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ABSTRACT

The Turning Point project in Cincinnati, Ohio is designed to treat chronic drunk drivers. This article com-
pares the postrelease success rates of Turning Point clients and others who have been at risk for over four
years. It appears that the success differential initially observed when clients had been at risk one year has

been sustained.

INTRODUCTION

In a recent book, Ross (1992) dismisses drunk
driving treatment programs as either ineffectual
or inconsequential. He points to impact studies
of educational and therapeutic programs that
demonstrate little or no reformative impact on
drunk drivers. The inconsequential argument is
based on the same foundation he uses to dis-

miss specific deterrence and incapacitation—
the public safety is not endangered by known
drunk drivers, but by first offense drunk driv-
ers. Although Ross’s public safety argument is
compelling, it would be a mistake to assume that
it has direct applications to the criminal justice
system. From a criminal justice system perspec-
tive, public safety is not the only concern. The
criminal justice system is expected, among other
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things, to endeavor to reform (rehabilitate) per-
sons convicted of violating the law. Further, the
criminal justice system is expected to do so re-
gardless of the measurable impact on public
safety. Thus, although Ross correctly notes that
no more than a minuscule dent would be made
in the public safety problem posed by drunk driv-
ing if all repeat drunk drivers were reformed,
it does not follow that the criminal justice sys-
tem should get out of the drunk driver reform
business.

The Turning Point project is a drunk driver
rehabilitation program. It is designed to reform
one of the most recalcitrant offender groups the
criminal justice system must deal with—repeat
drunk drivers. The program is a criminal justice
system (distinct from a public safety system), ed-
ucational and therapeutic intervention designed
for adjudicated drunk drivers with three or more
prior drunk driving convictions. Prior research
(Langworthy and Latessa, 1993) suggests that
the Turning Point project may be related to im-
proved postrelease behavior. This article re-
ports the results of a longer-term follow-up of
the postrelease behavior of the original Turning
Point and comparison group subjects.

THE TURNING POINT PROGRAM

The Turning Point project began in 1988 and,
during the ensuing four years, served over 1,700
clients. The project is a residential education
and treatment program designed for adjudi-
cated repeat drunk drivers who have been sen-
tenced to a period of incarceration. Turning Point
subjects are to have served a period of incarcer-
ation (thirty days or more) prior to being trans-
ferred to the program. When transferred, they
are expected to complete a twenty-eight-day res-
idential program of education about chemical de-
pendency and individual and group counseling.
Upon successful completion of the program, sub-
Jects are returned to court for sentence modifi-
cation and released from custody. Once released
from custody, Turning Point subjects complete
a six-month aftercare program designed to help
them in the community (for a more complete de-
scription of the Turning Point program, see
Langworthy and Latessa, 1993:166-67).

DATA AND RESEARCH DESIGN

The initial evaluation of the Turning Point
project sought to compare the postrelease be-
havior of Turning Point clients to multiple driv-
ing under the influence (DUI) offenders not
treated by the project using a quasi-experimental
research design. The experimental group con-
sisted of 531 repeat DUI offenders who partici-
pated in the Turning Point program during the
first twenty-three months of project operation
(February 1988 through December 1989). The
comparison group consisted of 200 repeat DUI
offenders who were adjudicated during the same
period, but who did not participate in the Turn-
ing Point project.' Comparison of the charac-
teristics of the two groups made it apparent
that they differed in a number of theoretically
important ways, rendering the original quasi-
experimental design untenable.” Because the two
groups were so different, the analysis shifted
from experimental to statistical control, and lo-
gistic regression equations were estimated that
statistically control for group differences. The
same procedure has been employed for this
follow-up analysis.

Examination of the short-term performance
of the original Turning Point client cohort was
promising. It was determined that Turning Point
clients did marginally better than the compari-
son group. The lingering question, “Would the
Turning Point clients sustain this superior per-
formance in the long-term?,” remained, how-
ever. This study focuses on that question.

Because this study examined the extended
postrelease performance of the original Turning
Point cohort and its comparison group, it was
necessary to add the extended period arrest in-
formation to the original data file. These data
were collected by Hamilton County Probation
Department employees from computerized
county records.

The longer-term follow-up of the perfor-
mance of the original cohort is organized in two
sections. First, the performance of Turning Point
clients and comparison group individuals is ad-
dressed. In this section, the time at risk and ab-
solute rates of success are addressed. The second
part of the section focuses on estimating rates
of success controlling for group differences. This




alysis highlights estimated success rates for
e total pooled sample and for subsamples re-
gicted to those who meet initial program eli-
gibiiity criteria.

RATES OF SUCCESS

Success can be defined in a number of ways.
The present study examines success using three
different success criteria. These are no new
charges for any offense, an alcohol related of-
fense, or a DUI offense. Individuals whose only
infraction is a minor traffic offense or probation
violation are treated as successes in this analysis.
Table 1 presents data regarding time at risk
and success rates for the first cohort and its com-
parison group. As expected, the rates of success
increase as the failure criterion becomes more
specific. When success is defined as no new of-
fense of any kind, it was found that nearly 40
percent of both groups succeed. When success
. is defined as no new alcohol related offense,
more than 60 percent succeed. Finally, when suc-
cess is defined as no new DUI, it was found that
- more than 70 percent of both groups succeed.

