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ExecuTivE SUuMMARY

Mlinois officials have implemented numerous
prison drug treatment programs due to the strong link
between criminal behavior and substance abuse. To
find out whether these programs have any substantial
effect on the post-release drug-using behaviors of
their targeted populations, the development of impact
evaluations is necessary. The purpose of the current
project was to investigate the post-release status of
offenders who participated in two such programs: 1)
the Dixon Springs Impact Incarceration substance
abuse program, and 2) the Gateway Substance Abuse
Program at the Dwight Correctional Center. Both of
these programs — and evaluations — have been
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supported through funds administered by the Illinois
Criminal Justice Information Authority.

The two evaluations were quite similar in scope.
The major aim of both was to determine if program
participants differed when compared to a traditional
prison comparison group in their rates of return to
prison. Another goal was to find out whether specific

. demographic or offense characteristics influenced

these rates of return. To allow for a suitable length of
stay in the community, recidivism analyses were
conducted after both one and two years of release. The
populations of both groups were used; statistical
significance tests were not conducted because sam-
pling error was not a consideration.

To clearly describe the major findings of the
evaluations, results of each study will be presented
here separately.

ImpacT INcarceraTION PrRoGrAM (IIP)

For the IIP evaluation, three major comparison

. groups were identified. They are as follows:

1) IIP graduates;

2) TIP failures (consisting of administrative
removals and those who quit the program); and

3) A matched group of traditional prison

releasees,

Of the IIP graduates, offenders were further
divided based on their level of assessed drug abuse.
Within days of arrival, they were assessed at one of
the following three levels of substance abuse treat-
ment need:




Level I: These inmates have no identified sub-
stance abuse problem.

Level II: These inmates are considered to be
probable substance abusers.

Level I1I: These inmates have been determined to be
probable substance addicts.

Based on analyses concerning these comparison
groups, the following major findings were discovered:

¢ In both 12— and 24-month follow-ups, 1P
graduates exhibited lower rates of return to prison for
new offenses than those offenders who failed to
complete IIP, or a matched comparison group of
general prison releasees.

e Among the three groups, the variables of
offense type and age emerged as indicators of in-
creased return rates.

e Within the IIP graduate group, those who were
assessed at Level III returned to prison at a higher rate
than those assessed at either Level IT or Level L.

¢ Within the IIP graduate group — based on
level of assessed drug abuse — original offense type,
age, and committing county emerged as indicators of
increased rates of return to prison.

Gateway SussTaNcE ABUSE PROGRAM
AT DwicHT CorrecTioNnaL CENTER

For the Dwight Gateway evaluation, two major
comparison groups were identified. They included:

1) Gateway program participants; and

2) A matched group of traditional prison
releasees.

Within the Gateway population, offenders were
further divided based on the amount of time they
spent in the treatment program.

Based on analyses concerning these comparison
groups, the following major findings were discovered:

¢ Although the return rates of Gateway partici-
pants and the comparison group were quite similar,
when controlling for length of time in treatment,
differences appeared. Offenders who spent less time in
Gateway returned to prison at a higher rate than those
who remained in the program for a longer period of
time.

* Among Gateway participants, age and prior
incarceration emerged as indicators of increased rates
of return to prison.

 Gateway recidivists were in the community

longer prior to being returned to prison than those in
the traditional comparison group. This indicates a
longer period before violating their release agreement
or committing a new crime.

¢ Gateway recidivists were less likely to return to

- prison on a drug offense than their comparison

counterparts. But whether the commission of a new
offense was motivated by drug abuse is not known.

Although both evaluations resulted in positive
findings, given the small number of subjects compris-
ing the populations, the results are still somewhat
tenuous. The findings did, however, provide insight
into the post-release behaviors of both populations
and allowed for the development of policy and
research recommendations.

Part 1
illinocis impact
incarceration Program:

THE PosT-RELEASE
STaTUS OF PARTICIPANTS

INTRODUCTION

With the increasing realization that substance
abuse is strongly linked to crime, prison drug treat-
ment has become a central concern in corrections.
Despite longstanding beliefs that rehabilitative efforts
aimed at substance-abusing offenders are relatively
ineffective, “significant research results indicate that
correctional drug treatment programs can have a
substantial effect on the behavior of chronic drug-
abusing offenders” (Anglin and Hser, 1990: 427). And
because it is uncommon for criminals to voluntarily
seek treatment in the community, these prison pro-
grams may be the only chance to treat this population
(Ilineis Task Force: 1993). To help break the substance
abuse-crime cycle, Illinois has implemented several
treatment programs, One such program is within the
Dixon Springs Impact Incarceration Program (1IP),
which began in October 1990.

Commonly referred to as a shock incarceration or
boot camp program, IIP aims “to interrupt the drug
abuse—crime-arrest cycle by offering an array of team,
individual, and group counseling and treatment”
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(Karr, S.P. and Jones, RJ., 1994). But there has been a
lack of research evaluating this objective. In fact,
nationwide there have been very few detailed de-
scriptive or evaluative studies on substance abuse
programs in shock incarceration environments
(Cowles, E.L., Castellano, T.C., and Gransky, L.A.,
forthcoming). This study provides an evaluation of
the post-release behavior of IIP graduates treated for
substance abuse problems.

The substance abuse services provided to
inmates at Dixon Springs IIP have been nationally
recognized because of the continuum of services
available there. Unlike many similar programs, the
type of treatment provided is based on an assessment
of the offender’s substance abuse problem rather than
on a legal mandate that all inmates participate. More
than one type of treatment is available.

Within one week of arrival at IIP, inmates are
assessed for treatment needs and individual treat-
ment plans are developed. From these assessments,
inmates are assigned to one of three levels:

Level I: These inmates have no identified
substance abuse problem. They participate for two
weeks in drug education classes, which include
information on identifying drugs and their effects.

Level II: These inmates are considered to be
probable substance abusers. They receive four weeks
of drug abuse treatment in which issues of denial and
family support are emphasized. Additionally, they
receive two weeks of drug education (see Level I).
Prior to graduation, community treatment referrals
are arranged.

