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1, SUMMARY OF JUDICIAL ACTIVITY, REFERRAL AND 
DIAGNOSTIC COUNTERMEASURES 

A r ev i ew of  a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  t r a f f i c  c a s e s  d i s p o s e d  of by 

t h e  c o u r t s  d u r i n g  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  p e r i o d  of t h e  ASAP, i n d i c a t e s  

t h a t  a n  i n c r e a s e d  p r o p o r t i o n  of d e f e n d a n t s  cha rged  w i t h  D r i v i n g  

Under t h e  I n f l u e n c e  o f  Liquor  (DUIL) r e c e i v e d  r e d u c t i o n s  t o  t h e  

lesser i n c l u d e d  o f f e n s e  o f  Impai red  d r i v i n g .  Whether t h i s  is an 

ASAP-related change from pre-program y e a r s  canno t  be p o s i t i v e l y  

s t a t e d ,  bu t  t h i s  is l i k e l y  t o  be t r u e  g i v e n  t h e  l a r g e  i n c r e a s e  i n  

t h e  number o f  c a s e s  coming b e f o r e  t h e  c o u r t .  More i m p o r t a n t l y  

f o r  t h e  f u n c t i o n i n g  of  t h e  ASAP, i s  t h e  f i n d i n g  t h a t  program 

p e r i o d  combined c o n v i c t i o n  r a t e s  f o r  DUIL and Impaired (94%) have 

remained a t  t h e  v e r y  h i g h  l e v e l s  of t h e  b a s e l i n e  p e r i o d  (95%).  

Although r e d u c t i o n s  from D U I L  t o  Impaired p o t e n t i a l l y  c o u l d  have 

n e g a t i v e  e f f e c t s  on p o l i c e  a t t i t u d e s  o r  o p e r a t i o n s ,  t h e  con- 

v i c t i o n  r a t e s  f o r  t h e  drunk  d r i v i n g  c h a r g e s  p r o v i d e  t h e  s e t t i n g  

n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  ASAP r e f e r r a l  and t r e a t m e n t  sub-systems t o  

e f f e c t i v e l y  o p e r a t e .  

O t h e r  f a c t o r s  e x i s t ,  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  r e d u c t i o n s  from DUIL t o  

Impa i r ed ,  which do not  appea r  t o  be a  r e s u l t  of  t h e  ASAP. Re fusa l  

t o  t a k e  a  blood a l c o h o l  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  (BAC) t e s t  t e n d s  t o  r e s u l t  

i n  more r e d u c t i o n s .  Of t h o s e  DUIL a r r e s t e e s  who t a k e  t h e  BAC 

tes t  (81%) ,  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  i n c r e a s e s  t h a t  a  c o n v i c t i o n  f o r  

Impai red  w i l l  be o b t a i n e d  a s  BAC d e c r e a s e s .  R e p r e s e n t a t i o n  by an  

a t t o r n e y  remains  s t r o n g l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  a  c o n v i c t i o n  f o r  t h e  

reduced  c h a r g e .  

Over 90% of  1971 and 1972 a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  t r a f f i c  o f f e n d e r s  

have t h e i r  c a s e s  d i s p o s e d  of  w i t h o u t  go ing  t o  t r i a l .  Defendants  

who do go t o  t r i a l  have a  h i g h e r  p r o p o r t i o n  of  c o n v i c t i o n s  a s  

cha rged  t h a n  t h o s e  whose c a s e s  a r e  d i s p o s e d  o f  w i t h o u t  a  t r i a l .  

T h i s  is p a r t i c u l a r l y  t rue f o r  d e f e n d a n t s  h a v i n g  j u r y  t r i a l s  a s  

compared t o  t r i a l s  by judge .  



Approximately  t h r e e - q u a r t e r s  o f  t h e  pe r sons  c o n v i c t e d  of  

a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  t r a f f i c  o f f e n s e s  a r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  a n  ASAP c o u r t  

c o u n s e l o r ,  o r  80% of t h e  coun ty  r e s i d e n t s  c o n v i c t e d  of  such  

c h a r g e s .  This  r e f e r r a l  r a t e  a p p e a r s  t o  be  a c c e p t a b l e ,  p a r t i c u -  

l a r l y  g i v e n  temporary v a c a n c i e s  i n  s e v e r a l  j udgsh ips  d u r i n g  t h e  

o p e r a t i o n a l  p e r i o d  of  t h e  program. Less  p o s i t i v e  i s  t h a t  o n l y  

43% o f  Washtenaw County D&D o f f e n d e r s  a r e  r e f e r r e d  f o r  t h i s  

background i n t e r v i e w  and d r i n k i n g  d i a g n o s i s .  

Of t h e  1966 p e r s o n s  r e f e r r e d  t o  an ASAP c o u r t  c o u n s e l o r ,  25% 

were d i agnosed  a s  a l c o h o l i c ,  33% were d i agnosed  a s  problem 

d r i n k e r s ,  9% were d i agnosed  a s  p r e - a l c o h o l i c ,  and 27% d i d  not  

appea r  t o  e x h i b i t  problem d r i n k i n g .  S i x  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  c a s e s  

r e c e i v e d  no d i a g n o s i s .  Drunk & D i s o r d e r l y  o f f e n d e r s  had a  h i g h e r  

p r o p o r t i o n  of a l c o h o l i c s  (39%) t h a n  d i d  d r i v i n g - r e l a t e d  o f f e n d e r s .  

DUIL o f f e n d e r s  a l s o  tended  t o  e x h i b i t  more s e r i o u s  d r i n k i n g  pro-  

blems t h a n  d i d  p e r s o n s  c o n v i c t e d  of  Impai red  d r i v i n g .  

Although o n l y  a  s m a l l  p r o p o r t i o n  of  c l i e n t s  a r e  d iagnosed  

by bo th  a  c o u r t  c o u n s e l o r  and a  c o u n s e l o r  a t  t h e  Washtenaw 

Counci l  on Alcohol i sm,  t h e  agreement  i n  d i a g n o s e s  is h igh  (94%).  

In  terms of demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  w h i t e s ,  who compr ise  

t h e  b u l k  o f  r e f e r r e d  c l i e n t s ,  a r e  s l i g h t l y  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  have 

a l c o h o l  problems t h a n  o t h e r s .  Amount o f  e d u c a t i o n  t e n d s  t o  be 

i n v e r s e l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  s e v e r i t y  o f  t h e  d r i n k i n g  d i a g n o s i s .  

Unemployed p e r s o n s  a r e  o v e r - r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  of  

a r r e s t e e s  and r e f e r r a l s .  They a r e  a l s o  most l i k e l y  t o  have a l c o h o l  

problems.  Pe r sons  who a r e  s e p a r a t e d ,  d i v o r c e d ,  o r  widowed a r e  

more l i k e l y  t o  have a l c o h o l  problems t h a n  a r e  pe r sons  who a r e  

m a r r i e d  o r  s i n g l e .  

Defendants  who a r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  ASAP appea r  t o  be  p l a c e d  i n  

a p p r o p r i a t e  t r e a t m e n t  programs based  on t h e i r  d r i n k i n g  d i a g n o s e s .  

Seventy  p e r c e n t  of t h e  a l c o h o l i c s  were p l a c e d  i n  t h e  Antabuse pro-  

gram, 80% of  t h e  problem d r i n k e r s  were on e i t h e r  Antabuse o r  

g e n e r a l  p r o b a t i o n ,  and t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  remainder  a t t e n d e d  

e d u c a t i o n a l  c l a s s e s .  



2 .  INTRODUCTION 

The pr imary o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h e  Washtenaw County Alcohol S a f e t y  

Ac t ion  Program (WCASAP) has  been t o  r educe  t h e  number of  a l c o h o l -  

r e l a t e d  c r a s h e s  -and  t h e  consequences  o f  such  c r a s h e s .  The pro-  

gram has  been f u l l y  o p e r a t i o n a l  s i n c e  March 1971,  and  has  s e v e r a l  

components, termed countermeasure  a c t i v i t i e s ,  which a r e  d i r e c t e d  

toward t h o s e  e l emen t s  thought  t o  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  occu r rence  of  

a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  c r a s h e s .  Countermeasure a c t i v i t i e s  i n c l u d e  p u b l i c  

i n fo rma t  i on  and e d u c a t i o n ,  t h e  app rehens ion  of  drunk d r i v e r s ,  and 

t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and t r e a t m e n t  of  pe r sons  who misuse a l c o h o l  i n  

t h e  d r i v i n g  s i t u a t i o n  o r  who have o t h e r  problems w i t h  a l c o h o l  u s e .  

