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The association between substance use and crime is very common, but complex. Several countries have found strategies to face drug abuse and criminality that may exist associated to it, seeking to reduce overcrowded prisons and to promote the reductions of criminal recidivism and/or substance use. Through the guidelines of PRISMA, a systematic review was conducted with the aim to explore the different criminal reactions to individuals who use substances and are involved in the criminal justice system, namely the role of treatment and/or punishment in the reduction of crime recidivism and/or drug (ab)use. After gathering the following criteria of inclusion (individuals who use substances and are involved in the criminal justice system, between 18 and 65 years old, regardless of gender; consumers of licit/illicit psychoactive substances; without psychopathology not related with use/abuse of drugs; treatment programs; judicial interventions) the database found 155 articles between 1971 and 2022 from which 110 were selected for analysis (57 are from Academic Search Complete, 28 from PsycInfo, 10 from Academic Search Ultimate, seven from Sociology Source Ultimate, four from Business Source Complete, two from Criminal Justice Abstracts, and two from PsycArticles); additional records were included trough manual search. From these studies, 23 articles were included, as they answered the research question, and therefore, constitute the final sample of this revision. The results indicate treatment as an effective response of the criminal justice system in the reduction of criminal recidivism and/or drug use, addressing the criminogenic effect of reclusion/imprisonment. Therefore, interventions that privilege treatment should be chosen, although there are still gaps in terms of evaluation, monitoring and scientific publications regarding the effectiveness of treatment in this population.
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Introduction

In the search for effective responses, within the justice systems, for individuals who use substances and are involved in the criminal justice system, it is important to explore the role of treatment and/or punishment in reducing recidivism and/or consumption of psychoactive substances. So, we conducted a systematic literature review following PRISMA’s guidelines.

The association between psychoactive substances (PAS) and crime, although frequent (1–5), is not linear (3, 5, 6), and there are different interpretations of the phenomenon (7). A single model cannot explain the association between PAS and crime (8), because if PAS leads to crime, then treatment would reduce crime, whereas if crime led to PAS use, then treatment would not be effective and the focus should be on reducing crime (9). However, both the substance-using and the offending populations are heterogeneous, and the paths through which PAS use and crime intersect can be diverse (8).

Furthermore, it is likely that PAS use and crime share risk factors (10), since both criminal behavior and PAS use seem to be related to individual, environmental, psychosocial, developmental, and biological factors (3, 10–12). Crime also exists without PAS, since it appears associated with a set of social forces that potentiate and stimulate it (9). Thus, although crime and PAS are associated, using drugs does not, in itself, entail the commission of crimes (3).


Criminal reactions to substance-using offenders

Traditional policies to combat PAS, as criminalization, as well as war on drugs, promoted campaigns to eradicate, apprehend and detain all those involved in these contexts (13, 14). As a result of the application of these policies, there was an increase in PAS-related violence and corruption, as well as in the number of inmates, leading to overcrowding in prisons, while the production, trafficking and use of PAS continued, rather than ended. So, alternatives to incarceration began to be studied in these cases. These may be understood as any interventions that aim to: limit the use of incarceration as punishment; reduce the pressure on countries’ criminal justice systems, especially prisons; and decrease the time of deprivation of liberty for substance-related individuals who are also involved in the criminal justice system (13). Thus, incarceration should be used as a last resort and only for high-risk individuals who commit violent crimes (13, 15).

Alternatives to punishment/coercive sanctions for individuals with substance use disorders, namely treatment, education, aftercare, rehabilitation, and social reintegration, can be useful for problems of different orders (16, 17). At the individual level—to address addictive problems and reduce the stigma associated with them; at the social level—to reduce substance-related problems, especially with regard to acquisitive crimes, as well as to reduce problems associated with public health and other types of damage to society; at the state level—to reduce pressure on the criminal justice system and resources used by courts and prisons (17).

Several alternatives to incarceration have been discussed in the specialized literature, frequently appearing grouped and designated in a distinct way. Some alternatives exist only at the theoretical level and the implementation of others occurs in specific contexts. One of the ways to organize different responses of the formal social control system to substance-related crime is to differentiate them into: (i) administrative responses and (ii) responses of the criminal justice system.

Administrative responses are understood as interventions that take place before opening judicial proceedings, in order to prevent entry into the criminal justice system (15, 18), and encourage involvement in treatment (15, 17). These alternatives are associated with three fundamental approaches: decriminalization, depenalization, and pre-detention diversion mechanisms (18).

Decriminalization means that the behavior or action is no longer a criminal offense (13, 19–23). This does not imply that the behavior is legal, since it can be subject to administrative sanctions (21, 22). Therefore, with regard to PAS, behaviors such as possession, acquisition and consumption are no longer considered a criminal offense, although they may constitute administrative offenses and be sanctioned administratively (13, 20, 23). Concerning decriminalization, in some countries, there is a distinction between offenses related to PAS use and offenses associated with PAS possession. So, in some countries, behaviors such as smoking, injecting, inhaling or swallowing PAS are separate crimes from that of being in possession of PAS. As such, in countries like Cyprus, Finland, Spain, Portugal, Armenia and Chile, for example, substance use is a specific criminal offense. Countries such as Spain, Portugal, and Croatia apply non-criminal, and therefore non-custodial, sanctions for PAS use, with preference for the application of fines, suspended sentences, warnings/suspension of proceedings, and/or community work (24). Countries such as Germany, Belgium, Denmark, Slovakia Italy, Poland, and the Czech Republic do not sanction PAS use (20, 21, 25, 26).

Regarding substance possession, Spain, Italy, Luxembourg and Portugal, Estonia, Australia, Jamaica, Mexico, and Peru are examples of countries in which possession of PAS does not constitute a criminal offense (20, 25, 26). However, the definition of criminal offense for substance possession varies according to the legal context of each country. This variation has to do with the possession of: (i) A certain PAS, e.g., in Luxembourg, possession of cannabis resin is not criminally punishable, while possession of other PAS may lead to incarceration; or (ii) any PAS, e.g., in Spain the possession of any PAS in a public place is considered a violation of public safety;—(ii.a) with specific quantities, e.g., in Portugal, the possession of any PAS, above the quantity determined for average individual consumption for 10 days, is defined as a criminal offense; or (ii.b) without specific quantities, e.g., in Italy, punishment does not vary according to the quantity, although exceeding the limits assigned by the Ministry of Health and Justice may be considered possession for sale. In the United States of America (USA), the State of Maryland decriminalized possession of PAS, while the States of California, Connecticut, and Utah consider possession of PAS as a less serious offense (25). Regarding drug trafficking, in the European Union (EU), the sentences applied are preferably prison sentences, most of which are suspended, e.g., Czech Republic and Portugal, and/or community work (Netherlands and United Kingdom) (24).

Depenalization aims to close judicial cases without application of the prison sentence (17), as happens in Germany. The prohibition and criminalization of behavior remain, but incarceration is no longer a strategy to be used, even if other criminal sanctions, e.g., criminal record, are used (18, 21).

The diversion mechanisms available in a pre-detention phase, before criminal charges, include warnings by law enforcement agents, formal bail bonds and procedures involving assessment, education, and/or treatment (15, 17, 27). The warnings/bail bonds are often used in conjunction with referrals to educational sessions, assessment and/or brief interventions or treatment, rather than being charged with an offense. Some of these strategies are applied in countries such as the United Kingdom, Ireland, Malta, and Portugal, and the law enforcement agents, in conjunction with local services, refer individuals with substance use disorders to treatment (17). Thus, a conduct that could be punished with incarceration is diverted to rehabilitation interventions, such as referral to monitoring or treatment systems, or other non-punitive interventions, such as educational interventions (13, 18).