Level III: These inmates have been determined
to be probable drug addicts. They receive 10 weeks of
drug treatment services in which issues such as
relapse, co-dependency, behavioral differences, and
addicted families are addressed, in addition to denial
and family support. These inmates also receive two
weeks of drug education (Level I treatment). As with
Level Il inmates, these offenders receive treatment
referrals prior to graduation to continue treatment
after release.

Once a Level II or Ill inmate has completed
treatment, but not yet graduated, she or he can
participate in Alcoholics Anonymous, or Narcotics
Anonymous, or both, at the P facility (Karr, S.P., &
Jones, RJ., 1994).

Preliminary recidivism results of IIP graduates
released during fiscal year 1992 and fiscal year 1993
indicated that of 1,125! IIP graduates released, 175
(15.6 percent) returned to prison within a year. Of the
IIP participants who failed to graduate (quitters and

disciplinary removals) and were released during this
time period, 3042 also were studied. Of these, 53 (17.4
percent) returned to prison within one year. IIP
recidivists were in the community for an average of
5.2 months before reincarceration, while IIP failures
released from traditional prison spent 6.7 months
before returning to prison. This indicates that IIP
graduates who returned to prison did so at a faster
pace than those who failed both in the IIP and in the
community, probably because IIP graduates received
three months of close, electronically monitored
community supervision, and thus were more likely to
have crimes and technical violations detected.

Only slight differences in recidivism were seen
across the three levels of substance abuse education
and treatment. For IIP graduates who received Level |
services, 14.5 percent returned to prison within a year
of release, while Level Il and III graduates returned at
a rate of 16 percent. More variation occurred with
return rates for IIP failures. Failures assessed at Level
Il had the highest return rate (18.8 percent), followed
by those in Level 1 (17.1 percent). Failures assessed at
Level 1] had the lowest (15.3 percent).

Additional analyses were necessary to determine
if there are significant differences among graduates
and failures based on various demographic and
offense characteristics. Furthermore, analyses by
various characteristics of recidivism among IIP
graduates who completed different levels of treatment
also were necessary.

The purpose of this evaluation was twofold:

1) To determine if IIP graduates, IIP failures and
a comparison group of traditional prison releasees
differed in rates of return to prison based on original
offense type, age, committing county or race; and,

2) To assess if the recidivism rates of IIP partici-
pants differed based on the level of assessed treatment
need by original offense type, age, committing county
or race.

By performing these analyses, a detailed profile
of the IIP participants with substance abuse histories
could be obtained and the impact the treatment
program has had on recidivism could be determined.

ResearcH DEesIGN

This study employed a quasi-experimental
design comparing FY 1992 and FY 1993 IIP graduates
with two groups:

1) Offenders who were sent to IIP, but failed to
graduate. These inmates were released from tradi-
tional prisons during FY 1992 or FY 1993. Failures
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include both quitters (voluntary) and disciplinary
removals (involuntary); and

2) Offenders who were criteria—based eligible for
1IP placement, but were never sent, and were rcleased
from traditional prisons during FY 1992 or FY 1993.
Specific IIP eligibility criteria include the following:
The offender be between the ages of 17 and 29; must
be incarcerated in an adult institution for the first time;
must have committed an IIP-eligible non-violent
Class 1 or lesser offense; and must have a one- to five-
year sentence.

A 12-month follow-up analysis was conducted
on FY 1992 and FY 1993 populations. These years were
combined to increase the size of the population
studied. Additionally, a 24-month analysis was
conducted on FY 1992 1IP graduates.

For the first research purpose, the return rates of
1IP graduates, IIP failures and traditional parolees
were assessed based on various demographic and
offense characteristics. For the second research pur-
pose, only IIP participants were used. First, the return
rates of IIP participants assessed at differing levels of
treatment based on various demographic and offense
characteristics were determined. Second, once inmates
had been identified as being recidivists, an inquiry
was made as to whether their new commission was
based on a technical violation or a new crime, and
upon what the re—commission was based. From that
information, the post-graduation substance use-crime
cycle of this population was determined.

Since there has been some controversy regarding
the use of tests of statistical significance when the
population rather than a sample is being studied, no
such tests were conducted for this analysis (nor were
they conducted for the accompanying study of the
Dwight Gateway Substance Abuse Treatment Pro-
gram). One of the assumptions made when conduct-
ing mean difference tests is that a randomly drawn
sample from the population will be used (Hinkle,
Wiserma and Jurs, 1988). But samples will not be
drawn from any of the comparison groups. In such
instances, according to Blalock (1972), “.. tests of
significance would seem inappropriate since no
sampling error would be involved” (p. 238). (For more
information, see: Understanding Significance Testing, by
Lawrence B. Mohr [1990}.)

Two Years Out: A GENERAL
CompaRisoN oF Recipivism RATES

During FY 1992, there were 595 graduates
released from IIP, 215 IIP failures released from
general population prisons (170 quitters and 45
disciplinary removals), and 3,350 releasees from

traditional prisons.’ Although these subject sizes are
not equal, since the population is being studied, there
is less concern for inaccurate interpretation. But
because all variables may not be evenly distributed
within the populations, caution is necessary.

Of the 524 graduates released during FY 1992,
32.3 percent (n = 169) were returned to prison within
twp years. Within the IIP failure group, 64 individuals
were returned to prison, a return rate of 29.9 percent.
When broken down by type of failure, the data
indicate that of the 64 failures, 49 were quitters while
15 were disciplinary removals. Of the traditional
prison releasees, 957 (28.6 percent) returned as well.

It is expected that the IIP graduates would
exhibit a higher return rate, due in part to the inten-
sive supervision they are under after release. This

| group is, then, more likely to receive technical viola-

tions than the other two groups. To control for this
difference among groups, only offenders who commit-
ted a new offense, as opposed to a technical violation,
will be considered a recidivist.

Data indicate that of 169 IIP graduates returned
to prison, almost as many were for new crimes as were
for technical violations: 81 were returned for a new
crime, 88 for a technical violation. As presented in
Table 1, the one-year return to prison rate for FY 1992
IIP graduates convicted of a new offense was 15.5
percent. When considering the other groups, the
difference between new crime and technical violations
was not so slight. Of the 64 IIP failures who returned
to prison, 53 were for new offenses, while only 11 were
for technical violations; of the 957 releasees returned,
883 were for new crimes and 74 were for technical
violations. Therefore, the new offense recidivism rates
for these two groups were 24.7 percent and 26.4
percent, respectively.