The e v a l u a t i o n  and d e s c r i p t i o n  of  t h e  v a r i o u s  countermeasure  

a r e a s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of t o t a l  program impact measured 

by a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  c r a s h e s  and r o a d s i d e  s u r v e y s ,  a r e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  

s e p a r a t e  r e p o r t s .  The c o n t e n t s  of  t h i s  r e p o r t  i n c l u d e  a  d i s -  

c u s s i o n  of j u d i c i a l  a c t i v i t y ,  t h a t  is t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  and 

s e n t e n c i n g  of a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  o f f e n d e r s ,  and a  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  

d i a g n o s t i c  countermeasure .  I n  t h e  Washtenaw ASAP j u d i c i a l  a c t i -  

v i t y  is no t  a  funded ASAP countermeasure  a r e a  i n  t h e  same s e n s e  

a s  a r e  a r r e s t  a c t i v i t y  and t h e  t r e a t m e n t  of  a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  

o f f e n d e r s .  C l e a r l y ,  however, t h e r e  is a  h i g h l y  i n t e r a c t i v e  r e -  

l a t i o n s h i p  between c o u r t  a c t i v i t y  and t h e  ASAP. A d e f e n d a n t ' s  

r e f e r r a l  t o  ASAP is c o n d i t i o n a l  upon a  c o n v i c t i o n  f o r  an  a l c o h o l -  

r e l a t e d  c h a r g e  a s  well a s  t h e  w i l l i n g n e s s  of  t h e  judge t o  make t h e  

r e f e r r a l .  The ASAP c a n ,  i n  t u r n ,  a s s i s t  t h e  c o u r t  by conduc t ing  

t h e  p re - sen tence  i n t e r v i e w s  and p r o v i d i n g  t r e a t m e n t  recommendations. 

T h e r e f o r e  j u d i c i a l  a c t i v i t y  has  been viewed from t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  

of  d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  s e t t i n g  under which t h e  ASAP f u n c t i o n s ,  and 

where p o s s i b l e ,  i d e n t i f y i n g  t h o s e  e f f e c t s  on t h e  j u d i c i a l  p r o c e s s e s  

which seem t o  r e s u l t  from t h e  ASAP. 



3 .  THE SETTING 

Once an  i n d i v i d u a l  has  been charged  w i t h  an a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  

o f f e n s e  (Dr iv ing  Under t h e  I n f l u e n c e  of Liquor  (DUIL) , Impaired 

D r i v i n g ,  o r  Drunk & D i s o r d e r l y  (D&D)) h i s  c a s e  comes b e f o r e  one 

of t h e  f i v e  judges  i n  t h e  1 4 t h  o r  1 5 t h  D i s t r i c t  Cour t s .  These 

c o u r t s  have j u r i s d i c t i o n  over  t r a f f i c  o f f e n s e s  and c r i m i n a l  m i s -  

demeanors o c c u r r i n g  i n  Washtenaw County. I f  t h e  c a s e  r e s u l t s  i n  

a  c o n v i c t i o n  f o r  an  a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  o f f e n s e ,  t h e  s e n t e n c i n g  is 

d e f e r r e d  f o r  an average  of  40 days .  A t  t h i s  time t h e  o f f e n d e r  is 

r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  ASAP c o u r t  counse lo r  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  

D i s t r i c t  Cour t .  An i n t e r v i e w  is conducted ,  p e r t i n e n t  d a t a  on t h e  

o f f e n s e  and c l i e n t ' s  background a r e  c o l l e c t e d  w i t h  s p e c i a l  

emphasis on d r i n k i n g  b e h a v i o r .  Upon comple t ion  of t h e  i n t e r v i e w  

t h e  counse lo r  d i agnoses  t h e  c l i e n t  a s  a l c o h o l i c ,  problem d r i n k e r ,  

p r e - a l c o h o l i c ,  o r  no t  a  problem d r i n k e r .  In fo rma t ion  g a t h e r e d  

d u r i n g  t h e  i n t e r v i e w  is a l s o  used t o  frame recommendations t o  t h e  

c o u r t  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  s e n t e n c e  t o  be imposed. I f  t h e  counse lo r  

de t e rmines  t h a t  t h e  c l i e n t  is a  problem d r i n k e r  o r  a l c o h o l i c ,  and 
R b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  u se  o f  d i s u l f i r a m  (Antabuse ) would be a  u s e f u l  

d e t e r r e n t  t o  f u r t h e r  d r i n k i n g ,  a  second appointment  is made f o r  

t h e  c l i e n t  a t  t h e  Washtenaw Counci l  on Alcoholism (YCA). There 

t h e  Antabuse program is e x p l a i n e d ,  an appointment  is made w i t h  

t h e  c l i e n t ' s  p h y s i c i a n  i n  o r d e r  t o  o b t a i n  a  p r e s c r i p t i o n  f o r  t h e  

d r u g ,  and t h e  c l i e n t  is p l a c e d  i n  t h e  program f o r  a  t r i a l  p e r i o d  

p r i o r  t o  s e n t e n c i n g .  



4 .  DATA SOURCES 

Data on t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  and s e n t e n c i n g  of o f f e n d e r s  were 

complied from t h e  c o u r t  r e c o r d s  kep t  on each  c a s e .  D i a g n o s t i c  

and background i n f o r m a t i o n  on r e f e r r e d  c a s e s  a r e  r eco rded  by 

c o u r t  c o u n s e l o r s  subsequen t  t o  t h e i r  i n t e r v i e w .  A s h o r t  summary 

is a l s o  f i l l e d  o u t  by c o u n s e l o r s  a t  t h e  WCA i f  t h e  c l i e n t  was 

r e f e r r e d  t o  t h a t  agency ( s e e  Appendix A f o r  c o p i e s  of  f o r m s ) .  

Inc luded  i n  t h e  s t u d y  p o p u l a t i o n  a r e  t h e  1321 pe r sons  

a r r e s t e d  f o r  D U I L  o r  Impaired D r i v i n g  d u r i n g  t h e  1969 and 1970 

b a s e l i n e  y e a r s .  The c o u r t  d i s p o s i t i o n  of t h e s e  c a s e s  is p r e s e n t e d  

f o r  compara t ive  p u r p o s e s .  Program p e r i o d  c o u r t  a c t i v i t y  is based 

on 4266 c a s e s ;  2309 a r r e s t e d  f o r  D U I L  o r  Impai red  d r i v i n g  i n  1971 

and 1972,  and 1869 p e r s o n s  a r r e s t e d  f o r  Drunk & D i s o r d e r l y  d u r i n g  

t h e  same two y e a r s .  Also i n c l u d e d  a r e  48 p e r s o n s  a r r e s t e d  f o r  

drunk d r i v i n g  i n  1970 who were c o n v i c t e d  and r e f e r r e d  t o  ASAP i n  

1971,  and 40 pe r sons  a r r e s t e d  f o r  o t h e r  c h a r g e s  i n  1971-72, many 

of whom were r e f e r r e d  t o  ASAP. Although p e r s o n s  a r r e s t e d  a f t e r  

December 3 1 ,  1972 a r e  no t  i n c l u d e d ,  d i s p o s i t i o n ,  r e f e r r a l  and 

s e n t e n c i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  on 1972 a r r e s t e e s  was compiled th rough 

A p r i l  30 ,  1973.  Cases  no t  d i s p o s e d  of  by t h a t  t ime  a r e  shown a s  

pending .  



5 .  RESULTS 

5 . 1  DISPOSITION BY CHARGE AND METHOD 

A comparison of t h e  c o u r t  d i s p o s i t i o n  of  c a s e s  a r r e s t e d  dur -  

i n g  t h e  b a s e l i n e  p e r i o d  and t h e  program p e r i o d  a p p e a r s  i n  Table  1. 

The d a t a  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  a  s m a l l e r  p r o p o r t i o n  of t h o s e  a r r e s t e d  f o r  

DUIL i n  1971-72 a r e  c o n v i c t e d  of t h a t  c h a r g e  (40%) t h a n  were con- 

v i c t e d  i n  t h e  b a s e l i n e  p e r i o d  (58%) .  However, o f  t h o s e  a r r e s t e d  

f o r  DUIL, t h e r e  has  been no change i n  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  c o n v i c t e d  of  

e i t h e r  D U I L  o r  t h e  l e s s e r  i n c l u d e d  o f f e n s e  o f  Impaired d r i v i n g  

(94-95%) i n  s p i t e  of t h e  l a r g e  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  number o f  c a s e s  

hand led .  Only 2% of t h e  DUIL a r r e s t e e s  a r e  a c q u i t t e d  o r  have 

t h e i r  c a s e s  d i s m i s s e d .  

Persons  a r r e s t e d  f o r  Impaired d r i v i n g  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  c o n v i c t e d  

o f  t h a t  c h a r g e  o r  o f  DUIL (83%) a l t h o u g h  t h e r e  has  been a  tendency 

i n  t h e  p a s t  two y e a r s  f o r  more r e d u c t i o n s  t o  occu r  from Impaired 

t o  o t h e r  c h a r g e s  (2% t o  13%).  E i g h t y - s i x  p e r c e n t  of t h e  p e r s o n s  

a r r e s t e d  f o r  Drunk & D i s o r d e r l y  a r e  c o n v i c t e d  even though t h e  pro-  

p o r t i o n  a c q u i t t e d  o r  d i s m i s s e d  (11%) is somewhat h i g h e r  t han  no t ed  

f o r  d r i v i n g - r e l a t e d  c h a r g e s .  