Alternatives to incarceration through the criminal justice system arise in the course of the development of judicial proceedings, varying from country to country, but include the stages of charge/pre-trial, trial/sentence, and post-sentence (15, 16, 18). In the charge/pre-trial phase, police officers and prosecutors have the possibility to decide whether the individual should appear before a court or be referred to alternatives, such as treatment, in cases where they are identified as having a substance-related disorder (13, 15, 16), or referral to other health, and/or social services. Thus, the substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system admit their guilt and avoid going to trial (17, 27), with this stage including alternatives such as: suspension of the charge and conditional release in the form of a bail (15, 28). The suspension is applied in cases of first offenses and those of lesser severity, in which the PAS appear to have had an impact on the motivation for criminal conduct. The charge can be suspended upon compliance with a set of conditions, including the termination of treatment, medical and/or psychological, or participation in special treatment programs. Conditional bail can be granted on the condition of participation in treatment. Treatments can be more intensive, such as long-term residential treatment, or less intensive, with release under acknowledgment of the obligations presented (15, 27).

In the trial phase, there may be a deviation from punitive interventions, through legal proceedings such as suspension under judicial supervision (13, 15) and, after conviction, through deviation by substitution mechanisms or reduced sentences, e.g., Probation—alternative measure to incarceration where the judge may choose to suspend the sentence or postpone his/her decision if the offender commits to fulfilling certain conditions (13, 18, 28). Probation involves greater supervision than in suspended sentences and can offer an opportunity to provide psychological, social, and material assistance, as well as to avoid violations of conditions that automatically lead to incarceration, although these approaches depend on the procedures adopted by supervision agencies. In the trial stage, referral to treatment can be used as an alternative, or as a compliment, to punishment (15, 27), depending on whether the sentence is granted or suspended (15, 16). These alternatives are used in less severe cases, when individuals involved in the criminal justice system fail the pre-trial alternatives, when it is unlikely that the offender will commit the offense again, and when treatment is likely to be completed. When the sentence is postponed, the facts are considered proven and sentencing takes place; however, the sentence is not pronounced and is postponed for a certain period of time, during which the offender may be diverted for treatment while under judicial supervision (15, 27). In the event of a sentence suspension, the judge pronounces the sentence, but suspends it for a certain period of time, under certain conditions with which individuals involved in the criminal justice system must comply. There is a declaration of guilt and the measure is added to the criminal record certificate, but there is no deprivation of liberty (15). As such, the punishment is declared, but may be suspended if the offender embarks on a rehabilitative trajectory; this option is available in different countries, such as the Czech Republic, Spain, France, Germany, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Slovakia, and countries that have Drug Courts (17).

Drug Treatment Courts (DTC) allow the diversion of PAS addicts, from prison to treatment and rehabilitation, by decision of a judge (18, 27). The use of these courts can occur in the post-adjudication/sentence phases, where the offender pleads guilty and the sentence is granted or suspended, so as to allow for a diversion to treatment. After finalizing the court procedures, the sentence is waived or reduced. A diversion to treatment may also take place using DTC even before conviction—admission of guilt is not necessary and the offender is only convicted if he/she fails the completion of the program (13, 15). Contrary to other alternatives in the trial/sentence phase, in the Drug Courts it is the judge who defines the frequency, type, intensity, monitoring, and supervision of the programs; the programs focus not only on disorders related to drug (ab)use, but also on substance-related problems that affect the various domains of the individual’s life; the most intensive treatments are used in the beginning, followed by less intensive treatments in the later stages; and regular follow-up hearings are organized in order to monitor and support prosocial behavior (15). Despite this, DTC have been subject to some critique concerning: the capacity constraints, as the overload of cases (29, 30); the selection bias; the crossover between drug problems and mental health problems; the fact that the need of plea guilt and the criteria for defining the drug disorder and treatment is different among the courts; consequences of program failure; and overriding sentencing laws (30, 31).

In the post-sentence phase, the offender chooses to reduce the sentence of his/her incarceration and be released earlier, under conditional liberty, e.g., parole—early release from incarceration under individual conditions, while undergoing treatment, e.g., the individual must comply with certain conditions, such as treatment for substance addiction and/or social interventions such as education, community work, work/employment programs (13, 15, 27). This means that individuals involved in the criminal justice system may be released after a certain period and/or when a specific part of the sentence has been served, with the offender leaving under individualized post-release conditions and, in the case of substance use, these conditions refer to treatment (15). This type of measure may also include detention; however, it emphasizes the rehabilitation process instead of punishment (27). Examples of this type of measure are supervised treatment programs that aim to address substance-related problems and reintegrate individuals involved in the criminal justice system into the community, for example, community-based treatments (24h supervision) (27).

When an offense occurs, there are mechanisms that can be activated by different justice bodies, in an attempt to divert individuals involved in the criminal justice system from punitive interventions. Specifically, at the police level, authorities can refer detainees to partner entities that work with PAS services, as occurs in Ireland, Malta, and the United Kingdom, or refer them to specific Commissions, as is the case in Portugal. During the prosecution, proceedings may be suspended through PAS awareness courses, e.g., France, motivational interviews, e.g., Norway, and extra-judicial units, e.g., Malta. In court, there may also be suspension of proceedings, suspension of the punitive sentence, or sentencing to rehabilitation interventions and referral to DTC, e.g., Belgium, Ireland, United Kingdom, and Norway (17).

Over time, there has been a concern to gather information and identify intervention principles for this specific population. This concern is also expressed by the Council of the EU, by recognizing the need for Member States to provide and apply, within their legal parameters, alternative interventions to coercive sanctions in the case of substance-using individuals who are also involved in the criminal justice system. These interventions should aim toward preventing crime, reducing recidivism, and increasing the effectiveness and efficiency of the justice system (27, 32–34), taking into consideration the harm reduction in terms of public health and the minimization of social risks (33). It is also important to recognize that substance addiction is a chronic illness (14, 32, 35) that affects behavior. As such, the recovery of addictive behaviors requires effective treatment, followed by continued care (35, 36); thus, services must be adapted to the needs of this specific population. To this end, supervision by the criminal justice system must incorporate the planning of treatment (35).

The EU invites Member States to, whenever possible, offer alternative interventions to punishment or conviction, such as treatment, education, aftercare, rehabilitation, and social reintegration interventions for substance-using individuals who are also involved in the criminal justice system, as well as to identify and develop cost-effective and evidence-based approaches (32, 33). Although incarceration seems to convey the idea of public safety, in reality, it has proved ineffective in reducing recidivism. Specifically, substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system are more likely to return to prison, and show no reduction in substance use after incarceration (32, 36). In individuals involved in the criminal justice system with significant PAS-related problems, and whose risk of recidivism is high, treatment programs may be more effective in reducing recidivism than criminal sanctions (27). Thus, these individuals would benefit from alternative interventions that framed these behaviors within a health approach. Such interventions may include, in particular, voluntary treatment for substance-dependent individuals involved in the criminal justice system, community service and referral to health and/or social support services (23). In fact, non-punitive interventions seem to indicate better results than punitive interventions, showing more success in reducing recidivism (18). Specifically, studies suggest that treatment and counseling programs are more effective than incarceration when it comes to reducing addictive behaviors (14).

To conclude, there are currently many cases of substance-using individuals who are also involved in the criminal justice system worldwide which requires the adoption of effective responses to reduce their substance use and criminal recidivism. Therefore, alternatives to incarceration, namely the treatment of PAS use, seem to be effective strategies in reducing not only this practice, but also criminal recidivism, presenting better cost-benefit relationship than incarceration (13, 32, 36). As a matter of fact, these alternative interventions also increase the social inclusion of individuals with substance use disorders (33).