Recipivism AND DEMOGRAPHICS

Table 1 presents the recidivism rates and popula-
tion size of each comparison group based on original
offense type, age, committing county, and race. Across
the three groups, several differences were observed
with respect to original offense type. Of the IIP gradu-
ates, property offenders returned to prison at the

. highest rate (20.2 percent). But when considering 1IP

failures, drug offenders, who exhibited the lowest rate
of return for 1IP graduates, were most likely to return
(30.2 percent), followed by property offenders (25.8
percent). Of the traditional prison releasees, property
offenders returned at the highest rate (28.5 percent),
followed by drug offenders (25.3 percent).

Offenders between the ages of 17 and 21 had the
highest rates of return to prison for offenders among
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all three groups. However, when considering the
committing county, some differences appear. For
example, although Cook County offenders had the
highest rates of return to prison for IIP graduates and
prison releasees (16 percent and 30.4 percent), IIP
failures committed from downstate counties returned
at a slightly higher rate than their counterparts from
Cook County.

The final variable considered was race, and, as
was the case with offense type, the three groups

exhibited numerous differences.

Among IIP graduates, Hispanics returned to
prison at the highest rate. But when looking at IIP
failures and releasees, the data indicate that blacks
returned more often. Additionally, 22.2 percent of all
white IIP failure cases returned, as did 22 percent of all
Hispanic traditional releasees. Among IIP graduates
and releasees, whites returned at the lowest rate, as
did Hispanics when considering failures. (Care must

be taken when interpreting these results due to the

Table 1. Two-Year Recidivism Rates Based on Release Status by
Offense Type, Age, Committing County and Race

1P TRADITIONAL
GRADUATES | !IF FAILURES | © g b ASEES
ORIGINAL N . pae
OFFENSE TYPE % Recidivating % Recidivating | % Recidivating
Person 12.0% (9) 16.7% (9) 23.1%  (153)
Property 202%  (46) 258%  (25) 285%  (482)
Drug 11.8% (26) 30.2% (19 253%  (243)
AGE
17 to 21 184%  (61) 305%  (40) 299%  (501)
22 and older 104%  (20) 17.6% (13) 229%  (380)
COMMITTING
COUNTY
Cook 16.0%  (58) 24.4%  (39) 30.4%  (633)
Downstate 142%  (23) 255% (14) 19.7%  (250)
RACE
Black 15.9% (52) 27.4% (40) 31.9% (661)
Hispanic 20.6% (7) 71% (1) 22.0% (72)
White 13.7% (22) 22.2% (12) 15.8% (148)
TOTAL 155%  (81) 247%  (53) 264%  (883)°

low number of Hispanics
in the populations.)

REcCIDIVISM AND
TREATMENT TYPE

As indicated previ-
ously, IIP participants
were assessed for need and
placed into one of three
levels of drug education
and treatment. Of the 595
graduates, 524 were
assessed at IIP, as were 56
of the failures. Because
they were never sentenced
to IIP, regular releasees
were not assessed.

Of the 81 IIP gradu-
ates who were recommit-
ted for a new offense, 12
had completed Level I
education, and 28 had
completed Level II. The
remaining 41 graduates
had completed Level III
drug treatment. Some I1P
failures were also assessed
for treatment need. But of
the 53 offenders who were
returned to prison for a
new offense, very few had
been assessed. Of those
who were, seven were
assessed at Level I, three at
Level 11, and six at Level
1. The remaining 37
offenders were not as-
sessed at any point.®

To determine if the
recidivism rate of IIP
participants differs
based on the level of
assessed treatment need

Substance Abuse Program Evaluation = 5



by the variables of interest, the following analysis
was conducted.

As presented in Table 2, property offenders
returned at the highest rate across all three levels of
treatment. Within the three treatment groups, Level II
returnees showed some variation: While 30.2 percent
of Level Il property offenders returned, only 14.3
percent of the person offenders and 15.3 percent of the
drug offenders committed new offenses. Although the
same may be said of Level I offenders, Level IIl offenders

demonstrated little variability across offense type.

Across all three levels,
offenders between the ages
of 17 and 21 returned to
prison at a higher rate than
their older counterparts.
Such similarity was not

e ORIGINAL 0 Pt Aot T . ot
founFl, however, V\Ihn.n OFFENSE TYPE % Recidivating | % Recidivating | % Recidivating
considering committing
county. The data indicate -
that Level and Level TP || "™ “mn e U @ |l ©
graduates originally commit- o 0 : 0
Tl fram donrstate counties Property 10.5%  (6) 302% (16) 20.3%  (24)
returned at a higher rate oy ,
P Drug 59% (5 153% (9) 15.6%  (12)
County. For Level Il return-
ees, the picture was reversed.
Offenders originally commit- [|AGE
ted from Cook County who
completed Level III treat- . % 7
ment robumed st Higher 17 to 21 92.6% (11) 23.4%  (22) 22.8%  (28)
at c tl £
rates than hose from down opusniil sidae 20% (1) 154%  (6) 101%  (13)
state counties.
The final variable

considered was race. For COMMITTING
Level I and Level I gradu- COUNTY
ates, whites returned to
prison at the highest rate (8.3 Cook 61% (8) 104%  (18) 23.6% (32)
percent and 25.7 percent)
within their level. Of all Downstate 121%  (4) 25.0% (10 101% )
Hispanics receiving either
Level IT or Level III treat-
ment, approximately one- RACE
fourth returned as well. Of CE
all black graduates, 7.6
percent treated at Level I, Black 76% (10 18.8% (16) 23.6%  (26)
18.8 percent at Level II, and
23.6 percent at Level Il Hispanic 0.0% (0) 25.0% (3) 308% @
returned to prison.

White 83% (2) 257% (9 10.8% (11
THe DrRuG ABUSE-
Crime CycLE

TOTAL 23% (12) 53% (28) 7.8%  (41)

Once IIP graduates

were identified as being recidivists, the class and type
| of their new offense were studied. Of the 81 recidi-
| vists, 20 were recommitted for a Class X or a Class 1
felony. Broken down by level of treatment provided,
the data indicate that all 20 had received either Level II
or Level 11 treatment. The remaining 61 recidivists
were returned for a Class 2, Class 3, or Class 4 felony.
Of these individuals, 54.1 percent had received Level
IIT treatment.