With r e g a r d  t o  t h e  method of c a s e  d i s p o s i t i o n ,  t h e  d a t a  i n  

Tab le  2 i n d i c a t e  t h a t  90% of  DUIL/Impaired a r r e s t e e s  do no t  go t o  

t r i a l  a s  compared t o  74% d u r i n g  1969-70. During t h e  b a s e l i n e  

p e r i o d ,  t h e  method of c a s e  d i s p o s i t i o n  appea red  t o  have l i t t l e  

e f f e c t  on  t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  resu l t ,  w i t h  62% t o  65% of t h e  c a s e s  

r e c e i v i n g  a  c o n v i c t i o n  f o r  DUIL, i r r e s p e c t i v e  of t h e  method. In  

t h e  1971-72 p e r i o d ,  t h e  h i g h e s t  p r o p o r t i o n  of  DUIL c o n v i c t i o n s  

were o b t a i n e d  i n  j u r y  t r i a l s .  Court  t r i a l s  ( t r i a l  by , judge)  a s  

compared t o  j u r y  t r i a l s  t ended  t o  r e s u l t  i n  more r e d u c t i o n s  from 

D U I L  t o  Impai red .  Pe r sons  who d i d  no t  go t o  t r i a l  were most 

l i k e l y  t o  r e c e i v e  a  r e d u c t i o n  from DUIL t o  Impai red .  

5 . 2  IMPLIED CONSENT LAW 

According t o  Michigan Law, p e r s o n s  a r r e s t e d  f o r  a  d runk  d r i v -  

i n g  cha rge  may r e f u s e  t o  t a k e  a  t e s t  measur ing  t h e i r  blood a l c o h o l  
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c o n c e n t r a t i o n .  I r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  t h e  outcome of t h e  c a s e ,  such  a  

r e f u s a l  r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  mandatory s u s p e n s i o n  of  t h e  d r i v i n g  p r i -  

v i l e d g e  f o r  a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  months .  Data i n  Tab le  3  show t h e  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of DUIL a r r e s t e e s  by c o n v i c t i o n  r e s u l t  and whether  

o r  no t  t h e  BAC t e s t *  was g i v e n .  A BAC t e s t  was known t o  be 

o f f e r e d  t o  1740 program p e r i o d  a r r e s t e e s  and was r e f u s e d  by 19% 

o f  them (N=333). 

TABLE 3 .  DISTRIB IJTION OF DUIL ARRESTEES BY CONVICTION 
CHARGE AND BAC TEST REFUSAL/ACCEPTANCE , 
1971-72 

Convict  i o n  Charge 
Acqu i t t ed /  

BAC T e s t  D U I L  Impaired Other  Dismissed T o t a l  

Tes t ed  585 (42%) 743 (53%) 47 (3%) 32  (2%) 1407 

Ref used 105 (32%) 201 (60%) 14 (4%) 13 (4%) 333 

Miss ing  42 (40%) 56 (53%) 5 (5%) 2  (2%) 10 5  

The d a t a  a l s o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  r e f u s a l  t o  t a k e  t h e  t e s t  is 

a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  a  r e d u c t i o n  from t h e  o r i g i n a l  cha rge  t o  t h e  

Impaired o f f e n s e .  Of t h o s e  who r e f u s e d  t h e  t e s t ,  32%) were con- 

v i c t e d  a s  charged  a t  a r r e s t  and 60% were c o n v i c t e d  of  t h e  l e s s e r  

i n c l u d e d  o f f e n s e  o f  Impai red .  However, of t h o s e  who took t h e  

t e s t ,  42% were c o n v i c t e d  o f  DUIL and 53% were c o n v i c t e d  of t h e  

Impaired d r i v i n g  o f f e n s e .  Although ve ry  few pe r sons  have t h e i r  

a r r e s t  c h a r g e  d i s m i s s e d  o r  a r e  a c q u i t t e d ,  a  s l i g h t l y  h i g h e r  pro-  

p o r t i o n  of  test  r e f u s e r s  f a l l  i n t o  t h i s  c a t e g o r y ,  4% a s  compared 

t o  2% of  t h e  pe r sons  who took  t h e  t e s t .  

5 . 3  BAC AND CONVICTION CHARGE 

The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of DUIL a r r e s t e e s  by BAC and c o n v i c t i o n  

cha rge  (Table  4 )  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a s  BAC i n c r e a s e s ,  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  

i n c r e a s e s  t h a t  a  c o n v i c t i o n  w i l l  be o b t a i n e d  f o r  DUIL. Presumpt ive  

limits f o r  DUIL were a t  0 .15  u n t i l  1 A p r i l  1972 when t h e y  were 

*In  n e a r l y  a l l  c a s e s  where BAC t e s t s  a r e  g i v e n ,  r e s u l t s  a r e  ob- 
t a i n e d  from b r e a t h  s amples .  



TABLE 4.  DISTRIBUTION OF DUIL ARRESTEES BY CONVICTION CHARGE AND BAC, 1971-72 

A r r e s t e d  
DUIL 

Convicted 
DUIL 

Convicted 
Impaired 

Convicted 
Other  

T o t a l  

Miss ing  
Neg .01-.04 .05- -09  . l o - . 1 4  .15- -19  .20-.24 -25- .29  -30- .34 .35+ Data T o t a l  

1 0 2 29 188 220 105 33  7 147 732 
20 0 2 14 36  56 70 79 64 34 41  

TABLE 5 

A r r e s t e d  
Impaired 

Convicted N 
D U I L  % 

. DISTRIBUTION OF IMPAIRED ARRESTEES BY CONVICTION CHARGE AND BAC, 1971-72 
I 

Miss ing  l-' 
0 

Neg .01--04 .05-.09 -10- -14  .15-.19 -20- -24  - 2 5 - - 2 9  -30- -34  .35+ Data T o t a l  

0  0  0 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 5 
0 0 0 3 100 100 0 0 0 0 4 

Convicted N 0  0  25 74 0 0 1 0 0 4 104 
Impaired % 0 0 83 85 0 0 100 0 0 80 83 

Convicted N 0  1 5 10 0 0 0 0 0 1 17 
Other  % 0 100 17  12 0 0 0 0 0 20 13 

T o t a l  N 0  1 3 0  87 1 1 1 0 0 5 126 
% 0 100 100 100 100 100 100 0 0 100 100 



lowered t o  0 . 1 0 .  Even s o ,  a t  BACs i n  t h e  0 . 1 5  t o  0 . 1 9  r a n g e ,  61% 

of  t h e  DUIL a r r e s t e e s  were reduced  t o  Impai red .  BAC is a  

r e l a t i v e l y  minor f a c t o r  i n  t h e  c a s e  d i s p o s i t i o n  of Impaired 

a r r e s t e e s .  Persons  a r r e s t e d  on  t h i s  c h a r g e  n e a r l y  always have 

BACs l e s s  t h a n  0 .15  (Table  5 ) .  

5 .4  LEGAL REPRESENTATION 

R e p r e s e n t a t i o n  by a  lawyer  has  remained one  of t h e  f a c t o r s  

a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  r e d u c t i o n s  from D U I L  t o  Impai red  D r i v i n g .  Table  

6  i n d i c a t e s  t h e  c o n v i c t i o n  cha rge  of DUIL a r r e s t e e s  r e p r e s e n t e d  

and no t  r e p r e s e n t e d  by an  a t t o r n e y  f o r  bo th  t h e  b a s e l i n e  and pro-  

gram p e r i o d s .  The p r o p o r t i o n  r e p r e s e n t e d  has  remained app rox i -  

mat* t h e  same, w i t h  43% d u r i n g  t h e  b a s e l i n e  p e r i o d  and 48% d u r i n g  

1971 and 1972.  Row p e r c e n t a g e s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  i n  both t i m  p e r i o d s ,  

pe r sons  w i t h  lawyers  were much more l i k e l y  t o  o b t a i n  r e d u c t i o n s  

t o  Impaired (63% and 75%) than  were d e f e n d a n t s  known not  t o  have 

lawyers  (18% and 31%) .  There  is ,  however, no i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  

l awyers  have become more s u c c e s s f u l  i n  o b t a i n i n g  r e d u c t i o n s  t h a n  

t h e y  were i n  1969-70. Reduc t ions  i n c r e a s e d  12% wi th  a t t o r n e y s ,  

compared t o  13% f o r  d e f e n d a n t s  w i thou t  a t t o r n e y s .  

TABLE 6 .  DISTRIBUTION OF DUIL ARRESTEES BY CONVICTION 
CHARGE AND UGAL REPRESENTATION 

Convict  i o n  Charge 
Acqu i t t ed /  % of  

1969-79 DUIL Impaired Other  Dismissed N T o t a l  

Had Lawyer 28% 63% 5% 4% 493 (43%) 

No Lawyer 79% 1 8% 2% 1% 667 (57%) 

1971-72 

Had Lawyer 18% 75% 4% 3% 644 (48%) 

No Lawyer 61% 3  1% 5% 3% 690 (52%) 

The BAC of D U I L  a r r e s t e e s ,  i n t e r a c t i n g  w i t h  l e g a l  r e p r e -  

s e n t a t i o n ,  a p p e a r s  t o  have an  e f f e c t  o f  t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n .  F i g u r e  

1 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  d e f e n d a n t s  who a r e  c o n v i c t e d  of DUIL w i t h  l awyer s ,  

have h i g h e r  BACs t h a n  t h o s e  c o n v i c t e d  DUIL wi thou t  l awyers .  The 

p l o t  a l s o  i n d i c a t e s  s i m i l a r  BAC d i s t r i b u t i o n s  f o r  d e f e n d a n t s  w i t h  



o-----o Had Lawyer, c o n v i c t e d  DUIL N=116 
Had Lawyer, c o n v i c t e d  Impaired N=481 

o---- o No l awye r ,  c o n v i c t e d  DUIL N=419 
---- No l awye r ,  c o n v i c t e d  Impaired N=211 

Neg 01-04 05-09 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30+ Miss ing  
BAC 

FIGURE 1. DISTRIBUTION OF DUIL ARRESTEES (1971-72) BY 
LEGAL REPRESENTATION, BAC AND CONVICTION CHARGE 



l a w y e r s ,  whether  t h e y  a r e  c o n v i c t e d  o f  e i t h e r  DUIL o r ' I m p a i r e d .  