Although there are many approaches related to individuals who use substances and are involved in the criminal justice system, as mentioned above, knowledge about the effectiveness of punitive responses and of alternative responses to punishment, at this level, is still needs more compilation and integration. In addition, through a literature review, no systematic review has yet proposed to understand the criminal reactions to this type of population, as well as the role of treatment and/or punishment as responses of the justice system, in reducing substance use and/or criminal recidivism in substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system. Thus, in an attempt to contribute to filling these gaps in theory and seeking to clarify key points in this area, we conducted a systematic review to explore the role of treatment and/or punishment in reducing criminal recidivism and/or the use of PAS in individuals involved in the criminal justice system who use substances. Specifically, we intend to answer the following research question: What is the effect of treatment and/or punishment, as responses of the justice system, in reducing substance use and/or criminal recidivism, in substance-using individuals who are involved in the criminal justice system?




Materials and methods

This systematic review was conducted in accordance with the PRISMA guidelines (37). The PICO question is included in the title of this manuscript. The main research in databases was conducted on 19 April 2021 but since a systematic review is easily outdated, we conducted a new research on 27 April 2022.

Initially, we defined the research question. Then, we elaborated the best search expression, using synonyms for the variables included in the study and eliminating the terms that had no effect. The search term was introduced in the largest database available in Portugal (i.e., EBSCO, by Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences, University of Porto). All abstracts were analyzed by two independent reviewers and disagreements were analyzed by an independent third reviewer. The disagreement (Kappa) was calculated at the stage where there is usually the most discrepancy: the abstract analysis one.


Study search and selection strategy

The studies were identified using multiple databases from EBSCOhost, namely Academic Search Complete, Academic Search Ultimate, Business Source Complete, Criminal Justice Abstracts, PsycArticles, PsycInfo, and Sociology Source Ultimate. In addition, studies identified through manual search were included, in order to avoid bias and conditioning of the search and information. The search terms were: AB (Abstract) (Incarceration-based drug treatment OR drug treatment OR diversion program OR treatment sentences OR incarceration OR imprisonment OR drug treatment OR drug intervention OR rehabilitation) AND AB (sentence* OR criminal justice programs), AND AB (drug offenders OR addicted offenders OR drug user offenders OR drug misuser offenders OR dependent offenders). The manual search was conducted through a snowball approach, based on the reference lists of the included papers, and through web search using the keywords included in the search terms. The search was not restricted by any linguistic, cultural, or geographical elements.



Inclusion and exclusion criteria

As suggested by the PRISMA guidelines, studies were selected by two independent reviewers, so as to reduce missed studies or misclassifications (37). In order to choose the studies that would integrate the systematic review, the following inclusion criteria were used: (i) adult individuals involved in the criminal justice system (18–65 years); (ii) individuals who use substances, (iii) treatment programs of any kind, namely, intervention, social reintegration, prevention and/or reduction of recidivism/prevention and/or reduction of drug use, as well as studies on the efficiency of responses/sentences/judicial interventions, and/or (iv) punitive interventions.

The studies were analyzed taking into account the following exclusion criteria: (i) case and/or theoretical studies, (ii) children and adolescents up to 18 years, (iii) exclusive use of pharmaceutical drugs, medically prescribed, and (iv) presence of psychopathology that is not related to substance use/abuse, and/or intellectual disability.

Only articles with empirical and quantitative methodologies, from scientific and academic publications, were included in the study. The disagreement between reviewers was discussed, using an individual excel form and then meet to check out for disagreements, until a consensus was reached. The agreement index was assessed and revealed an almost perfect agreement; K = 0.87 p < 0.001 (38).



Identification and screening

A total of 155 studies, published between 1971 and 2022, were identified, through the databases and search methods, and a total of 110 studies were selected for analysis (n = 45 duplicates). Of these 110 studies, 57 are from Academic Search Complete, 28 from PsycInfo, 10 from Academic Search Ultimate, seven from Sociology Source Ultimate, four from Business Source Complete, two from Criminal Justice Abstracts, and two from PsycArticles. In the first phase, 60 articles were excluded, since they related to: (a) case studies (n = 2), (b) psychopathology not related to substance use/abuse (n = 3), (c) characteristics of the population (n = 14), (d) other theoretical studies/meta-analysis (n = 13), and (e) variables not related to the topic, particularly associated with: (f) treatment (n = 6); and (g) criminal reactions (n = 22). Of the 50 articles with full reading, three articles were added from manual search. At this stage, 30 articles were eliminated, as they did not answer the research question—specifically due to reasons associated with: (a) treatment (n = 3), (b) psychopathology unrelated to substance use/abuse (n = 3), (c) characteristics of the population (n = 4), (d) criminal reactions (n = 7), and (e) theoretical studies (n = 13)—and, therefore, do not meet the criteria initially established. Thus, a total of 23 articles were included in this review (cf. Flow diagram of the bibliographic search shown in Figure 1).
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FIGURE 1
Flowchart of literature search.





Results

A summary of the characteristics of the studies is presented in Table 1.


TABLE 1    Summary of studies’ characteristics.
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Drug-using offenders

There are characteristics that prove to be more common among substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system. Specifically, most are male (44, 49, 52, 56, 58, 60), unemployed (46, 48, 52), and have already undergone some type of treatment (48, 47). Mostly, these individuals involved in the criminal justice system are single (40) and ages between 29 and 31 years (40, 52, 58).

Regarding substance use, these individuals involved in the criminal justice system initiate this practice during adolescence (48), specifically before the age of 20 (40), and justify it with personal issues and the relationship they maintained with other individuals who use substances (48). The most popular PAS are heroin (40, 47, 48, 52), cocaine hydrochloride (40, 47, 56, 58), alcohol (40, 47, 58), crack (40, 47, 48), cannabis, and amphetamines (52).

Recidivism appears to be affected by variables such as gender, age (43, 46, 54, 58), criminal background (43, 46, 50, 54, 58), marital status (46), and type of offense (61). Specifically, men seem to be more likely to recidivate (49, 54, 60), and to engage in more severe forms of recidivism (46). Younger people recidivate more (54) and, therefore, as age increases, the probability of recidivism seems to decrease, regardless of gender (60). Married people are less likely to recidivate than unmarried people (46), and individuals involved in the criminal justice system with previous convictions have higher rates of recidivism (54, 58).

Regarding criminal background, most substance-using individuals also reveal histories of problems with justice since adolescence (48), thus the age of the first arrest appears to be related to the age they first started using substances (40).



Recidivism


Incarceration and probation

The results on incarceration indicate that this variable seems to have little impact on the reduction of criminal recidivism (46, 51, 53), since it does not effectively prevent the development of criminal behavior. There is no evidence that individuals sentenced to incarceration delay their re-entry into crime; and incarcerated individuals have a recidivism rate of 1.35 vs. 0.72 of those in probation (53). The probability of a new arrest increases with the time the offender spends in prison (55).

Data on the deterrent effect of incarceration does not seem to reach consensus. In some studies, incarceration seems to have a deterrent effect on individuals involved in the criminal justice system with better social integration (46, 51), and it is possible to verify that incarceration seems to have a greater deterrent power than probation (M = 1.217 probation vs. M = 0.896 incarceration) (49). For this reason, these individuals seem to respond to the incentives and constraints of the justice system, namely the number of police officers that exist in the surrounding areas (49). Miller et al. (50) study points that for drug-related recidivism, criminal history was the only significant predictor compared to no prior offenses (one prior offense: OR = 2.04, p < 0.05; 2–5 prior offense: OR = 3.01, p < 0.001; more than 5 pior offenses: OR = 5.33, p < 0.001). In Finland, incarcerated individuals do not manifest significantly higher rates of recidivism than individuals with conditional incarceration or fines. But prisions in Finland are much different than in the United States, so custodial sanctions may be as effective of a deterrent as to community sanctions when conditions of incarceration are alike to Finland (50).

Other studies argue that there is no evidence of the effect of punitive interventions as a deterrent to criminal recidivism (53–55), while there is some evidence that experiencing incarceration can be criminogenic in itself in individuals who committed substance-related crimes (54, 55). So, even if incarceration does not harm the offender’s behavior, its impact on employment, housing, family structure, and reintegration puts at risk and increases the likelihood of recidivism in PAS use and crime, due to the absence of sources of informal control and social ties (46, 53, 54).