‘ When considering the new offense type, the data
reveal that of the 26 prison returnees originally

Table 2. Two-Year Recidivism Rates Based on Level of Treatment by
Offense Type, Age, Committing County, and Race.

LEVELI LEVELII LEVEL III
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convicted of a drug offense, 19 (73.1 percent) were
returned on an additional drug offense. Of the remain- ‘
ing new drug offenders, six were original property
offenders, and one was originally incarcerated for a |
crime against a person. As presented in Table 3,
considering all three types of original offenses, the
data indicate that the greatest percentage of original
drug offenders returned for similar offenses. It was
less common for a property offender to return on a
property offense (67.5 percent), or for a person of-
fender to return on a person offense (55.6 percent),
than it was for a drug offender to return on a drug
offense (73.1 percent).

Table 3. New Offense Type by Original Offense Type

under after their initial release. Therefore, to control
for this difference among groups, only the offenders
who returned to prison for a new offense were in-
cluded in further analyses.

The data indicate that of the 162 IIP graduates

' who were returned to prison, 107 were for sent back

for technical violations and 55 were recommitted for
new offenses. Therefore, the actual one-year return to
prison rate for IIP graduates was 5.1 percent. For the
other groups, there were fewer technical violations. Of
the 77 IIP failures, 68 returned to prison for new
crimes, while only nine returned for technical viola-
tions. Similarly, for the 936
releasees, 797 were for
new crimes, while 139

. :oiial o were for technical viola-
Original Person ?;‘;%1;:}( Original Drug tions. Therefore, the actual

return rates for these

Returned on - y populations are 13.8

Original Offense Bhk Ol 67.5%  (31) 73.1%  (19) percent (failures) and 11.7
percent (releasees).

Not Returned on o o

Original Offense W% W o 15 | I6b% @) RECIDIVISM AND

ONE Year OQut: A GENERAL
Comprarison oF Recipivism RaTes

During fiscal year 1992 and fiscal year 1993
there were 1,187 graduates released from IIP, 492 11P
failures released from general population prisons (378
quitters and 114 disciplinary removals), and 6,817
traditional releasees released from general population
prisons. As indicated previously, although these
subject sizes are not equal, since the population is
being studied, there is less concern for inaccurate
interpretation. But because all variables may not be
evenly distributed within the populations, caution
must be exercised.

Results indicate that of the 1,0907 1IP graduates
released during this two-year period, 14.9 percent (n =
162) were returned to prison within one year. When
considering the IIP failure group, 77 individuals were
returned to prison, a rate of 15.7 percent. Broken down
by type of failure, the data indicate that of the 77
failures, 58 quit the program, while 19 were removed
for disciplinary reasons. Therefore, recidivism rates for
these two groups were 11.8 percent and 3.9 percent,
respectively. Of the traditional prison population, 936
(13.7 percent) were returned.

As stated previously, it was expected that the IIP
graduates would exhibit a higher return rate, due in
part to the intensive supervision they were placed

DeEMOGRAPHICS

As presented in Table 4, original property
offenders exhibited the highest one-year rate of return
to prison across all comparison groups, with 1IP
failures returning most often (17.7 percent).

IIP graduates and failures who were between the
ages of 17 and 21, or who were originally committed
from downstate counties, exhibited higher one-year
rates of return to prison than their older or Cook
County counterparts. Of all releasees 22 years and
older, approximately 10 percent returned, as did
almost 14 percent of those between 17 and 21. Based
on committing county, the data indicate that releasees
originally committed from Cook County returned at a
rate of 12.6 percent, compared to that of 10.2 percent
exhibited by releasees originally committed from
downstate counties.

The final variable was race, and here some
differences appeared. While blacks exhibited the
highest rates of return to prison for IIP graduates and
releasees, white IIP failures were more likely to
become recidivists than their Hispanic or black
counterparts. Furthermore, although the percent of
Hispanics and whites that returned was very similar
within IIP graduates (3 percent Hispanic and 3.6
percent white) and releasees (8.9 percent Hispanic and
8.5 percent white), a greater proportion of whites
became recidivists among the IIP failure group: 16.4
percent of all whites returned, as did only 7.7 percent
of all Hispanics.
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Recibivism anp [IP
TREATMENT LEVEL

As indicated previ-
ously, IIP participants were
assessed for need and placed
in one of three levels of drug
education and treatment. Of
the 1,187 graduates, 1,090
were assessed at [IP, as were
71 of the failures. Because
they were never sentenced to
IIP, none of the releasees
were assessed.

Of the 55 IIP graduates
who were returned, 10 had
completed Level I drug
education, and 13 had
completed Level II treatment.
The remaining 32 graduates
had completed Level I1I drug
treatment. Few IIP failures
were assessed for treatment
need. Of the 68 offenders
who were returned to prison,
seven were assessed at Level
I, five at Level II, and nine at
Level IlI. The remaining 47
offenders were not assessed.?

To see if the recidivism
rate of IIP participants differs
based on the level of assessed
treatment need by the
variables of interest, an
analysis of one-year recidi-
vism rates based on treat-
ment level was conducted.?

As indicated in Table 5,
Level IT and Level III offend-
ers were similar with regard
to original offense type.
Those originally committing
property offenses were most
likely to return to prison,

followed by drug offenders and then person offenders.

Table 4. One-Year Recidivism Rates Based on Release Status by
Offense Type, Age, Committing County, and Race

1P GENERAL
GRADUATES | ¥ FAILURES | oo b ASEES
ggligliggli“\{l’]i %o Recidivating % Recidivating % Recidivating
Person 3.1% (5) 9.4% (9) 10.5% (149)
Property 74%  (32) 17.7%  (38) 13.6%  (456)
Drug 3.6% (18) 11.7%  (21) 93% (182)
AGE
17 to 21 6.4% (44) 15.0% 47) 13.7%  (467)
22 and older 2.7% (D 11.8% (21) 97%  (327)
COMMITTING
COUNTY
Cook 4.8%  (36) 12.6%  (46) 12.6%  (535)
Downstate 55%  (19) 17.3%  (2) 10.2%  (262)
RACE
Black 6.0% (41 13.4%  (46) 13.7%  (575)
Hispanic 3.0% (2) 77%  (2) 8.9%  (58)
White 3.6% (12) 16.4%  (20) 85% (163)
TOTAL 51% (55) 13.8%  (68) 11.7%  (796)

But among IIP graduates, the picture changed. Of
these offenders, those originally committed for a
person offense exhibited the highest rate of return to
prison. Drug offenders returned at the second highest
rate, and property offenders returned least often.