However, t h e  BAC of t h o s e  w i t h o u t  l awyers  d i f f e r s  by c o n v i c t i o n  

c h a r g e ,  be ing  lower  f o r  t h o s e  found g u i l t y  o r  p l e a d i n g  t o  Impai red .  

5 . 5  REFERRAL RATES TO ASAP 

Gene ra l  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  t h e  WCASAP a r e  t h a t  Washtenaw County 

r e s i d e n t s  c o n v i c t e d  of an a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  o f f e n s e  be r e f e r r e d  f o r  

a  p r e - s e n t e n c e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  w i t h  a  c o u r t  c o u n s e l o r  p r i o r  t o  t h e i r  

s e n t e n c i n g .  Persons  c o n v i c t e d  o f  o t h e r  o f f e n s e s  may a l s o  be 

r e f e r r e d  a t  t h e  d i s c r e t i o n  of  t h e  j u d g e ,  u s u a l l y  i n  c a s e s  where 

a l c o h o l  is  thought  t o  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  o f f e n s e .  The c o u r t  

c o u n s e l o r ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  i n c l u d e  d e t e r m i n i n g  whether  a  d r i n k -  

i n g  problem e x i s t s  and t h e n  f r aming  an  a p p r o p r i a t e  t r e a t m e n t  

recommendation upon which t h e  c o u r t  c a n  a c t .  

Data on r e f e r r a l  r a t e s  by d i s p o s i t i o n  s t a t u s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  

i n  Tab le  7 .  Seventy- four  p e r c e n t  of  t h e  p e r s o n s  c o n v i c t e d  of 

DUIL a r e  r e f e r r e d ,  a s  a r e  73% of  t h o s e  c o n v i ~ t e d ~ o f  Impaired d r i v -  

i n g . *  R e f e r r a l  r a t e s  a r e  lower f o r  pe r sons  c o n v i c t e d  o f  Drunk & 

D i s o r d e r l y  (36%) o r  of  o t h e r  c h a r g e s  (41%).  A t o t a l  of 1966 

r e f e r r a l s  was made i n  t h e  f i r s t  26 months of c o u r t  c o u n s e l o r  

a v a i l a b i l i t y .  

TABLE 7 .  REFERRAL RATE BY DISPOSITION STATUS 

D i s p o s i t i o n  S t a t u s  # Cases # R e f e r r e d  % R e f e r r e d  

DUIL Convic t  i o n  741 552 74 

Impaired Conv ic t ion  1121 821 7  3  

D&D Convic t  i o n  1463 522 36 

Other  Convic t  i o n  136 5 6  41  

A c q u i t t e d  4  1 0 0 

Dismissed 198  5  3 

F o r f e i t  Bond 9  6  4 4 

Appea l ing  5 3  60  

Pending 465 3  1 

T o t a l  A r r e s t e d  4266 1966 46 

* R e f e r r a l  r a t e s  would have been h i g h e r  i f  there  had n o t  been a  
l a r g e  backlog  of  c a s e s  c r e a t e d  due t o  v a c a n c i e s  i n  s e v e r a l  judge-  

s h i p s .  



Out of  c o u n t y  r e s i d e n t s  a r e  less l i k e l y  t o  be r e f e r r e d  t h a n  

in - coun ty  r e s i d e n t s  (Tab le  8 ) .  Al though t h e r e  is no d i f f e r e n c e  

i n  r e f e r r a l  r a t e s  f o r  i n - coun ty  DUIL and Impai red  o f f e n d e r s ,  

r e f e r r a l  r a t e s  f o r  o u t  o f  c o u n t y  r e s i d e n t s  i n c r e a s e  w i t h  t h e  

s e r i o u s n e s s  o f  t h e  c h a r g e .  

TABLE 8 .  REFERRAL RATES BY CONVICTION CHARGE AND 
RESIDENCE 

DUIL Convic t  i o n  

R e f e r r e d  

Impai red  C o n v i c t i o n  

R e f e r r e d  

D&D Convic t  i o n  

R e f e r r e d  

O the r  C o n v i c t i o n  

Ref e r r e d  

County R e s i d e n t  

5  13  

411  80% 

810 

644 80% 

1044 

450 43% 

102 

48  47% 

Out o f  County R e s i d e n t  

2 19 

137 63% 

304 

171  56% 

3 84 

64 17% 

32 

7 22% 

5 . 6  DIAGNOSTIC RESULTS 

A d r i n k i n g  d i a g n o s i s  was de t e rmined  f o r  1854 c l i e n t s  o f  t h e  

1966 r e f e r r e d  t o  ASAP d u r i n g  t h e  f i r s t  26 months of program 

o p e r a t i o n .  These d i a g n o s e s  a r e  t h e  r e s u l t  of a  f a i r l y  e x t e n s i v e  

i n t e r v i e w  between t h e  d e f e n d a n t  and a  c o u r t  c o u n s e l o r .  The i n -  

t e r v i e w s  t a k e  p l a c e  s u b s e q u e n t  t o  t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  of  t h e  a r r e s t  

c h a r g e  but  p r i o r  t o  s e n t e n c i n g .  The f o u r  d i a g n o s t i c  c a t e g o r i e s  

used a r e  d e f i n e d  below:  

(1 )  A l c o h o l i c  - an i n d i v i d u a l  who has  l o s t  c o n t r o l  ove r  

a l c o h o l  i n t a k e  ( u n a b l e  t o  r e f r a i n  from d r i n k i n g  o r  unab le  t o  s t o p  

d r i n k i n g  b e f o r e  becoming i n t o x i c a t e d )  and who u s e s  a l c o h o l  

r e p e t i t i v e l y  c a u s i n g  p h y s i c a l ,  p s y c h o l o g i c a l ,  o r  s o c i a l  harm t o  

h imse l f  o r  o t h e r s .  

(2)  Problem D r i n k e r  - a  p e r s o n  who u s e s  a l c o h o l  r e p e t i t i v e l y  

c a u s i n g  p h y s i c a l ,  p s y c h o l o g i c a l ,  o r  s o c i a l  harm t o  h i m s e l f  o r  

o t h e r s .  



( 3 )  P r e - a l c o h o l i c  - an  i n d i v i d u a l  d i s p l a y i n g  a  deve lop ing  

p a t t e r n  o f  d r i n k i n g  which,  w i thou t  t h e r a p e u t i c  i n t e r v e n t i o n ,  w i l l  

p robab ly  l e a d  t o  f u t u r e  problem d r i n k i n g .  

(4 )  Non-problem Dr inker  (NPD) - an i n d i v i d u a l  f o r  whom t h e  

above c o n d i t i o n s  appear  t o  be a b s e n t .  

The d i a g n o s t i c  r e s u l t s  a r e  a s  f o l l o w s :  25% of t h e  c l i e n t s  

were d iagnosed  a s  a l c o h o l i c ,  33% were problem d r i n k e r s ,  9% were 

p r e - a l c o h o l i c ,  27% d i d  no t  appea r  t o  e x h i b i t  problem d r i n k i n g ,  and 

6% d i d  no t  r e c e i v e  a  d i a g n o s i s .  

TABLE 9 .  D R I N K I N G  DIAGNOSES OF REFERRED CLIENTS 

Court  Counse lor  Diagnos is 
lProblem Pre  I I Not 

*Non-problem d r i n k e r .  

A l c o h o l i c  

Number 490 

% of  T o t a l  2 5% 

% Excluding  

Those pe r sons  whom t h e  c o u r t  c o u n s e l o r  b e l i e v e s  t o  h e  cand i -  

d a t e s  f o r  t h e  Antabuse program a r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  Washtenaw 

Counci l  on Alcoholism f o r  f u r t h e r  d i a g n o s t i c  work and a  comple te  

e x p l a n a t i o n  of  t h e  program. Th i s  second  d i a g n o s i s  p rov ides  a  

p a r t i a l  check f o r  f a l s e  p o s i t i v e s  i n  d i a g n o s e s .  Compared i n  Table  

10 a r e  t h e  d i a g n o s e s  of  c o u r t  c o u n s e l o r s  and WCA c o u n s e l o r s .  Only 

c l i e n t s  r e c e i v i n g  bo th  d i a g n o s e s  a r e  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  t a b l e .  A l -  

though t h e r e  i s  minor d i f f e r e n c e  o p i n i o n  a s  t o  whether  a  c l i e n t  

is a  problem d r i n k e r  v e r s u s  an a l c o h o l i c ,  t h e  agreement  i n  d i ag -  

noses  is v e r y  h i g h ,  w i t h  94.5% of t h e  c a s e s  b e i n g  p l a c e d  i n  t h e  

same g e n e r a l  c a t e g o r i e s .  