Incarceration seems to increase the probability of recidivism, both in crimes related and unrelated to PAS (44, 51, 54). It was found that individuals sentenced to prison increase the proportion of recidivism (overall recidivism increased by 0.11 and PAS-related crimes by 0.8), with this data being statistically significant for caucasian individuals involved in the criminal justice system (51). Compared to those accused of PAS-related crimes, individuals accused of crimes related to theft seem to be 61% more likely to recidivate, and 37% more likely than individuals accused of other crimes, in 12 months (61). Individuals involved in the criminal justice system appear to be more likely to recidivate when incarcerated (53, 54). Namely, after 4 years, these individuals who commited PAS-related crimes are five to six times more likely to recidivate, and this data is statistically significant (54). Thus, individuals sentenced to incarceration are more likely to be, once again, arrested and charged with a new crime (53, 54).

Individuals sentenced to incarceration have higher rates of recidivism, and recidivate more quickly than individuals on probation (53, 54); 65% of individuals sentenced to prison for PAS-related crimes were charged with a new crime during the 4-year follow-up period vs. 36% on probation (53). Individuals sentenced to probation take longer to recidivate (53, 54), with the average number of months elapsed until a new prison offense being 18.12 vs. 33.5 on probation (53). Supervision under probation appears to reduce involvement in criminal behavior; in particular, crimes associated with methods to fund PAS use, such as shoplifting, decreased from 54%, before supervision, to 17% (48).



Treatment programs

Participation in a Drug Treatment Alternative to Prison (DTAP) program decreases recidivism rates, compared to individuals sentenced to prison (42, 43, 55). After 1 year, the likelihood of a new arrest is 23% in DTAP vs. 45% sentenced to prison, with this data being statistically significant (42). Program participation through DTCs appears to be equally effective in reducing recidivism (43). DTC participants who recidivate exhibit less severe offenses, in addition to the average time in jail being lower for DTC participants than for non-DTC participants (44 days vs. 126 days, p < 0.0001) (43). The results point to a decrease in new convictions for all types of crime among DTAP participants, with only 8% of the DTAP sample presenting a new conviction for PAS-related crimes vs. 18% of those sentenced to prison, especially for participants who finished treatment. DTAPs seem to improve public safety by involving high-risk individuals involved in the criminal justice system in treatment, including those selling PAS, who are often excluded from programs (42). Drug Courts had fewer arrest charges (p < 0.01) and conviction charges (p < 0.05) each year than participants allocated to tradicional adjudication in a 15-years analysis (62).

Compared with individuals on probation, the number of individuals on parole who finish the treatment is lower, completion of the treatment program on probation 38 vs. 24% on parole, and these are the individuals who recidivate more quickly (45). After 12 months, the arrest rate is higher for individuals on parole (38 vs. 24% on probation) (45). Regarding offenders on parole, the probability of recidivism was 1.6 times higher among those who did not receive treatment (58). New serious charges in the 12 months after the program are compared between the DTC and probation cases. DTC have less new serious charges than probationers (92.1% DTC avoid a new serious charge vs. 79.6% probationers, p < 0.01) (56).

The completion of programs appears to function as a protective factor in terms of criminal recidivism (56, 61). Participants who fail to complete the programs exhibit a higher risk of recidivism than those who complete it (43, 44, 52, 55, 60, 58, 61). After 3 years, 23% of DTAP participants who successfully completed the program are once again arrested vs. 52% of participants who did not complete the program (44). Participants of the MERIT, who did not complete the program, have a 50% higher risk of criminal recidivism (61). After 12 months, participants who completed the MERIT exhibit fewer charges for PAS-related crimes, theft and robbery (31% MERIT vs. 54% non-MERIT participants) (52). DTC participants who successfully complete the program are less likely to recidivate (30% DTC vs. 46% N/DTC, p = 0.01) (43), and avoid serious reoffense compared to participants who were unsuccessful (56). Graduates were 26.3 percentage points more successful to avoid new conviction than unsuccessful cases [χ2 (1, N = 199) = 14.39, p < 0.001] (56).

The risk of new arrest is 61% lower in participants who completed the RIP/Danda program, even if these programs are not statistically significant in reducing recidivism (60). In addition, completion of the programs also appears to have an impact on the severity of criminal recidivism; in particular, the 4% of participants who criminally reoffended were detained for non-violent crimes (44). Of the participants who committed more severe offenses, 69% completed the DTAP successfully vs. 74% non-participants vs. 76% who did not complete the program (44).

Individuals involved in the criminal justice system who complete the programs take longer to criminally recidivate than those who do not complete them (41, 43, 52, 55, 60). Of the individuals who completed treatment, 11.8% were convicted of a new crime vs. 29% of those who did not complete treatment. Thus, 6 months of treatment appears to be sufficient to reduce involvement in new criminal offenses (58). Participants who remain in treatment longer are less likely to reoffend than those who have been in treatment less time (43, 55). The longest time without recurrence is seen in the DTC treatment group. For those who re-committed criminal practice, the average number of days without a re-offense was 614 for program participants vs. 463 for those who did not participate in the program (43).

Over 2 years, among DTC participants, those who were referred for supervision exhibited higher recidivism rates than those who were referred for treatment (62.4% under supervision recidivated vs. 40.8% under treatment recidivated), and treatment appears to be the most consistent and most significant indicator of the longest time without criminal recidivism (41). The implementation of programs within systems, whether they are jail or prison, seems to demonstrate that, in both, the rates of treatment completion are high (65%) (40).

Thus, treatment appears to be an effective alternative in reducing criminal recidivism (40–44, 52, 55, 60, 57, 47–62).



Treatment programs: Practical implications

In comparison with other responses from the justice system, there is a greater number of individuals on parole who are arrested again after treatment. The reason pertains to this specific population being subjected to closer observation by law enforcement officers, which increases the likelihood of detecting individuals who are not complying with the law, compared to individuals without strict monitoring (39). As such, it is necessary to take this into account when comparing the high number of new incarcerations (39, 45, 48). Individuals involved in the criminal justice system integrated in programs, as an alternative to prison, receive more severe convictions, although the programs significantly reduce the likelihood of new charges, arrests and convictions and, thus, prove to be an effective alternative to incarceration (47). This can be understood by taking into consideration studies on probation, which report that substance-using individuals who do not comply with treatment plans, or have more severe substance-related problems, have their measure more easily revoked (48).




Reduction of substance use

Incarceration seems to decrease PAS use, while the offender is incarcerated and even after release (49). However, the longer the time elapsed since incarceration, the greater the likelihood of using substances again (49).

Regarding TASC, it allowed the reduction of PAS use in three of the five States where it was implemented (39). The treatment of PAS use among individuals involved in the criminal justice system has shown that individuals who used cannabis have higher rates of program completion (24.3%), followed by individuals involved in cocaine use (16.2%), when they undergo residential treatment programs (40).

Individuals on probation, at a higher rate, tend to undergo outpatient treatment, 86.8 vs. 81.2%, and individuals on parole, at a higher rate, undergo residential treatment, 18 vs. 13.2%, and it is from this type of treatment that parolees tend to benefit most (45). However, individuals on probation have higher rates of program completion than individuals on parole, and treatment success, 37 vs. 24.2% on parole (45). It should also be noted that supervision under probation seems to decrease the PAS use (48). Treatment seems to be effective in reducing PAS use, namely by enabling individuals to acquire strategies that allow them to deal with it (57). However, there is a need to adopt a pragmatic approach with this type of population, while admitting that relapse is inherent to the substance (ab) use treatment process, and that professionals who work with these individuals must have knowledge about this phenomenon (48).




Discussion

Using strict criteria and following the guidelines of PRISMA, we attempted to answer the following research question: what is the role of treatment and/or punishment, as responses of the justice system, in reducing substance use and/or criminal recidivism in individuals who use substances and commit crimes?