Across all three levels of treatment, black and
younger offenders were more likely to return to prison
than their white or Hispanic or older (22 and older)

counterparts. Specifically, within Level I and Level 111,
blacks returned most often, followed by whites, while
Hispanics returned at the lowest rate. Such similarity
does not exist, however, when results are compared by
committing county. Of all IIP graduates and tradi-
tional releasees, those originally committed from Cook
County were more likely to return than those from
downstate counties. For the 1IP failures, however,
those originally committed from downstate counties
exhibit higher prison return rates.
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Table 5. One-Year Recidivism Rates Based on Level of Treatment by ThHe Drug BBUsE~
Offense Type, Age, Committing County, and Race. Crive CycLE

LEVEL I LEVEL II LEVEL III Of the 55 IIP graduates
who were returning to
ORIGINAL B : S prison for a new offense, one
OFFENSE TYPE % Recidivating | % Recidivating | % Recidivating was convicted of murder,

five of a Class X felony, and

Person 48% (2) 2.7% (1) 24% (2) four of a Class 1 felony.
When broken down by the

Property 27% (2) 81% (8 85% (22 level of treatment provided,
the murder convict had

Drug 44%  (6) 3.6% (4) 32% (8) received Level 111, as had

four of the Class X offend-
ers, and two of the Class 1.
All other individuals in

AGE these three classes had
received Level II treatment.
17 to 21 50% (9) 6.0% (10) 74%  (25) The remaining 48 offenders
were returned to prison for
22 and above 14% (1) 38% (3 28% (7) either a Class 2, Class 3, or
Class 4 felony. The majority
of these individuals—57.8
COMMITTING percent—had received Level
COUNTY I drug treatment.
As presented in Table
Con 40% @ 2% (D 5.6% (1) 6, when (I:zmsidering the new
DR 37% () 76%  (6) 529 (1) offense type, the data

indicate that of the original
18 drug offenders, two—
thirds (n = 12) returned due
RACE to a similar offense. Of the
person offenders, 40 percent
returned under the same

Black A9 7 G :

: . - G6% 40 &% 22 offense, as did 65.6 percent
Hispanic 0.0% (O 45% (1) 31% (1) of all property offenders.
White 28% (1) 28% () 0% ©) SumMMARY

Because of the height-
ened level of surveillance
TOTAL 917%  (10) 1193% (13) | 2936% (32 placed upon IIP graduates
as compared to that pro-
vided to IIP failures and

traditional releasees,

Table 6. New Offense Type by Original Offense Type return to prison could
not be used as a general
Original Person Original Property Original Drug definition of recidivism.
If both technical and
Returned on _ _ new offense violations
Original Offense 400% 2 6% (1) 66.7%  (12) were included, the rate
at which IIP graduates
Not Returned on returned would be

Original Offense Q0% @ 344% (1) 33.3%  (6) inflated due to the

increased probability of
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technical violations being discovered. To control for
this, recidivism was defined as any new commission
to an adult institution based on a new offense only.

While preliminary recidivism results," including
technical violations, indicated that IIP graduates
returned to prison at a rate similar to or higher than
that of IIP failures, the picture changed once new
offenses alone were analyzed. In both the 12— and 24—
month follow-ups, 1IP graduates exhibited the lowest
levels of return to prison for new offenses among the
three groups.

In regard to whether there were any differences
among the groups based on original offense type, age,
committing county or race, the data indicated that the
type of offense and age of releasee were the greatest
determinants of return to prison, while the county
from which each individual was committed did not
make much difference. There often were too few
subjects in individual race categories to arrive at any
general conclusions.

Other key findings included the following;:

1) In both follow—ups, of all original drug
offenders, the proportion of 1IP graduates who re-
turned to prison for a new offense was lower than that
exhibited by IIP failures or traditional releasees.

2) In both follow-ups, offenders in all three
groups between the ages of 17 and 21 exhibited higher
rates of return than their older counterparts.

3) In the 24-month follow-up, Hispanic IIP
graduates appeared to be returning at a higher rate
than their black or white counterparts, while the
opposite was true for IIP failures (blacks returned at
the highest rate, followed by whites, then Hispanics).

4) In the 12-month follow-up, IIP graduates
exhibited lower rates of return to prison for each race
category than IIP failures or releasees. In fact, while
the range in rates of graduates returning based on race
was 3 percent to 6 percent, the range in rates for the
other two groups was 7.7 percent to 16 percent.

5) In both follow-ups, the committing counties
differed little in how many IIP graduates they re-
turned. In the 24-month follow-up, traditional
releasees, originally committed from Cook County,
returned at a much higher rate than their downstate
counterparts. In the 12-month follow-up, the same
was true for IIP failures; failures committed from
downstate counties returned at a higher rate than
those from Cook County.

Analyses based on leve] of assessed substance
abuse treatment need were also conducted on IIP
graduates only, and the data indicated that those

assessed at Level 111 (the most serious substance
abusers) returned at the highest rate. While original
offense type and age again appeared to be indicators,
so did committing county. Since the graduate popula-
tion'was further divided into one of three levels of
treatment, as was the case above, often there were too
few subjects in some of the race categories to arrive at
any general conclusions. But specific additional
findings included the following:

6) In the 12-month follow-up, drug offenders
assessed at Level [ returned to prison at a
higher rate than those assessed at either Level Il or
Level 111.

7) In the 12-month follow-up, property offend-
ers assessed at Levels 11 or I returned to prison at
higher rates than their counterparts convicted of either
person or drug offenses; in the 24-month follow-up,
property offenders at all three levels exhibited the
highest rates of return to prison.

8) In both follow-ups, offenders at all three
levels between the ages of 17 and 21 exhibited higher
rates of return than their older counterparts.