The similarity of the performance of the treat-
. ment and comparison groups is quite striking,
particularly when it is noted that both groups
have been at risk® for approximately 3.5 years.
That noted, it is important to recall that the pre-
vious project evaluation concluded that the two
groups differed in theoretically significant ways
rendering strict group comparisons problem-
atic. Accordingly, as in the prior assessment,

TasLE 1

TurRNING PoINT AND ComPaRISON GROUP Success RATES

Percent Successful
Mean Any Alcohol
Days New Related
at Risk  Offense Offense  DUI
Turning Point 1,270 411 63.7 74.8
clients
(n=531)
Comparison 1,334 422 62.0 719
group
(n=193)
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comparisons of Turning Point clients and com-
parison group members are best conducted while
statistically controlling for significant group
differences.

STATISTICAL ESTIMATES OF SUCCESS

The following presents a series of logistic re-
gression equations that permit one to assess the
effect of Turning Point on the likelihood of suc-
cess while controlling for group differences. Lo-
gistic regression permits one to estimate the
likelihood of a success rather than a failure while
controlling for a number of other variables (in
this case, variables that distinguish the Turning
Point and comparison groups). Interest in these
regressions is twofold. First, the equations are
used to determine whether the Turning Point
treatment (treatment is dummy coded) pro-
duces a statistically significant difference in post-
release performance. Second, the equations are
used to estimate the effect of Turning Point treat-
ment on success rates. This later analysis is fo-
cused on the substantive significance of the
differences.

The regressions are presented in several parts
that sequentially limit the cases from all cases
to just those that met the original program eli-
gibility criteria (three or more prior DUIs and
thirty or more days in jail). These equations al-
low one to determine whether the design popu-
lation performs differently than the assigned
population.

Total Pooled Sample

The pooled sample includes both the 531
original Turning Point clients and the 193 com-
parison group members for a total sample of 724
individuals. Table 2 presents the set of regres-
sion equations for the pooled sample that pre-
dict the likelihood of success employing three
different success criteria. The present study 1s
interested in the coefficient associated with Turn-
ing Point. There are two points of interest re-
garding the Turning Point coefficients. First, all
three coefficients are positive, which indicates
that Turning Point clients were more likely to
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TABLE 2
LoGisTic REGRESSION OF THE LIKELIHOOD OF SUCCESS OF TURNING POINT
AND OTHER MuLTiPLE DUI OFFeNDERS CONTROLLING FOR DEMOGRAPHIC
AND ExPERIENTIAL DIFFERENCES (LoGIT COEFFICIENTS)

Any New

Any New Alcohol New

Offense Offense bui
Sex (1 = male, 2 = female) .070 120 -.056
Age (years) .03g"** 024 120
Job (1 = employed, 2 = not employed) -.254 -.249 272
Children (number) -.179"* -.103™ -.114"
Pricr DUIs (no. convictions) -.067 -.105** -.160***
Time at risk (days) -.0002 -.0009" -.0007
Time jailed (days) -.003** -.002 -.003*"
Turning Point (0 = no, 1 = yes) 159 218 110
Constant -.615 1.562 2.085"
-2%log likelihood (8 df) 31.561*** 21.493*** 26.894"*"

Note: Failure codes are 2 if a new offense and 1 if no new offense. The coefficients
predict a 1 rather than a 2. Thus, a negative coefficient indicates a lower likelihood of a
1 (i.e., a lower likelihood of a success). A positive coefficient indicates a higher likelihood
of a 1, thus, a higher likelihood of a success. N = 671, missing information on fifty-three

cases.

***Statistically different than zero at alpha < .01,
**Statistically different than zero at alpha < .05 > .01.
*Statistically different than zero at alpha < .10 > .05.

succeed than comparison group members. Sec-
ond, none of the three coefficients is statisti-
cally significant. This means that the observed
positive effect may be due to chance.

Figure 1 compares the estimated success rates
for Turning Point clients and the comparison
group members. The success rate estimates were
derived from the regression equations in
Table 2.* It is apparent that the postrelease per-
formance of both groups is quite similar (as
would be expected because none of the Turning
Point coefficients was statistically significant).
Although Turning Point clients did better than
the comparison group members, the differences
are quite small (just a 3 percent difference for
no new offense, a 5 percent difference for no
new alcohol offense, and a 2 percent difference
for no new DUI see Figure 1).

Three or More Prior DUIs

The Turning Point project originally was in-
tended to serve a select group of drunk driving

clients—those with three or more prior DUIs
who served at least thirty days in jail prior to
being admitted to Turning Point. In the initial
assessment of Turning Point, it was apparent that
some individuals did not meet these admission
criteria so the analysis was focused more closely
on persons originally targeted by the project.
Table 3 presents the set of regression equations
for 564 pooled sample members who had the
requisite three or more prior DUIs. Once again
focusing on the Turning Point coefficients, it is
found that: (a) all are positive, indicating that
Turning Point clients did better than the com-
parison group members; and (b) two of the three
coefficients are statistically significant, suggest-
ing that the observed differences are real and
not due to chance.

Figure 2 compares the estimated success rates
for Turning Point clients and the comparison
group members who had three or more prior
DUIs. As expected from the equations presented
in Table 3, the postrelease performance of the
two groups begins to diverge. When the two