The results of this systematic review indicate that incarceration appears to have little impact on criminal recidivism (46, 51, 53). This finding is in accordance with what is reported in the specialized literature, and it is emphasized that punishment, per se, seems to be an ineffective response to the problem of PAS abuse in substance-using individuals who are also involved in the criminal justice system (36, 63, 64). The literature also points to the potential criminogenic effect1 that the incarceration of low-risk individuals seems to exhibit (14, 27, 36, 65, 66), in terms of employability, parenting, and the ability of these individuals to become active members of society (36), which increases the likelihood of recidivism (14, 65). Similar evidence was found in the present systematic review, which verified that the experience of incarceration can be criminogenic (54, 55). In particular, criminal recidivism can be greater with the time of incarceration (55), in addition to increasing deficits in the different areas of functioning of these substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system (46, 53, 54).

Individuals on probation have lower recidivism rates than individuals who are incarcerated (53, 54), which corroborates the idea that probation has a lower cost than incarceration (15) and that prison sanctions does not seem to reduce recidivism more effectively than suspended sentences (65). Specifically, the cost of supervising an individual in the community is less than the cost of keeping the individual in prison (15). In addition, supervision under probation appears to decrease involvement in criminal behavior (48, 67). Studies suggest that probation involves greater monitoring than a suspended sentence, and that existing revocations must be understood and explained, as most probationers have seen this measure overturned for moderate violations, e.g., failure to maintain employment, non-completion of the program, leaving their area of residence without permission, in addition to the fact that probation agents seem to regard failure in the program as undeserving of flexibility interventions, leading to greater revocation of cases and consequent incarceration (15, 68). Therefore, the approaches used by the supervision agencies must be taken into consideration, since the opportunity for psychological and social support this measure provides is undeniable.

Individuals placed on probation also have better program completion rates than individuals on parole (45). Nonetheless, it is important to note that probation is an alternative available in the trial phase, while parole is available in the post-sentencing phase, necessarily involving compliance with a certain period of time in incarceration (15). Furthermore, as mentioned above, a longer incarceration time is associated with greater criminal recidivism (55). Nevertheless, the results of this work also suggest that criminal recidivism among individuals placed on parole is greater in those who did not receive treatment (58).

As for treatment, the present study found that this is the most consistent and significant indicator of the longest time without recidivism (41, 58), thus making it an effective alternative in reducing criminal recidivism (40, 42–44, 55, 60, 57, 47, 61, 52). Therefore, treatment should be an alternative to incarceration, offered to substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system, since it is effective in reducing criminal recidivism and/or substance use (15, 17, 69). Literature on the effectiveness of criminal reactions considers that there are alternatives that appear to be more effective than others, namely: methadone and heroin treatments, therapeutic communities, psychosocial approaches, Drug Courts, supervision under probation, and parole. Thus, the benefits may be greater if certain types of interventions are prioritized over others (34).

Participation in treatment programs reduces recidivism rates compared to incarceration (42, 43, 55). As such, treatment can be a more effective alternative in promoting public safety than incarceration (42). It should also be noted that completion of programs seems to be an important indicator in terms of criminal recidivism (61, 70, 5) and its severity (44), since the failure to conclude the program increases the risk of criminal recidivism (43, 44, 52, 55, 60, 58, 61). The literature also suggests that the length of stay in treatment is also related to the likelihood of criminal recidivism (70, 5). This is corroborated by this systematic review, which found that individuals involved in the criminal justice system who spend less time in treatment are more likely to recidivate (43, 55, 70).

The present systematic review also pointed out that treatment is effective in reducing PAS use, allowing individuals to acquire strategies to deal with their substance use (57). This finding had already been highlighted in previous studies, which found that substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system are more likely to be re-incarcerated (36), and do not exhibit a reduction in substance (ab) use after incarceration. Among possible explanations for these findings are the causes leading to the first incarceration not having been addressed, as well as the possible existence, when individuals are released, of a set of factors that increase the risk of substance use relapse, such as social stigma and the difficulty to access legitimate employment as a means of survival (32, 36).

Research in the area of PAS use and crime is varied and largely uncoordinated (2), and the data available in the EU are often complex, fragmented, and difficult to compare (71). Despite the various guidelines and recommendations for knowledge sharing among the scientific community, most EU countries do not have data to assess the alternative interventions available, which makes it difficult to evaluate effectiveness (17). In addition, some results are based on a low number of study participants, which does not allow them to draw significant implications and conclusions (2). This situation can be explained by the absence of shared rules on data recording and collection, but also by the overlapping of structures responsible for developing the reports (71), which relates to the lack of monitoring and evaluation of the interventions applied (17). For many diversion programs, there are no methods of evaluating, collecting, and publishing data that allow the assessment of their effectiveness in terms of cost reduction and recidivism (18).

The diversity of studies, collection methods, databases, and methods of analysis are evident in this systematic review, which makes it difficult to analyze certain variables. Specifically, the analysis of substance use is difficult, so these findings should be interpreted with some reservation. Particularly, in some contexts, using a PAS represents a criminal offense, thus, results related to PAS use may appear grouped in the data about criminal recidivism. In many studies, it is not possible to disconnect one variable from the other and, therefore, to distinguish whether there is data on the reduction of PAS use, among the reduction of criminal recidivism. Furthermore, the different contexts in which these issues are applied and studied enhance the inconsistencies in the vocabulary related to some terms, namely due to the diversity of studies and laws. Thus, terms related to substance abuse, such as e.g., drug user, abuser, problem user, and addict, make the harmonization of concepts a challenge (17), and this also occurs with terms related to the type of offense, e.g., drug offenses, drug-involved offenses, drug crimes, drug-related crimes. Another constraint in the specialized literature is due to the fact that most studies are conducted in the USA (34), which is also evident in the present review, as there are more studies (n = 16) related to the American context and some (n = 29) were excluded for being theoretical studies. As such, it is important to be alert to the possibility of bias in the research (5).

The growing awareness and adoption of alternative proposals to incarceration, for substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system, comes from the increasing recognition of PAS abuse as an illness that requires treatment (13, 35–36, 70). Thus, PAS use should be seen as a health-related issue, and a perspective of risk reduction and evidence-based treatment should be adopted, both for the substance-using population and for individuals who have committed substance-related crimes (13). Many of the substance use/abuse disorders can be effectively treated through a variety of psychopharmacological and psychosocial interventions, in different treatment settings. Therefore, opportunities for screening and assessing disorders, namely those related to substances, must be present in all points of contact with the justice system (15, 70). It should be noted that, according to the literature, the treatment option exists at all stages of the criminal justice system (prosecution/pre-trial, trial, and post-sentence).

The results of this systematic review point to the existence of characteristics that prove to be more common among substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system, and that the results of the programs may be influenced by the characteristics of the individuals. Thus, it would be useful to obtain more in-depth information about the characteristics of the program participants, namely life history and motivation for change. However, studies only present basic sociodemographic data, and more detailed information about these individuals involved in the criminal justice system is lacking (34). It is, therefore, essential that a comprehensive medical and psychosocial assessment (15, 17), conducted by specialists (18), be carried out, so as to identify the services from which the offender would benefit most. This way, it would be possible to avoid incoordination and duplication of procedures within the justice system (5), by assessing the needs of the individuals and developing an appropriate treatment plan for each one (15, 17, 70), which, later, allows one to analyze which programs seem to work more with certain characteristics of the individuals. The justice system can, thus, play an important role in identifying and evaluating these individuals (15).