9) In the 12-month follow-up, offenders who
received Level II treatment and were originally
committed from downstate counties returned to
prison at a higher rate than those at Level I from Cook
County. But the differences across counties exhibited
by those in Level I or Level III were minimal.

10) In the 24-month follow-up, those at Level 1
and Level II originally committed from downstate
counties returned to prison at a higher rate than their
» Cook counterparts.

The opposite was true for those assessed at Level
111: Of all at this level, those originally committed from
Cook returned to prison at a much higher rate than
those from downstate counties.

11) In the 12-month follow—up, blacks returned
at the highest rate across the three levels. When
turning to the 24-month follow-up, different results
were obtained. Whites assessed at Levels 1 or Il
returned to prison at a higher rate than their black or
Hispanic counterparts. When considering those who
received Level 111, the data indicated that Hispanics
. returned at the highest rate.

12) In both follow-ups, of those who returned for
a new crime, those who were original drug offenders
returned most often for a similar offense.

It should be stressed that the results presented

. above should be interpreted cautiously due to the

i small number of subjects in various categories. Be-

| cause of the small numbers in the population of some
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groups (Hispanics, for example), the rates of return
measured may be inflated. Actual numbers were
included in the tables to alert the reader to potentially
misleading rates of return.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1) Given the increased rate at which Level I drug
offenders returned to prison for the commission of an
additional offense, special attention should be given to
them during assessment. It is recommended that they
not only be placed in drug education, but also should
receive some treatment. Both education and counsel-
ing are necessary to help the offender realize the
ramifications of his or her illegal activities. Further-
more, often a drug offender will be assessed only as a
user, when in fact he or she is a dealer/distributor.

2) It is recommended that an in—-community risk
assessment be conducted on all IIP graduates, espe-
cially younger property offenders, to find out the
levels of surveillance and treatment that are necessary
to assist them in breaking their drug—crime cycle.
Because of the high number of technical violations
committed by these inmates, the imposition of penal-
ties may be necessary both to protect the community
and to deter the offender from further violations. This
is especially true because many times these offenders
deny their drug abuse problem and do not comply
with the conditions of their release.

3) ANl TIP failures who are assessed at Level ITT
should be given priority for substance abuse treatment
in the prison to which they are transferred. Further-
more, once released into the community, they must get
more intensive aftercare than just monthly contacts
with Illinois Department of Corrections agents.

4) Additional analyses should be conducted as
data from future years become available. In particular:

a. Continued outcome analyses based on
assessed levels by other variables of interest;

b. Process evaluations concerning the assess-
ment and treatment processes (these are necessary to
ascertain whether the processes used are clinically
relevant and theoretically informed);

c. Since 1IP criteria have changed to include
those who are older, who have a maximum sentence
of up to eight years, or who have one prior adult
incarceration, evaluations should take these factors
into consideration and compare releasees based on old
versus new criteria; and

d. To delineate a profile of an IIP recidivist,
analyses concerning multiple variables need to be
conducted. But this cannot take place until the popula-
tion size increases.

Part 2
The Dwight Gateway
Substance Abuse
Treatment Program:

THE PosT-RELEASE STATUS
oF PARTICIPANTS

INTRODUCTION

Criminal justice professionals have estimated
that between 75 percent and 90 percent of all female
offenders in Illinois have a drug or alcohol problem
(Illinois Department of Corrections: 1993). Incarcera-
tion offers a unique opportunity to treat this tradition-
ally under—served population.

To provide intensive treatment to female offend-
ers, [llinois established a residential treatment pro-
gram at Dwight Correctional Center. The program is
operated by Gateway Foundation of Chicago and
began in September 1988. The goal of Gateway is “to
reduce recidivism among female offenders by provid-
ing intensive treatment services to those with serious
substance abuse histories” (Illinois Criminal Justice
Information Authority).

The primary criteria for participation in Gateway
are a history of substance abuse and at least a minimal
desire to become actively involved in treatment. The
program is offered to women at all security levels.

The Gateway program at Dwight uses a thera-
peutic community environment—one in which
inmates live and work together and do not mix with
the general offender population. While in Gateway,
participants take part in the following activities:

1) Education: The Dwight program provides
education on a wide variety of topics related to
substance abuse including the physical effects of
abuse, effects on families, AIDS, daily living skills, and
stress management;

2) Daily group therapy: Group therapy is di-
rected toward understanding the factors relating to the
participant’s use of substances and developing alterna-
tive coping skills. Other specific groups focus on the
participant’s behavior within the program as a means
of identifying and changing negative attitudes and
behavior patterns; and,
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3) Individual counseling: All participants receive
individual counseling and are required to develop a
detailed plan of how they will structure their lives
upon release to remain drug—free.

Preliminary recidivism results indicate of the 146
Gateway participants released between July 1, 1989
and June 30, 1991, 64 (44 percent) returned to prison
within two years of release. Comparing these resulis to
175 traditional prisoners released during this same
period (matched on substance abuse histories, a ge,
race, gender, and time remaining on sentence), 48
percent returned to prison within two years. Gateway
recidivists were in the community for an average of
9.2 months before reincarceration, while those in the
traditional releasee comparison group spent 7.9
months out of prison.

Additional analyses are necessary to determine if
there are significant differences between Gateway
participants and a traditional comparison group of
matched offenders. Due to the time frame under
which this study was conducted, an additional fiscal
year of releasees will be studied, thereby increasing
the size of the populations.

The purpose of this evaluation was twofold:

1) To determine if Gateway participants and a
comparison group of traditional prison releasees differ
in their rates of return to prison; and

2) To determine if Gateway participants and a
comparison group of traditional prison releasees differ
in their rates of return to prison based on various
demographic and offense characteristics.

These additional analyses will allow for a more
detailed profile of those female inmates with sub-
stance abuse histories served by the Dwight program,
and a determination of the impact this program
had on subsequent returns to prison.

ResearcH DEesigN

For the first research purpose, the 24-month
return rates of Gateway participants and the compari-
son group were assessed. Additionally, the Gateway
participants were divided based on length of treat-
ment time. Their return rate also were assessed, and
comparisons and contrasts were discussed among the
various groups.