Because D&D o f f e n d e r s  a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be r e f e r r e d  than  

d r i v i n g - r e l a t e d  of  f e n d e r s ,  t h e  d i agnoses  of  t h e  groups might be 

expec ted  t o  d i f f e r .  I n  f a c t ,  D&D's r e c e i v e d  more a l c o h o l i c  

d i agnoses  t h a n  d i d  o t h e r  o f f e n d e r s  (Table  1 1 ) .  A d i f f e r e n c e  i n  

t h e  d i agnoses  o f  pe r sons  c o n v i c t e d  o f  DUIL v e r s u s  Impaired a l s o  

Non-diagnosed 26% 3 5% 10% 29% --- 100% 

Dr inke r  

646 

33% 

A l c o h o l i c  

185  

9% 

NPD* 

53 3 

27% 

Diagnosed 

112 

6% 

T o t a l  

1966 

100% 



a p p e a r s ,  w i t h  t h e  former  hav ing  a  h i g h e r  p r o p o r t i o n  of  a l c o h o l i c s  

and problem d r i n k e r s .  S ince  Impaired o f f e n d e r s  have g e n e r a l l y  

lower BACs t h a n  DUIL o f f e n d e r s ,  t h i s  would s u p p o r t  t h e  f i n d i n g  of  

less advanced d r i n k i n g  problems among t h e  Impaired group.  I t  has  

a l s o  been s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  r educe  a  cha rge  from DUIL 

t o  Impaired was i n f l u e n c e d  by p r i o r  c r i m i n a l  and d r i v i n g  r e c o r d ,  

l e n d i n g  f u r t h e r  s u p p o r t  t o  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  problem d r i n k i n g  between 

DUIL and Impaired o f f e n d e r s .  

TABLE 1 0 .  COMPARISON OF WCA AND COURT COUNSELOR 
DIAGNOSES (GRAND TOTAL PERCENTAGES) 

Cour t  Counselor  Diagnos i s  
WCA Problem Pre-  
Diagnos i s  A l c o h o l i c  Dr inke r  A lcoho l i c  NPD T o t a l  

A lcoho l i c  37 .6  11.1 0 . 0  . 5  49 .2  

Problem 
Dr inker  1 0 . 3  3 4 . 2  . 3  . 3  45 .1  

Non-problem 
Dr inker  1 . 8  2.6 0 . 0  1 . 3  5 . 7  

T o t a l  49.7  47 .9  . 3  2 . 1  loo%* 

TABLE 11. DISTRIBUTION OF CASES BY CONVICTION CHARGE 
AND DIAGNOSIS 

Not 
Convict  i o n  Problem Pre-  Number Diagnosed/ 
Charge A l c o h o l i c  Dr inke r  A lcoho l i c  NPD Diagnosed Not R e f e r r e d  

DUIL 3 1% 41% 7% 21% 518 30% of 741 

Impaired 

5 . 7  DIAGNOSIS AND DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

The demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  r e f e r r e d  c l i e n t s  a r e  p r e -  

s e n t e d  i n  Table  12 .  C l i e n t s  a r e  d i s t r i b u t e d  by d i a g n o s i s  f o r  

each of t h e  s u b - c a t e g o r i e s  under major  demographic head ings .  I f  



TABLE 12 .  DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS AND DIAGNOSIS 
FOR ASAP REFERRALS 

SEX 

Male 
Female 

RACE 

White 
Black 
Other  

MARITAL STATUS 

S i n g l e  
Marr ied 
Widowed 
Separa ted  
Divorced 

EDUCATION 

7 y r s .  o r  l e s s  
8-11 
12 y r s .  
Bus/Trade 
1-3 y r s .  c o l l e g e  
4 y r s .  c o l l e g e  
P o s t  g r a d u a t e  

EMPLOYMENT STBTP 

Employed 
Unemployed 
R e t i r e d  
Housewife 
S tuden t  

USUAL OCCUAPTION 
(employed o n l y )  

Prof/hlanager . 
C l e r i c a l  
S a l e s  
Craftsman 
O p e r a t i v e  
S e r v i c e  
Laborer  
Other  

INCOME 

Under 51000 
$1000-2999 
$3000-4999 
$5000-6999 
$7000-9999 
$10,000-14,999 
$15,000-21,999 
$25,000 & over  

Alcoho l ic /  Non- 
Problem Pre - Problem 
Dr inker  Alcoho l ic  Dr inker  



e i t h e r  demographic d a t a  o r  d i a g n o s i s  were m i s s i n g ,  t h e  person  was 

exc luded  from t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  s e c t i o n  of t h e  t a b l e .  

The d a t a  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  males comprise  93% of t h e  r e f e r r e d  

c a s e s  and a r e  more l i k e l y  t han  females  t o  e x h i b i t  a l c o h o l  pro- 

blems. Whites make up 84% of t h e  c l i e n t s  and a r e  s l i g h t l y  l e s s  

l i k e l y  t o  have a l c o h o l  problems than  o t h e r  r a c i a l  g roups .  

Persons  who a r e  mar r i ed  a t  t h e  time o f  t h e i r  r e f e r r a l  t o  ASAP 

account  f o r  48% of  t h e  c a s e s .  S i n g l e  pe r sons  comprise  one -qua r t e r  

o f  t h e  c l i e n t s ,  a s  do s e p a r a t e d / d i v o r c e d  p e r s o n s .  S i n g l e  c l i e n t s  

a r e  l e a s t  l i k e l y  t o  have a l c o h o l  problems,  p robab ly  because of 

a g e  f a c t o r s .  Persons who a r e  widowed, s e p a r a t e d  o r  d ivo rced  a r e  

most l i k e l y  t o  have a l c o h o l  problems.  

The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  c l i e n t s  by e d u c a t i o n a l  l e v e l  and d i ag -  

n o s i s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  amount of e d u c a t i o n  t ends  t o  be i n v e r s e l y  

a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  s e v e r i t y  of t h e  d r i n k i n g  d i a g n o s i s .  Seventeen 

p e r c e n t  of  t h e  r e f e r r a l s  w i th  s even  o r  fewer  y e a r s  of e d u c a t i o n  

had no a l c o h o l  problems.  Converse ly ,  51% of t h e  c l i e n t s  wi th  

f o u r  yea r s  o f  c o l l e g e  had no a l c o h o l  problems.  

Unemployed p e r s o n s  a r e  o v e r - r e p r e s e n t e d  among t h e  ASAP 

c l i e n t s  who would o r d i n a r i l y  be employed (19 .1% a s  compared t o  

5 .5% of t h e  county l a b o r  f o r c e  i n  1972) and have a  very  l a r g e  

p r o p o r t i o n  o f  a l c o h o l i c s  and problem d r i n k e r s  (79%).  Diagnoses 

d i f f e r  among o c c u p a t i o n a l  g roups ,  w i th  t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l /  

manage r i a l  c a t e g o r y  hav ing  t h e  lowes t  p r o p o r t i o n  of  a l c o h o l i c s  

(39%) and l a b o r e r s  t h e  h i g h e s t  (68%). The d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  l e s s  

pronounced i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of y e a r l y  income. 

5 . 8  TREATMENTS IMPOSED (REHABILITATIYE AND LEGAL SANCTIONS) 

Within t h e  c o n t e x t  o f  t h e  ASAP program, t h e r e  was no i n t e n t  

t o  change t h e  t y p e s  of l e g a l  s a n c t i o n s  ( f i n e  and/or  j a i l )  which 

would be imposed on pe r sons  c o n v i c t e d  o f  v a r i o u s  o f f e n s e s .  

Appendix Tab le s  B.l-B.2 ( b a s e l i n e )  and B.3-B.5 (program p e r i o d )  

i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of o f f e n d e r s  by l e g a l  s a n c t i o n s ,  i n  

f a c t ,  d i d  no t  change.  Most D U I L  o f f e n d e r s  r e c e i v e d  f i n e  o n l y  (86% 

i n  t h e  b a s e l i n e  and 89% d u r i n g  t h e  program) a s  d i d  most Impaired 

o f f e n d e r s  (96% and 97%).  



R e h a b i l i t a t i v e  t r e a t m e n t s *  were,  however, added o r  expanded 

a s  p a r t  o f  t h e  ASAP. These i n c l u d e d  t h e  Antabuse program,** 

g e n e r a l  p r o b a t i o n ,  e d u c a t i o n a l  c l a s s e s ,  o r  c l a s s e s  i n  combina t ion  

w i t h  one of t h e  t y p e s  of p r o b a t i o n .  The s e t t i n g  f o r  t h e  

i m p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  r e h a b i l i t a t i v e  s a n c t i o n s  i s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  o t h e r  

r e p o r t s ,  however, t h e  d r i n k i n g  d i a g n o s i s  is t h e  pr imary  c r i t e r i o n  

f o r  e n t r y  i n t o  one o f  t h e s e  t r e a t m e n t s .  The concur rence  of t h e  

judge  i n s t i t u t i n g  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  is a l s o  n e c e s s a r y ,  based upon t h e  

recommendation o f  t h e  c o u r t  c o u n s e l o r ,  and i n  t h e  c a s e  of  Antabuse 

p r o b a t i o n ,  t h e  agreement of t h e  o f f e n d e r  is needed b e f o r e  pro-  

b a t i o n  can  be i n s t i t u t e d .  