In addition, the services provided must be sensitive to gender issues (13, 23, 5). The present study allowed us to verify that men are more likely to recidivate (49, 54, 60), with their recidivism being more severe (46) than in women. Thus, as the literature reports, in comparison with men, women have different: patterns of use/abuse (5, 72); crime (5, 73); and social, psychological, and economic circumstances (5). For these reasons, there must be differences in the adoption of alternative interventions (28), and in the programs applied. We also suggest the use of a comprehensive and integrated approach, in order to maximize the success of the treatment and to reduce the damage within the community, without jeopardizing public safety, nor the accountability of the individuals involved in the criminal justice system (70, 5).

It is important to note that not all individuals who use substances need treatment; in case they do need treatment, evidence-based treatment should be offered as an alternative to incarceration, and when there is no addiction, they should be referred to harm reduction services (13, 70). However, self-referral remains the most common route for specialized treatment for the use/abuse of PAS. In Europe, the treatment of PAS addiction is predominantly performed on an outpatient basis, with specialized treatment centers being the largest providers of care for individuals who use PAS. As an example, in 2017: (i) 973,000 individuals who used PAS received outpatient treatment, namely in specialized treatment centers; (ii) 64,000 individuals who used PAS underwent an inpatient regime, namely residential hospitalization; (iii) and 81,000 individuals received treatment in prison (74).

In short, alternative interventions to punitive policies, namely treatment, seem to provide useful tools in solving problems of different orders for these individuals, including at the personal and social levels. However, for the treatment to be adequate and meet the expected goals, it is necessary that the strategy and intervention plan be specific to that user. Thus, it is pertinent to take into account the characteristics of each individual and, specifically, the link between the needs of the individuals involved in the criminal justice system, their problems, and resources (15, 17, 70, 5), and the intervention programs available (17). Given the specificity of this population, there does not seem to be a single model for intervention, since no treatment is exceptional and universally applicable. Thus, the type of treatment, its modalities, as well as restrictions and levels of supervision, must be assessed on a case-by-case basis (70, 5). As such, treatments must be available and accessible, as well as attractive and appropriate for the needs of those who attend them. In addition, ethical standards in the treatments provided must be ensured and evidence-based (15). Therefore, it is important to invest in the development and evaluation of all types of treatment, especially those that demonstrate effectiveness (74).

Alternative interventions to incarceration vary from context to context and over time, so it is difficult to identify them in practice (17). It is important to take into account the context where the alternatives are implemented, since an alternative can work well in one context and fail in others. Thus, the capacity of the institutions and the way they function, as well as cultural differences, public opinion about alternatives to incarceration, and restrictions in terms of legislation and budgets must be taken into account (18). Likewise, there are alternatives that may work for some individuals involved in the criminal justice system and not for others (1). The key to the success of alternative interventions to punishment/incarceration seems to be the availability of a variety of interventions that can be adapted to the needs of substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system, with different types and levels of substance-related problems (26).

The justice and treatment systems are effective when they work together for the successful treatment of substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system (13, 44, 48). Therefore, cooperation efforts between the various justice departments and the joint elaboration of programs are needed (13, 39, 58, 48), in order to guarantee that low-risk individuals involved in the criminal justice system do not overburden or cripple the criminal justice systems. Cooperation between services allows the provision of health care, risk reduction and treatment, and/or ensures social and/or economic conditions for this specific population, in order to provide support for the prevention of recidivism and the promotion of social reintegration (13). Treatment should be promoted through coordination between the criminal justice system and social services (15).

Across Europe, crimes related to substances need intervention, and this type of crime is responsible for the incarceration of 10–25% of inmates with a final and unappealable sentence. The psychological and social impact of incarceration is undeniable, although it also becomes an opportunity for the development of programs aimed at removing problematic substance use. The transversality of the problem, in national and European terms, demonstrates the need to promote substance treatment in prisons, both due to the association of this problem with public health issues or because of the trajectories of poverty and social exclusion to which these substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system tend to be subjected (24). It is crucial to ensure the continuity of the treatments provided, entry and release of incarcerated individuals, so that the treatment benefits initiated during incarceration be maintained when individuals are released. Thus, contacts should be made with health and social services for the reintegration of the offender into society, valuing work within a network (23).

In short, treatment is effective in reducing criminal recidivism and/or substance use, with the risk of arrest being lower in individuals involved in the criminal justice system who complete the programs, even if these do not show statistically significant results in terms of criminal recidivism (60). Therefore, priority should be given to adopting alternative interventions to incarceration, namely interventions that include treatment, with the need for continuous scientific evaluation, monitoring, and publication that allow data collection. It is also essential to adapt treatment to each case.



Conclusion

The present systematic review allowed us to conclude that punishment shows little impact in reducing criminal recidivism and/or PAS use. Treatment, in turn, presents itself as an effective response in reducing substance use and/or criminal recidivism.

Despite the recommendations of several organizations, in order to find alternatives to incarceration/punishment for substance-using individuals, there are still many barriers to treatment. We refer to barriers related not only to the lack of recognition of the relevance of treatment, but also to the scarcity of economic resources, infrastructure, and means necessary to serve this specific population, as well as technical personnel with knowledge about substance-related issues (36).

In conducting this systematic review some difficulties were faced, which are mainly related to: (i) the fact that studies on alternative interventions to punishment are conducted mainly in the USA, which implies approaches to the problem that are different from those adopted in the EU; (ii) the existence of different terms and concepts, as well as laws and specificities related to the subject under study; and (iii) the lack of rigorous evaluation, monitoring, and publication of alternative interventions to punishment, namely in the EU.

In addition, this review has some limitations, which are related, in particular, to a possible bias in the information collected: (i) potentially biased factors listed in the articles analyzed: number of sample (41, 57); variables (41, 47, 54); group comparison (43, 48, 53); samples (48); logistical and methodological concerns (44, 46, 48, 58, 43); characteristics of the participants (45, 48, 61, 58); contextual and demographic factors (45, 48, 57), type of consumed substances (61); judge’s decision regarding the type of sentence (53); omitted data (45); (ii) the systematic review itself can contribute to bias related to selection, selective outcome reporting, clinical or statistical inconsistency, and imprecision that may lead to systematic and random errors (75, 76). The non-performance of the quality table is also a limitation of the present study, this quality assessment would explain the evaluation of the methodological quality of studies and is recommended to integrate systematic reviews. However, this evaluation was not elaborated and so it may influence the robustness of the paper.

Despite the obstacles and limitations presented, the present systematic review allowed us to analyze what has already been published in the literature on the subject under study, and the compilation of this information made it possible, in turn, to draw some conclusions, of which the following stand out: (i) incarceration is not an effective alternative for substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system, and may even have a criminogenic effect on them; (ii) treatment seems to be the most effective alternative for reducing substance use and criminal recidivism; and (iii) treatment success is associated with participation, length of stay, and conclusion of programs. PAS use continues to be a socially stigmatized behavior that, at times, is not regarded by the justice system under a medical approach, which does not allow the guarantee of treatment, as happens for other medical conditions (36). The growing awareness that substance abuse/addiction must be understood as a health issue can foster greater openness and referral for treatment. In this referral process, the evaluation of these individuals involved in the criminal justice system is of special importance, recognizing that there is no single model/program that is effective for all substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system, given the heterogeneity of these populations. It is, therefore, essential to take into account the individual characteristics, type and levels of problems related to PAS abuse/addiction, for the success of the treatment.

Nevertheless, there is still a long way to go with regard to alternative interventions to incarceration. Despite studies, over time, pointing to the ineffectiveness of incarceration, responsible crimes directly and indirectly related to PAS are for 15–20% of incarceration in Portugal (77). In reality, there remains a need to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of alternative approaches to punishment, as well as better documentation and recording of practices associated with them, so as not to miss opportunities for change and future improvements (17). Specifically, given the potential of treatment, it is urgent to evaluate the programs that are being implemented, as well as the characteristics of their participants. It is also important to understand with which participants the different programs seem to be more successful. Similarly, it is necessary to recognize that treatment policies, services, procedures, and approaches must be constantly monitored and evaluated (15, 33). In fact, it is important to emphasize the need to adapt the programs to the needs and individual characteristics of each offender in order to achieve a successful intervention.