For the second research purpose, the return rates
of the two comparison groups were analyzed by
original offense type, original type of admission, age,
and time in the community. Once an inmate was
identified as returning to prison, an inquiry was made
as to what the re-commission was based upon. From
that information, an indication of the post-graduation
substance use—crime cycle of the Gateway population
was determined.

Two Years Out: OVERALL
Comparison orF Recipivisv RATES

During FY 1990 through FY 1992, 168 of the
female offenders who participated in the Gateway
program were released from Dwight Correctional
Center. Additionally, from this same time period 247
other women with identified substance abuse prob-
lems were released from traditional prisons. Although
these women had indicated a desire for treatment,
placement in Gateway was not possible due to a lack
of treatment beds.

As presented in Table 1, results indicate that of
the 168 Gateway participants, 41.4 percent were
returned to prison within two years. In the compari-
son group, 104 were returned as well, a rate of 42.1
percent. Because all Gateway participants did not
spend an equal number of days in the program,
further analyses were conducted.

Table 1. Two-Year Recidivism Rates of Gateway
Participants and Comparisons: 1990-1992

This study employed a quasi-experimental N umber. n Number
design. It compared the combined population of Population Returned
fiscal years 1990 through 1992 Gateway partici-
pant releasees with general population offend- Gateway Participants 168 69 (41.4%)
ers released during this same period who were
eligible for Gateway but were unable to be
placed due to a lack of available treatment slots. NO“‘G‘{"EWE‘Y 247 104 (42.1%)
These offenders were matched to the Gateway Comparisons

participants on the following variables: sub-

stance abuse history, age, race, and time remain-
ing on sentence. Additionally, a desire to receive
tfreatment was controlled for because all comparison
group members had indicated they wanted to be
placed in Gateway.

As presented in Table 1a, differing amounts of
time in treatment were controlled for by dividing the

Gateway population into two groups: a) those who
spent fewer than 90 days participating in the program;
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and, b) those who spent a period of 90 days or more in
the program.

Table 1a. Gateway Participant Recidivism Rates Based

on Number of Days in Program: 90 Days

Two Years QOut: VaRIABLE-SPECIFIC

CompaRriISONS OF RETURN RATES

Table 2 presents the recidivism rates and
return population sizes of Gateway participants

Number in
Population

Number
Returned

and comparisons based on age, original admis-
sion type and original offense type.

For the Gateway group, all differences

Completed Fewer

=100 ;
than 90 Days =100 )

n=45 (45.0%)

within the above-mentioned variables were
more than 7 percent. For example, younger
offenders returned at a rate of 36.7 percent,

Completed 90 or More

= Rar.
Days n=68 (40.5%)

n=24 (35.3%)

while older offenders returned at a rate of 43.9
percent — a difference of 7.2 percent. For the

traditional comparisons, similar differences

Results indicate of the 168 Gateway participants,
almost 60 percent spent less than 90 days in treatment,
while 40.5 percent spent more than 90 days. Offenders
who spent less time in the program were more likely
to return to prison than those who remained in the
program a longer period. Of those offenders who
spent fewer than 90 days in the program, 45 percent
returned, as compared to 35.3 percent of those who
were in Gateway for 90 days or more.

As presented in Table 1b, the Gateway group
was further divided according to who completed the
program. An offender was considered to have com-
pleted the Gateway program if one of the following
two'' conditions had been met: a) she had spent more
than 270 days (nine months) in the program and
remained in Dwight, or b} she had spent more than
180 days (six months) in the program and was imme-
diately released from Dwight.

Table 1b. Gateway Participant Recidivism Rates Based on

Number of Days in Program: 180/270 Days

existed. Those admitted to prison for the first
time returned at a rate much lower than those with
prior prison records. The same was observed with
respect to original offense type. Of all traditional
comparisons, person and property offenders returned
at a much higher rate than those originally convicted
of a drug offense. However, unlike the Gateways, the
age variable did not seem to impact the rate at which a
traditional comparison offender returned to prison.

Across all variables, very few differences were
observed between the two groups. Gateway partici-
pants under the age of 31 exhibited lower rates of
return than their older counterparts, and the same was
true for the comparison group. Furthermore, in both
groups offenders who were admitted for the first time,
or were originally convicted of a drug offense, re-
turned to prison at lower rates than counterparts who
returned after being incarcerated for person or prop-
erty offenses previously.

The final variable was time in the commu-
nity. This was defined as the number of months
between the time an offender was released until

she was returned to prison. As indicated in
Table 3, Gateway participants who subse-
quently returned to prison spent an average of

Number in Number
Population Returned
Completed 270 or
More Days
for/ n=19 (11.3%) | n=5 (26.3%)
Completed 180 Days
and Released

9.68 months in the community. Their compari-
son counterparts averaged 8.93 months. Since
the standard deviations associated with time in
the community were quite high for both
comparison groups, the median also was
calculated. For the Gateway participants, the
median number of months out was nine, while

Approximately 11 percent of all Gateway partici-

pants were considered to have completed the program.

Of those, a little more than one—fourth returned to
prison within two years of release. When comparing
tables 1a and 1b, data support the belief that the longer
offenders remain in treatment, the less likely it is they
return to prison.

the comparisons were in the community for
eight months.

CHaracTERISTICS OF NEw OFFENSES

To obtain information relating to the further
substance use—crime cycle of the Gateway population,
once offenders were identified as being recidivists,
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their type of new offense was investigated.
This information is presented in Table 4.

The data revealed that of the 69
Gateway participants who were returned,
almost two—thirds were recommitted on a
property offense. Furthermore, person
offenders accounted for 13 percent, while
drug offenders comprised 10.1 percent of
these recidivists. The remaining offenders
were convicted for sex or other offenses. In
comparison to the original offense types,
while the order of the three most common
offenses remained the same, new offenses
were more often property crimes, and less
often drug or person crimes.

When turning to the non-Gateway
comparisons, results indicate of the 104
recidivists, 68.3 percent returned for a
property offense. Additionally, approxi-
mately 13 percent of those returning were
convicted of either drug or person offenses.
The remaining offenders recommitted
were returned for sex or other offenses.
Unlike their Gateway counterparts, the
order of type of new crime changed.
Although the majority of recommissions
were based on property offenses, there
were more new drug offenders than
person offenders. While the percent of new
person offenses dropped 27 percent,
there were only 3.2 percent fewer
offenders committed on drug offense

Table 2. Recidivism Rates and Comparisons Based on

Age, Admission Type, and Offense Type

than were incarcerated originally.