The d a t a  i n  Tab le  13  i n d i c a t e  a  p r o p e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

t h e  d r i n k i n g  d i a g n o s i s  and t r e a t m e n t ,  i f  one a c c e p t s  t h e  program 

assumption t h a t  t h e  d e s i r a b l e  t r e a t m e n t  f o r  p e r s o n s  w i t h  t h e  more 

s e r i o u s  d r i n k i n g  d i agnoses  would b e ,  i n  most c a s e s ,  t h e  Antabuse 

program. A s  t h e  s e r i o u s n e s s  of t h e  d r i n k i n g  problem d e c r e a s e d ,  

t h e  t r e a t m e n t s  which were i n s t i t u t e d  a l s o  d e c r e a s e d  bo th  i n  

i n t e n s i t y  o f  s u p e r v i s i o n  o r  c o n t a c t  ( g e n e r a l  p r o b a t i o n e r s  have 

less c o n t a c t  t h a n  Antabuse p r o b a t i o n e r s )  and i n  t h e  t ime  n e c e s s a r y  

f o r  t h e  comple t ion  of t h e  t r e a t m e n t  ( e d u c a t i o n a l  c l a s s e s  t a k e  

p l a c e  o v e r  a  p e r i o d  of 4-7 weeks a s  compared t o  18-24 months f o r  

p e r s o n s  on p r o b a t i o n ) .  Seventy p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  pe r sons  d iagnosed  

a s  a l c o h o l i c  were p l a c e d  i n  t h e  Antabuse program, 80% of  t h e  pro-  

blem d r i n k e r s  were e i the r  i n  t h e  Antabuse program o r  g e n e r a l  p ro-  

b a t i o n ,  and t h e  m a j o r i t y  of  t h e  remain ing  r e f e r r a l s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  

i n  a t  l e a s t  one o f  t h e  ASAP t reabment  a c t i v i t i e s .  

*Although a l l  t ypes  of c o u r t  s a n c t i o n s  may have r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
a s  an o b j e c t i v e ,  t h i s  l a b e l  has  been used  t o  more e a s i l y  
d i s t i n g u i s h  ASAP sponsored  s a n c t i o n s  from normal ly  used c o u r t  
s a n c t i o n s .  

* * ~ n t a b u s e ~  ( d i s u l f i r a m )  is a  d r u g ,  t h e  i n g e s t i o n  of  which a c t s  
a s  a  d e t e r r e n t  t o  d r i n k i n g  f o r  most pe r sons  by b l o c k i n g  t h e  
metabol ism of  a l c o h o l .  





APPENDIX A 

DATA COLLECTION FORMS 



COURT CONVICTION DATA SHEET - Deck #06 

Court Pol ice  DOB 

Name 
F i r s t  Middle Last  

1-6 ASAP # 

7-19 Driver License # 

Card #1 

Deck #06 

Charge a t  Arrest  

1 .  DUIL 
2 .  Driving While Impaired 
3 .  Drunk & Disorderly 
4 .  Other 
9 .  Missing Data 

Court 

1. Fourteenth 
2 .  F i f t e e n t h  
9 .  Missing Data 

Judge 

1. Elden 5.  Arkison 
2. Thommassen 6 ,  Other 
3 .  Conlin 9 .  Missing Data 
4 .  Deake 

Arraignment Date (CODE LAST DATE- 
BE CAREFUL AS THIS IS OFTEN 
POSTPONED) 

Mo. Da Y Year 
999999. Missing Data 

37 Rep. by Lawyer P r io r  t o  T r i a l  

1 .  Yes 
2 .  No 
9. Missing Data 

38 Charge a t  Arraignment 

1 .  DUIL 5 .  Other 
2 .  Impaired 8 .  Not Applicable 
3 .  D&D 9 .  Missing Data 
4 .  Reckless 

3 9 Plea a t  Arraignment 

1. Gui l ty  5. Nolo 
2. Not Gui l ty  Cont endre 

6 .  No Plea 
8 .  Not 

4 .  Stood Mute, Applicable 
Not G u i l t y  9 .  Missing Data 
Plea Entered 
Court 

4 0 Was T r i a l  Held 

1. Yes 
2 .  No 
9 .  Missing Data 

41-46 T r i a l  Date 

Mo . Da Y Year 
888888. Not Applicable 
999999. Missing Data 

4 7 Rep. by Lawyer a t  T r i a l  

1. Yes 8 .  Not Applicable 
2 .  No 9 .  Missing Data 

48 Charge a t  T r i a l  

1 .  DUIL 5. Other 
2. Impaired 
3 .  I)&D 8 .  Not Applicable 
4 .  Reckless 9 .  Missing Data 

49 Plea a t  T r i a l  

2 .  Not Guilty 

4 .  Stood Mute 

8 .  Not Applicable 
9 .  Missing Data 

5 0 T r i a l  Method 

1. Jury T r i a l  8 .  Not Applicable 
2 .  Court T r i a l  9 .  Missing Data 

5 1 Disposi t ion 

Convicted a s  Charged a t  Arres t  
Pled G u i l t y  t o  Charge a t  
Arrest  
Acquitted 
Convicted of Reduced Charge 
Pled Guil ty  t o  Reduced Charge 
Case Dismissed 
F o r f e i t  Bond 
Appealing 

9. Missing Data 

52-57 Dispos i t ion  Date 

Mo. Day Year 
999999. Missing Data 

5 8 Fina l  Charge 

1. DUIL 
2 .  Impaired 
3 .  D&D 
4 .  Driving Af te r  Drinking 
5. Reckless 

7. Other 
9. Missing Data 

59-64 Sentence Date 

Mo . Da Y Year 
, 888888. Not Applicable 

999999. Missing Data 

65 Sentence 

1 .  Fine 5 .  F o r f e i t  Bond 
2 .  J a i l  6 .  Deferred 
3 .  Fine OR Sentence 

J a i l  8 .  Not 
4. Fine AND Applicable  

J a i l  9 .  Missing Data 



COURT CONVICTION DATA SHEhT - Deck #06 ( P a ~ e  2 )  
-- -- 

6 6  Sentencing Options Chosen 137-12 

1. Fine 
2 .  J a i l  
8 .  Not Applicable  - No Options 

Offered 
9 .  Missing Data 

67-69 J a i l  Sentence (days) 

--- 
000. None 
888. Not Applicable  

999. Missing Data 

70-72 Days Suspended 

--- 
000. None 

888. Not Applicable  

999. Missing Data 

73-75 Fine ($1 

--- 
000. None 
888. Not Applicable  

999. Missing Data 

76-79 S e r i a l  # 

8 0  Recidivism # 

1-6 ASAP # 

7-19 Driver  License # 

20-24 

2 5 Card # 2  

26-27 Deck #06 

28-30 Fine Suspended 

--- 
000. None 
888. Not Applicable  

999. Missing Data 

31-33 To ta l  Do l l a r s  Assessed 

A - -  

000. None 
888. Not Appl icab le  
999. Missing Data 

34-36 To ta l  Days Given 

000. None 
888. Not Appl icab le  
999. Missing Data 

43 Non-Antabuse Proba t ion  

1. Yes 
2 .  No 
9 .  Missing Data 

44-45 Months on Non-Antabuse Probat ion 

-- 
88.  Not Applicable  
99. Missing Data 

46-51 Explre Date of Probat ion - Non- 
Antabuse & Antabuse 

------ 
888888. Not Applicable  
999999. Missing Data 

52 WCCA (Ant abuse)  

1. Yes 
2 .  No 
9 .  Missing Data 

53-54 Weekly Report ing 

-- Months 

88.  Not Applicable  
99. Missing Data 

55-56 Biweekly Report ing 

-- Months 

88.  Not Applicable  
99. Missing Data 

5  7  A ES 

1. Yes 
2.  No 
9 .  Missing Data 

58 EPP 

1. Yes 
2 .  No 
9 .  Missing Data 

5  9  Other Terms 

1.  Yes 
2 .  No 
9 .  Missing Data 

76-79 S e r i a l  # 

80 Recidivism # 



ASAP INTAKE INTERVIEW 

In te rv iew completed by ASAP No . 
In te rv iew d a t e  DOB 

Charge 

Refer red  by judge 

Sentencing d a t e  

WCCA No. 

Court No. 

P o l i c e  No. 

1) Name 
( F i r s t )  (Middle o r  maiden) ( L a s t )  

2 )  Address 

3 )  Home phone No. Business phone No. 

4 )  S o c i a l  S e c u r i t y  No. 

5 )  D r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  No. ----- 
6 )  Do you d r i v e ?  Yes No 

7 )  How o l d  were you when you f i r s t  g o t  a  d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e ?  

8 )  About how many miles have you d r i v e n  i n  t h e  p a s t  y e a r ?  

