 25 (49%) 51 (100%) 90 (76%) 28 (24%) 118 (100%)



Table 6: Prior Jail Detention and Exit Status
Exit Status

 DRC EMHD

Prior Jail Detention Success Failure Total Success Failure Total

Yes 1 (33%) 2 (67%) 3 (100%) 8 (47%) 9 (53%) 17 (100%)

No 26 (54%) 22 (46%) 48 (100%) 82 (81%) 19 (19%) 101 (100%)

Total 27 (53%) 24 (47%) 51 (100%) 90 (76%) 28 (24%) 118 (100%)
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