Therefore, based on new

offense type, data indicated that the
Gateway drug program may have
had an effect on the type of new

offenses committed by those return-
ing to prison. While these offenders
may still have returned to prison at a

Gateway Non-Gateway
Participants Comparisons
AGE
Younger (30 and under)| 36.7% n=33) | 415% (n=54)
QOlder (31 and above) 439% (n=36) | 43.1% (n=50)
ORIGINAL
ADMISSION TYPE
1st Admission 326% Mm=28 | 324% (n=48)
2nd (+) Admission 471% (n=41) | 63.6% (n=>56)
ORIGINAL OFFENSE
TYPE"
Person Offender 304% =7 395% (m=17)
Property Offender 475% (n=48) | 53.1% (n=77)
Drug Offender 235% (n=8) 16.7% (m=7)
Table 3. Months in the Community
Standard ;
Average Deviation Median
Gateway Participants 9.68 6.50 9.0
oGty 8.93 5.62 8.0
Comparisons

rate almost equal to their non-

Gateway counterparts, those who participated

in the program were less likely to return to

prison for the commission of a drug offense. But
whether the treatment program has affected
individual drug use behavior is not clear. In

other words, it may be the case that an

offender’s post-release illegal activities are still
motivated by drug use (that is, stealing to obtain

drugs or drug money).

SUMMARY

The research goals of the current project

included the following: 1) determining if

Table 4. Recidivists: New Offense Types

Gateway Comparison
Recidivists™ Recidivists"
Person 9 (13.0%) 13 (12.5%)
Property 45  (65.2%) 71 (68.3%)
Drug 7 (10.1%) 14  (13.0%)
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Gateway participants and a comparison group of
traditional prison releasees differed in their rates of
return to prison, and 2) determining if various offense

or demographic characteristics influence the rates in
which these offenders return to prison. Additional
information relating to time in the community and |
type of new offense was also collected for those who
returned to prison.

Data revealed that the return rates of Gateway
participants and the comparisons were quite similar.
In fact, there was less than a 2 percent difference
between the two groups. But when controlling for
length of time in treatment, differences appeared.
Offenders who spent less than 90 days in Gateway
returned to prison at a rate of 45 percent, compared to
35.3 percent for offenders who were in Gateway more
than 90 days. Furthermore, offenders who were
considered to have completed the program returned to
prison at an even lower rate, 26.3 percent. Al though
the population sizes associated with these groups
became quite low as further analyses were conducted,
these results are consistent with national research that
has indicated that time spent in a therapeutic commu-
nity does have a positive impact on the post-release
behavior of program participants (De Leon: 1989).

Of the Gateway participants, when considering
the offense and demographic variables, data revealed
that older inmates (31 years and older), and those who
were previously incarcerated, exhibited higher two-
year rates of return to prison than their younger or
first-time incarcerated counterparts. Of all Gateway
returnees, the majority were original property offend-
ers. Similar results were obtained from the traditional
comparison group.

Gateway recidivists were in the community
longer prior to being returned than those in the
traditional comparison group. This indicates a longer
period in the community before violating their release
agreement or committing a new crime. Of the new
crimes committed, Gateway recidivists were less likely
to return based on a drug offense than their compari-
son counterparts. The majority of both groups commit-
ted property offenses.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1) As the data become available, this study
should be replicated to determine whether similar
results are obtained;

2) Due to the increased risk of recidivism for
those offenders who only spend a short time in
Gateway (because of mandatory release dates), it is
recommended that to put treatment beds to their best
use, offenders who have more than 90 days left in

prison should have priority placement into Gateway;

3) As the population sizes increase, it is recom-
mended that continued analyses relating to
length of time spent in Gateway and rates of return to
prison be conducted;

4) Process evaluations concerning the treatments
should be provided to offenders to ascertain whether
they are clinically relevant and theoretically informed.
By encouraging treatment program structure and
composition to be in accordance with what has been
found to be effective in previous studies, program
efficacy may be increased;

5) To further understand the drug use—crime
cycle, in~depth interviews of Gateway recidivists
should be conducted to obtain information on their
motivations to commit new crimes;

6) Conduct further outcome analyses based on
other variables of interest (for example, prior arrest
record, type of aftercare provided); and,

7) To delineate a profile of a Gateway recidivist,
analyses concerning multiple variables need to be
conducted. This profile would include multiple
offender characteristics which when taken together
describe those Gateway individuals who appear to be
most likely to return to prison. B
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ENDNOTES

! This includes 94.8 percent of the population.
2 This includes 61.8 percent of the population.

* This number is larger than others reported in
similar reports prepared by the Illinois Department
of Corrections because escape risk and supervision
level were not included when developing this com-
parison group.

¢ Information was not available for 71 IIP gradu-
ates. All analyses will refer to 524 inmates, which is
the population of IIP graduates who were assessed for
treatment need.

% The population of traditional releasees returned
to prison for a new offense is 883. For all categories
that do not equal that amount, information is missing.

® Because IIP failures cannot count their time in
IIP toward their sentence, they remain in prison
longer. Therefore, a large number of individuals in this
group were sent to IIP prior to formal assessment and

released during fiscal 1992.

7 Information was not available for 71 IIP gradu-
ates. All analyses will refer to 524 inmates, which is
the population of IIP graduates who were assessed for
treatment need.

# Because IIP failures cannot count their time in
IIP towards their sentence, they remain in prison
longer. Thus, a large number of individuals in this
group were sent to IIP prior to formal assessment and
released during FY 1992 and FY 1993.

¢ Given the small number of assessed IIP failures
who returned to prison for a new offense, they were
excluded from the following analysis.

1 Including analyses beyond what was pre-
sented in this report.

" “Program completion” was defined by a
treatment provider at Dwight Correctional Center via
a telephone conversation with Robert J. Jones, research
scientist, Illinois Department of Corrections.

12 The original offense type of six Gateways and
three controls was “other.”

13 Eight of the Gateway offenders who returned
to prison received new convictions for sex or “other”
offenses.

" Six of the controls who were returned to prison
received new convictions for sex or “other” offenses.
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