9 )  Date o f  b i r t h  
(Month) (Date)  ( y e a r )  

1 0 )  P lace  of b i r t h  
(C i ty  ( S t a t e )  (Country)  

11) Sex: Male Female 

1 2 )  Race: White Black Other  

13)  Educat ion Highest  grade completed 

S p e c i a l  t r a i n i n g  

1 4 )  Re l ig ion :  None P r o t e s t a n t  C a t h o l i c  

Jewish Other  
(Speci fy)  



ASAP INTAKE INTERVIEW, Page 2 

1 5 )  Occupation 

Are you presently employed? Yes No 

( I f  yes) Where and how long? 

( I f  no) How long have you been unemployed? 

1 6 )  Marital s t a t u s  

Spouse's name 

How long have you been married? 

1 7 )  Name and age of chi ldren 

18)  Previous marriages: Number of marriages 

1 9 )  Have you served i n  the  armed forces? Yes No 

( I f  yes) Branch From t o  

Type of discharge 

2 0 )  Name and address of spouse o r  the  nearest  r e l a t i v e  who w i l l  know 
your whereabouts: 

Name 

Address 

Phone No. Relationship 

2 1 )  What i s  your t o t a l  annual income? 

2 2 )  Have you any la rge  outstanding debts? Yes No 

( I f  yes)  Amount 

23) Te l l  me about your a r r e s t ?  

2 4 )  Have you ever been a r res t ed  f o r  drinking and dr iving (other  than 
present offense)  ? Yes No 

(If  yes) A.  Where When 

B .  How much did you drink t o  ge t  a r res ted?  



ASAP INTAKE INTERVIEW, Page 3 
Yes - No - 

25)  Has your d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  ever  been suspended o r  revoked? - - 
( I f  y e s )  Give d a t e  

What was t h e  reason? 

26) Have you ever  been a r r e s t e d  f o r  any d r i n k i n g  r e l a t e d  
o f f e n s e s ?  

2 7 )  Have you ever  been conv ic ted  f o r  o t h e r  n o n - t r a f f i c  
o f f e n s e s ?  
( I f  y e s )  Charge When? 

28) Have you e v e r  been a r r e s t e d  f o r  r e c k l e s s  d r i v i n g ?  

29) Are you c u r r e n t l y  on probat ion?  

( I f  y e s )  P roba t ion  terms 

30) Do you f e e l  you a r e  a normal d r i n k e r ?  

31) Have you e v e r  awakened t h e  morning a f t e r  some d r i n k i n g  
t h e  n i g h t  b e f o r e  and found t h a t  you could  n o t  remember 
a p a r t  o f  t h e  evening be fo re?  

32) Do f r i e n d s  o r  r e l a t i v e s  t h i n k  you a r e  a normal d r i n k e r ?  

33) Do you e v e r  t r y  t o  l i m i t  your d r i n k i n g  t o  c e r t a i n  t imes  
o f  t h e  day o r  t o  c e r t a i n  p laces?  

3 4 )  Have you g o t t e n  i n t o  arguments o r  f i g h t s  when d r ink ing?  

35) Have you e v e r  l o s t  a spouse o r  f r i e n d s  o r  g i r l f r i e n d s  
because of d r ink ing?  Which? 

36) Have you e v e r  g o t t e n  i n t o  t r o u b l e  a t  work because of 
d r ink ing?  

3 7 )  Afte r  d r i n k i n g  t h e  day b e f o r e ,  have you e v e r  decided 
n o t  t o  go t o  work next  morning? 

38) Do you e v e r  d r i n k  b e f o r e  noon? 

39) Do you e v e r  g e t  t h e  f e e l i n g  t h a t  you " ~ e e d "  o r  "Want" 
t o  d r i n k ?  

4 0 )  Does d r i n k i n g  h e l p  you f e e l  more a t  e a s e  around people? 



ASAP INTAKE INTERVIEW, Page 4 
Yes No - - 

41) Do you ever  f e e l  t h a t  it i s  e a s i e r  t o  s t a r t  something 
a f t e r  you have had a  d r ink?  

42) Have you ever  f e l t  bad about your d r i n k i n g ?  

4 3 )  While you were o p e r a t i n g  a  v e h i c l e ,  d i d  you e v e r  f e e l  
your d r i v i n g  was impaired o r  your r e f l e x e s  were weak? 

( I f  y e s )  A .  Were you a t  t h e  t ime under t h e  i n f l u e n c e  
of  a l coho l?  

B .  Were you p h y s i c a l l y  ill and you d i d  no t  
have any l i q u o r  t o  d r ink?  

44) Did you e v e r  l o s e  c o n t r o l  of a  v e h i c l e  you were d r i v i n g  
a f t e r  you had 1 2 3 4 5 6 o r  more d r i n k s ?  

45) While you were under t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of a l coho l  and then 
you began d r i v i n g ,  d i d  you e v e r  t h i n k  t h a t  you may 
cause a  c a r  a c c i d e n t ?  

4 6 )  While you were under t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of  a l c o h o l ,  d i d  you 
f e e l  t h a t  you had: 

a .  speech impairment 
b.  you were s t a g g e r i n g  and swaying 
c .  you were unable t o  walk 

4 7 )  Does your w i f e  o r  o t h e r  members o f  your family e v e r  
worry o r  complain about  your d r i n k i n g ?  - - 

48) Has d r i n k i n g  e v e r  c r e a t e d  problems between you and 
your wife?  

4 9 )  Has your wi fe  o r  o t h e r  fami ly  member e v e r  gone t o  
anyone f o r  h e l p  about  your d r ink ing?  

( I f  y e s )  Who 

Where When 

50)  Have you ever  been o f f  work o r  away from home f o r  two 
o r  more days because you were d r ink ing?  - - 



ASAP INTAKE INTERVIEW, Page 5  

Yes :<? - - 

51)  Have you e v e r  been  on "Antabuse"? 

When 

52) Have you e v e r  a t t e n d e d  a  mee t ing  o f  A l c o h o l i c s  
Anonymous ( AA) ? 

(If y e s )  When 

53)  Have you e v e r  been i n  a  h o s p i t a l  because  o f  d r i n k i n g ?  

(If y e s )  Where? When? 

54)  Have you e v e r  been  a  p a t i e n t  i n  a  p s y c h i a t r i c  h o s p i t a l  
o r  on a  p s y c h i a t r i c  ward o f  a g e n e r a l  h o s p i t a l ?  - -  
( I f  y e s )  Where? When? 

Was d r i n k i n g  p a r t  o f  t h e  problem t h a t  r e s u l t e d  
i n  h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n ?  - - 

55) Have you e v e r  been  s e e n  a t  a  p s y c h i a t r i c  o r  men ta l  h e a l t h  
c l i n i c  o r  gone t o  any d o c t o r ,  s o c i a l  worke r ,  o r  c lergyman 
f o r  h e l p  w i t h  an  e m o t i o n a l  problem? - -  
(If y e s )  Where? When? 

Was d r i n k i n g  p a r t  o f  t h e  problem? - - 

56)  Have you e v e r  been  h o s p i t a l i z e d  i n  t h e  p a s t  5 y e a r s ?  - - 
(If y e s )  Number o f  times 

Reason ( s )  

57)  Have you e v e r  been  t o l d  you have l i v e r  t r o u b l e ?  - - 
C i r r h o s i s ?  

58)  Have you e v e r  had ~e l i r i um Tremens (D.T. Is) , s e v e r e  
s h a k i n g ,  h e a r d  v o i c e s  o r  s e e n  t h i n g s  t h a t  w e r e n ' t  
t h e r e  a f t e r  heavy d r i n k i n g ?  - -  

59) Are you t a k i n g  any m e d i c a t i o n ?  - -  
(If  y e s )  What t y p e ?  

How much? How long?  

6 0 )  Client's g e n e r a l  h e a l t h :  



(30 6 .  Is there evidence that the client's drinking 
contributes to poor mental health? 

1 Yes - 

8 Not Known 

Social Adjustment 

( 3 1 )  7. What is the client's general social adjustment 
with reference to family members and relatives, 
friends and acquaintances, and on-the-job colleagues? 

1 - Excellent, Very Good, Better Than Average 
2 - Good, Average 
3 Poor, Bad, Less Than Average - 
8 - Not Investigated 

(32) 8 .  Is there evidence that the client's drinking 
contributes to an inadequate social adjustment? 

1 Yes - 
2 No 

Employme 

8 Not Known - 

nt Adj tment 

(33) 9 .  How would you characterize the client's employment 
history? 

1 - Excellent, Very Good, Better Than Average 
2 - Average, Adequate 
3 - Poor, Marginal, Spotty, Sporadic, Unemployed 
4 Client is not on labor market, i.e., housewife, - 

student, permanently disabled 

8 - Not Investigated 

(34 10. Is there evidence that the client's drinking 
contributes to poor employment adjustment? 

1 Yes - 
2 No - 
7 - Not Applicable 
8 Not Known - 



Drinking  P a t t e r n  

11. How f r e q u e n t l y  does  c l i e n t  u s u a l l y  d r i n k ?  
( F i l l  i n  t h e  - one r e s p o n s e  which b e s t  d e s c r i b e s  f r e q u e n c y )  

# Times/ Week, o r  (88 )  Not Known 

# Times/Month, o r  (88 )  Not known 

# Times/ Year ,  o r  ( 8 8 )  Not known 

12 .  How much does  c l i e n t  u s u a l l y  consume a t  times 
when d r i n k i n g ?  

1 - 1-3 B o t t l e s ,  G l a s s e s ,  Dr inks  

2 - 4-6 B o t t l e s ,  G l a s s e s ,  Dr inks  

3 - 7-11 B o t t l e s ,  G l a s s e s ,  Dr inks  

4 1 2 t  B o t t l e s ,  G l a s s e s ,  Dr inks  - 
5 Othe r  ( d e s c r i b e  below) - 

- 
8 Not Known 

( 4 2 )  13 .  How many times i n  t h e  p a s t  y e a r  h a s  t h e  ' c l i e n t  gone 
on b i n g e s ?  ( A  b i n g e  i s  a  c o n t i n u o u s  p e r i o d  o f  
i n t o x i c a t i o n  l a s t i n g  more t h a n  24 h o u r s )  

# Times 

(88 )  Not Known 

1 4 .  Based on  e x i s t i n g  e v i d e n c e ,  do you f e e l  t h a t  t h e  
c l i e n t  i s  p r e s e n t l y :  

a .  An a l c o h o l i c  (see d e f i n i t i o n  below) 

1 Yes - 2 - No 
b.  A problem d r i n k e r  (see d e f i n i t i o n  below) 

1 Yes - 2 No - 
c .  I n  you r  judgement,  does  t h e  c l i e n t  e x h i b i t  

a d e v e l o p i n g  p a t t e r n  o f  d r i n k i n g  which,  
w i t h o u t  t h e r a p e u t i c  i n t e r v e n t i o n  would 
p r o b a b l y  l e a d  t o  f u t u r e  problem d r i n k i n g ?  

1 y e s  - 2 No - 
Def in i t i ons :  

Alcoholic  - condi t ion  i n  which an ind iv idua l  h a s  l o s t  
con t ro l  over h i s  a lcohol  i n t ake  ( u n a b l e  t o  r e f r a i n  
from dr ink ing  o r  t o  s t o p  drlriking before  becoming 
i n t o x i c a t e d ) ,  and r e p e t i t i v e  use of a lcohol  causing 
phys ica l ,  psycholoyical ,  o r  s o c i a l  harm t o  t he  
d r inke r  o r  o t h e r s .  

Problcn Drinker -- r e p e t i t i v e  use of a lcohol  caus lng  
pl lysical ,  psychologica l ,  o r  s o c i a l  harm t o  t h e  
driiiker o r  o the r s* .  

*P l au t ,  T i ~ ~ m a s ,  Alcohol Probl:!rns, Oxford Univ. P re s s ,  1967, p .  37-39. 

Note: ilsillq t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n ,  t he  a l coho l i c  i s  al-ways a problem 
d r inke r ,  a l though problem d r inke r s  a r e  not  neces sa r i l y  
a l coho l i c s .  - ,5- . 



1 5 .  W i t h o u t  t h e r a p e u t i c  i n t e r v e n t i o n ,  d o  you f e e l  
t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  b e  e p i s o d e s  o f  
d r u n k - d r i v i n g  i n  t h e  f u t u r e ?  

1 Yes -- 

8  Not Known - 

1 6 .  P l e a s e  c h e c k  the a c t i o n s  be low which you would 
recommend a s  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  t h i s  c l i e n t .  Next  
t o  t h e  column i n d i c a t i n g  y o u r  r ecommenda t ions ,  
c h e c k  w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  t h e  c l i e n t  i s  a l s o  w i l l i n g .  

Recommend C l i e n t  C l i e n t  C l i e n t  
W i l l i n g  Not W i l l i n g  Not known 

(1) ( 2 )  ( 8 )  

( J a i l  47 48 - - - 
?i ne 49 - 5  0 - - 
L i c e n s e  s u s p / r e v o c  5 1  - 52 - - 
P r o b a t i o n  53 - 54 - - 
h l c o h o l / d r i v i n g  55 - 56 - - 
e d u c a t i o n  

D i s u l f r i a m  57 - 58 - - 
( A n t a b u s e )  

Croup t h e r a p y  

A l c o h o l i c s  anonymous 6 1  - 6  2 - 
I n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g /  63  - 6 4  - 
1:hcrapy 

I 'amily c o u n s e l i n g  65 - 6 6  - 
V o c a t i o n a l  c o u n s e l /  6  7 - 6 8 - 
r e t r a i n i n g  

F i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  

M e d i c a l  a s s i s t /  
h o s p i t a l /  d e t o x .  

O t h e r  7 3  - 7 4  - - - 

I f  you h a v e  made no d e c i s i o n  a s  t o  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  
recommended a c t i o n p r i o r  t o  c o n s u l t a t i o n ,  c h e c k  t h e  
l i n e  below. 

1 J o i n t  d e c i s i o n  o n l y  - 



APPENDIX B 

DISTRIBUTION OF BASELINE AND PROGRAM PERIOD 
CASES BY CONVICTION CHARGE AND TREATMENT 



TABLE B.1. DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS CONVICTED OF DUIL BY 
TREATMENT (GRAND TOTAL %) 1969-70 

Legal  S a n c t i o n s  
R e h a b i l i t a t i v e  J a i l  & I 

Genera l  N 0 77 4 
P roba t  i o n  % 0 11 41 

S a n c t i o n s  J a i l  F i n e  F i n e  N e i t h e r  

Antabuse N 0 37  2 3 
% 0 5 U 4 1 

T o t a l  

42 
6 

*Four a d d i t o n a l  p e r s o n s  c o n v i c t e d  o f  DUIL were not  
Sentenced .  

C las ses  N 0 1 8  0 1 
Only % 0 3 0 41 

None N 5 7 450 23 7 
% 8 66 3 1 

T o t a l  N 57 582 29 12 

TABLE B.2. DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS CONVICTED OF IMPAIRED 
D R I V I N G  BY TREATMENTS (GRAND TOTAL %) 1969-70 

19 
3 

537 
79 

680* 

R e h a b i l i t a t i v e  

% 8 86 4 2 100 

Legal  S a n c t i o n s  
J a i l  & 

General  N 0 66 4 
P r o b a t i o n  % 0 13 1 0 

Sanct  i o n s  J a i l  F i n e  F i n e  N e i t h e r  

Antabuse N 0 2 3 1 0 
% 0 5 (1 0 

C l a s s e s  N 0 1 5  0 
Only % 0 3 0 *1 

T o t a l  

24 
5 

T o t a l  N 6 469 10 490 
% 1 96 2 1 1 100 

None N 6 365 5 4 
% 1 75 1 1 

380 
78 



TABLE B.3. DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS CONVICTED OF DUIL BY 
TREATMENT (GRAND TOTAL %) 1971-72 

R e h a b i l i t a t i v e  
Legal Sanc t ions  

J a i l  & 

General  N 1 155 19 
P roba t ion  21 41 22 13 

Sanc t ions  J a i l  F ine  F ine  Ne i the r  

Antabuse N 0  225 8 0 
% 0 32 1 0 

C l a s s e s  N 0  75 0 0  
Only % 0 10  0 0  

T o t a l  

233 
33  

None N 36 180 7 3  
% 5 25 1 1 

T o t a l  N 37 63 5 34 4 
% 5 89 5 1 

*Twenty-five a d d i t i o n a l  pe r sons  were c o n v i c t e d  o f  DUIL but  
not s e n t e n c e d ,  d a t a  were m i s s i n g  on s i x  p e r s o n s .  

TABLE B.4.  DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS CONVICTED OF IMPAIRED 
DRIVING BY TREATMENTS (GRAND TOTAL %) 1971-72 

R e h a b i l i t a t i v e  
Legal  S a n c t i o n s  

J a i l  & 

Genera 1 N 0 251 9 2  26 2 
Proba t  i o n  % 0 23 1 1 1 24 

S a n c t i o n s  J a i l  F ine  F i n e  Ne i the r  

Antabuse N 2  2 03 2 2  
% <1 18 <I 41 

C l a s s e s  N 0 281 1 2 83 
Only % 0 25 41 < 2 5  

T o t a l  

209 
19 

None 

T o t a l  N 7 1077 15 8 1 1 0 8 *  
% 1 97 1 1 100 

*Nine a d d i t i o n a l  pe r sons  were no t  s e n t e n c e d ,  d a t a  were 
m i s s i n g  on f o u r  p e r s o n s .  



TABLE B. 5 .  DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS CONVICTED OF DRUNK 
& DISORDERLY BY TREATMENTS (GRAND TOTAL %) 
1971-72 

Legal  S a n c t i o n s  
R e h a b i l i t a t i v e  J a i l  & 
S a n c t i o n s  J a i l  F i n e  F ine  N e i t h e r  T o t a l  

Antabuse N 5  2 14 10  7 236 
% (1 1 5  1 1 17 

Genera l  N 11 143 14 14 182 
P r o b a t i o n  % 1 10  1 1 13 

C l a s s e s  N 2 81 0 0 83 
Only % < 1 6 0 0 6 

None N 202 628 13 30  8 73 
- % 15 46 1 2 64 

T o t a l  N 220 1066 37  5 1  13 74 * 
% 16 77 3 4  100 

*Seventy-four  a d d i t i o n a l  pe r sons  were n o t  s e n t e n c e d ,  d a t a  
were m i s s i n g  on f i f t e e n  p e r s o n s .  