There is a greater need than ever to adopt PAS policies based on reliable scientific data (71). This is also materialized by the growing incentive and challenge, on the part of formal institutions with connections to the States, to seek and adopt alternative interventions to incarceration/punishment in the case of substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system. Thus, the present study helps establish starting points for the evolution of the interventions adopted until then, working toward enhancing treatment, instead of incarceration, in substance-using individuals involved in the criminal justice system. This seems all the more important if we take into account that not treating individuals involved in the criminal justice system with substance-related problems is a missed opportunity to promote public health and safety (32). Thus, integrating treatment into the criminal justice system allows it to reach individuals who, otherwise, would not have access to it (36).
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Footnotes

1     Criminogenic effect is used to represent the effect that a sanction can be, in itself doubly punitive, generating effects contrary to the intended. This means that there is a risk of aggravating criminal behavior when we apply a punitive measure, either by insertion in the prison subculture, desocialization due to the breakdown of professional, family, and social relationships or by issues related to the prejudices existing in society about the incarcerated population. The combination of these factors can culminate in an effect opposite to what is desired and thus potentiate criminal behavior rather than cease it.


References

1. Bennett T, Holloway K. Understanding drugs, alcohol and crime. England: Open University Press (2005).

2. Bennett T, Holloway K, Farrington D. The statistical association between drug misuse and crime: A meta-analysis. Aggress Violent Behav. (2008) 13:107–18. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2008.02.001

3. Hammersley R. Drugs & Crime. London: Polity Press (2008).

4. Keene J. A case-linkage study of the relationship between drug misuse, crime, and psychosocial problems in a total criminal justice population. Addict Res Theory. (2005) 13:489–502. doi: 10.1080/16066350500166588

5. McBride D, Vanderwaal C, Terry-mcelrath Y. The Drugs-Crime Wars: Past, Present, and Future Directions in Theory, Policy, and Program Interventions. Toward a Drugs and Crime Research Agenda for the 21st Century. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice Office of Justice Programs (2003).

6. Foster J. Social exclusion, crime and drugs. Drugs. (2000) 7:317–30. doi: 10.1080/dep.7.4.317.330

7. Keene J, Stenner K, Connor M, Fenley S. A case-study of substitute opiate prescribing for drug-using offenders. Drugs. (2007) 14:443–56. doi: 10.1080/09687630601138675

8. White H, Gorman D. Dynamics of the drug-crime relationship. In: C Friel editor. The Nature of Crime: Continuity and Change. Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice (2000). p. 151–218. doi: 10.1016/j.drugpo.2021.103555

9. Bean P. Drugs and crime. London: Routledge (2014).

10. Håkansson A, Jesionowska V. Associations between substance use and type of crime in prisoners with substance use problems-a focus on violence and fatal violence. Subst Abuse Rehabil. (2018) 9:1–9. doi: 10.2147/SAR.S143251

11. Aghaii S, Kamaly A, Esfahani M. Meta-Analysis of Individual and environmental Factors that Influence People’s Addiction Tendencies. Int J High Risk Behav Addict. (2012) 1:92–9. doi: 10.5812/ijhrba.5330

12. Boles S, Miotto K. Substance abuse and violence. Aggress Violent Behav. (2003) 8:155–74. doi: 10.1016/S1359-1789(01)00057-X

13. International Drug Policy Consortium [IDPC]. Criminal justice. 3rd Edn. In: IDPC editor. Drug Policy Guide. London: International Drug Policy Consortium (2016).

14. Stevenson B. Drug Policy, Criminal Justice and Mass Imprisonment. Geneva: Global Comission on Drug Policies (2011).

15. United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime [UNODC], World Health Organization [WHO]. Treatment and care for people with drug use disorders in contact with the criminal justice system: alternatives to conviction or punishment. Geneva: WHO (2019).

16. European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction [EMCDDA]. Alternatives to imprisonment – targeting offending problem drug users in the EU. Lisboa: EMCDDA (2005).

17. European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction [EMCDDA]. Alternatives to punishment for drug-using offenders. Luxemburg: Publications Office of the European Union (2015).

18. Vergara J, Guzmán D, Uprimny R, Henao A, Hughes B, Duguid J. Technical report on alternatives to incarceration for drug-related offenses. Washington, DC: Inter-American Drug Abuse Control Commission (2015).

19. Caulkins J, Kleiman M. Drugs and Crime. The Oxford handbook of crime and criminal justice. Oxford: Oxford University Press (2011). 275–320.

20. European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction [EMCDDA]. Decriminalisation in Europe? Recent developments in legal approaches to drug use. Luxemburg: European Legal Database on Drugs (2001).

21. European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction [EMCDDA]. Illicit Drug Use In The EU: Legislative Approaches. Lisboa: EMCDDA (2005).

22. European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction [EMCDDA]. Perspetivas sobre as drogas Modelos de oferta legal de cannabis: evolução recente. Lisboa: Observatório Europeu da Droga e da Toxicodependência (2016).

23. Penal Reform International/International Drug Police Consortium [PRI/IDPC]. Reforming criminal justice responses to drugs. London: Penal Reform International (2016).

24. Mendes R, Gaspar S, Fonseca R, Oliveira C, Dias C. Inquérito nacional sobre comportamentos aditivos em meio prisional: caracterização da população prisional, crimes cometidos e dependências face às drogas, bebidas alcoólicas e jogo a dinheiro. Rome: Serviço de Intervenção nos Comportamentos Aditivos e nas Dependências (2016).

25. Eastwood N, Fox E, Rosmarin A. A Quiet Revolution: Drug Decriminalisation Across the Globe. Geneva: The Law & Human Rights (2016).

26. European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction [EMCDDA]. Penalties for drug law offences at a glance. Lisboa: EMCDDA (2015).

27. Spooner C, Hall W, Mattick R. An overview of diversion strategies for Australian drug-related offenders. Drug Alcohol Rev. (2001) 20:281–94. doi: 10.1080/09595230120079594

28. Plettinckx E, Antoine J, Gremeaux L, Oyen H. Alternatives to prision for drug offenders in Belgium during the past decade. Int J Law Psychiatry. (2018) 61:13–21. doi: 10.1016/j.ijlp.2018.09.003

29. Mitchell O, Wilson DB, Eggers A, MacKenzie DL. Assessing the effectiveness of drug courts on recidivism: a meta-analytic review of traditional and non-traditional drug courts. J Crim Justice. (2012) 40:60–71. doi: 10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2011.11.009

30. Sevigny E, Pollack H, Reuter P. Can drug courts help to reduce prision and jail populations? Ann Am Acad Polit Soc Sci. (2015) 647:190–212. doi: 10.1177/0002716213476258

31. Belenko S, Fabrikant N, Wolff N. The long road to treatment. Crim Justice Behav. (2011) 38:1222–43. doi: 10.1177/0093854811424690

32. Chandler R, Fletcher B, Volkow N. Treating drug abuse and addiction in the criminal justice system: improving public health and safety. JAMA. (2010) 301:183–90. doi: 10.1001/jama.2008.976

33. Council of the European Union. Council conclusions on promoting the use of alternatives to coercive sanctions for drug using offenders. Brussels: Council of the European Union (2018).

34. Holloway K, Bennett T, Farrington D. The effectiveness of criminal justice and treatment programmes in reducing drug- related crime: A systematic review. Home Office Online Report. England: University of Cambridge (2005).

35. Fletcher B, Chandler R, National Institute on Drug Abuse. Principles of Drug Abuse Treatment for Criminal Justice Populations: A Research-Based Guide. Bethesda, MD: National Institute on Drug Abuse (2014).

36. McVay D, Schiraldi V, Ziedenberg J. Treatment or Incarceration? National and State Findings on the Efficacy and Cost Savings of Drug Treatment Versus Imprisonment. Washington, DC: Justice Policy Institute (2004).

37. Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, Altman D, Group P. Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: the PRISMA statement. Int J Surg. (2010) 8:336–41. doi: 10.1016/j.ijsu.2010.02.007

38. Landis J, Koch G. The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. Biometrics. (1977) 33:159–74. doi: 10.2307/2529310

39. Anglin M, Longshore D, Turner S. Treatment alternatives to street crime. Crim Justice Behav. (1999) 26:168–95. doi: 10.1177/0093854899026002002

40. Baird F, Frankel A. The efficacy of coerced treatment for offenders. J Offend Rehabil. (2001) 34:61–80. doi: 10.1300/J076v34n01_05

41. Banks D, Gottfredson DC. The effects of drug treatment and supervision on time to rearrest among drug treatment court participants. J Drug Issues. (2003) 33:385–412. doi: 10.1177/002204260303300206

42. Belenko S, Foltz C, Lang M, Sung H. Recidivism among high-risk drug felons: a longitudinal analysis following residential treatment. J Offend Rehabil. (2004) 41:105–32. doi: 10.1300/J076v40n01_06

43. Brown R. Drug court effectiveness: a matched cohort study in the dane county drug treatment court. J Offend Rehabil. (2011) 50:191–201. doi: 10.1080/10509674.2011.571347

44. Dynia P, Sung H-E. The safety and effectiveness of diverting felony drug offenders to residential treatment as measured by recidivism. Crim Justice Policy Rev. (2000) 11:299–311. doi: 10.1177/0887403400011004002

45. Evans E, Jaffe A, Urada D, Anglin MD. Differential outcomes of court-supervised substance abuse treatment among california parolees and probationers. Int J Offend Therapy Comp. Criminol. (2012) 56:539–56. doi: 10.1177/0306624X11404827

46. Freiburger T, Iannacchione B. An examination of the effect of imprisonment on recidivism. Crim Justice Stud. (2011) 24:369–79. doi: 10.1080/1478601X.2011.625699

47. Gottfredson D, Exum M. The Baltimore city drug treatment court: one-year results from a randomized study. J Res Crime Delinq. (2002) 39, 337–356. doi: 10.1177/002242780203900304

48. Hearnden I. Problem drug use and probation in london: an evaluation. Drugs. (2000) 7:367–80. doi: 10.1080/dep.7.4.367.380

49. Kim I-J, Benson B, Rasmussen D, Zuehlke T. An economic analysis of recidivism among drug offenders. South Econ J. (1993) 60:169–83. doi: 10.2307/1059941

50. Miller B, Ellonen N, Boman IJ, Dorn S, Suonpää K, Aaltonen O, et al. Examining sanction type and drug offender recidivism: a register-based study in Finland. Am J Crim Justice. (2021) 47:836–54. doi: 10.1007/s12103-020-09592-8

51. Mitchell O, Cochran J, Mears D, Bales W. The effectiveness of prison for reducing drug offender recidivism: a regression discontinuity analysis. J Exp Criminol. (2017) 13:1–27. doi: 10.1007/s11292-017-9282-6

52. Passey M, Bolitho J, Scantleton J, Flaherty B. The magistrates early referral into treatment (MERIT) pilot program: court outcomes and recidivism. Austr N Zeal J Criminol. (2007) 40:199–217. doi: 10.1375/acri.40.2.199

53. Spohn C. The deterrent effect of imprisonment and offenders’. stakes in conformity. Crim Justice Policy Rev. (2007) 18:31–50. doi: 10.1177/0887403406294945

54. Spohn C, Holleran D. The effect of imprisonment on recidivism rates of felony offenders: a focus on drug offenders. Criminology. (2002) 40:329–58. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-9125.2002.tb00959.x

55. Sung H-E. Differential impact of deterrence vs. rehabilitation as drug interventions on recidivism after 36 months. J Offend Rehabil. (2003) 37:95–108. doi: 10.1300/J076v37n03_05

56. Weinrath M, Gorkoff K, Watts J, Smee C, Allard Z, Bellan M, et al. A quantitative study of a drug treatment court in a western canadian city: post-sentencing and reoffence outcomes. Can J Criminol Crim Justice. (2019) 61:45–68. doi: 10.3138/cjccj.2018-0035

57. Yokotani K, Tamura K. Effects of personalized feedback interventions on drug-related reoffending: a pilot study. Prevent Sci. (2015) 16:1169–76. doi: 10.1007/s11121-015-0571-x

58. Zanis D, Mulvaney F, Coviello D, Alterman AI, Savitz B, Thompson W. The effectiveness of early parole to substance abuse treatment facilities on 24-month criminal recidivism. J Drug Issues. (2003) 33:223–35. doi: 10.1177/002204260303300109

59. Pennsylvania Judiciary Web Portal. Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts. Harrisburg, PA. (2019). Available online at: https://ujsportal.pacourts.us/

60. Warner T, Kramer J. Closing the Revolving Door? Crim Justice Behav. (2008) 36:89–109. doi: 10.1177/0093854808326743

61. McSweeney T, Hughes C, Ritter A. Tackling “drug-related” crime: Are there merits in diverting drug-misusing defendants to treatment? Findings from an Australian case study. Austr N Zeal J Criminol. (2015) 49:198–220. doi: 10.1177/0004865814555773

62. Kearley B, Gottfredson D. Long term effects of drug court participation: evidence from a 15-year follow-up of a randomized controlled trial. J Exp Criminol. (2020) 16:27–47. doi: 10.1007/s11292-019-09382-1

63. Gendreau P, Goggin C, Andrews A. The effects of community sanctions and incarceration on recidivism. For Correct Res. (2000) 12:10–3.

64. Jones C. Does alternative sentencing reduce recidivism? a preliminary analysis. Xavier J. (2014) 5:18–31.

65. Cid J. Is imprisonment criminogenic? a comparative study of recidivism rates between prision and suspended prision sanctions. Eur J Criminol. (2009) 6:459–80. doi: 10.1177/1477370809341128

66. Smith P, Goggin C, Gendreau P. The Effects of Prision Sentences and Intermediate Sanctions on Recidivism: General Effects and Individual Differences. Ottawa: Public Works and Govermment Services Canada (2002).

67. Phelps M. The paradox of probation: community supervision in the age of mass incarceration. Law Policy. (2013) 35:51–80. doi: 10.1111/lapo.12002

68. Rodriguez N, Webb V. Probation violations, revocations, and imprisionment: the decisions of probation officers, prosecutors, and judges pre- and post-mandatory drug treatment. Crim Justice Policy Rev. (2007) 18:3–30. doi: 10.1177/0887403406292956

69. Andrade D, Ritchie J, Rowlands M, Mann E, Hides L. Substance use and recidivism outcomes for prision-based drug and alcohol interventions. Epidemiol Rev. (2018) 40:121–33. doi: 10.1093/epirev/mxy004

70. Braude L, Heaps M, Whitney T. Improving Public Safety through Cost-Effective Alternatives to Incarceration in Illinois. Los Angeles, CA: Center for Health & Justice (2007).

71. European Commission. Comunicação da Comissão sobre a avaliação intercalar de 2007 relativa à execução do plano de acção da União Europeia em matéria de luta contra a droga (2005-2008). Bruxelles: Conselho da União Europeia (2007).

72. Şahinli K, Tekiner M. A Field research on relationship between alcoholic beverages, drugs and crime. Int J Eurasia Soc Sci. (2018) 9:1659–705.

73. Chaiken J, Chaiken M. Drugs and predatory crime. Crime Justice. (1990) 13:203–9. doi: 10.1086/449176

74. European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction [EMCDDA] (2019). European Drug Report. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union.

75. Doleman B, Mathiesen O, Jakobsen J, Sutton A, Freeman S, Lund J, et al. Methodologies for systematic reviews with meta-analysis of randomised clinical trials in pain, anaesthesia, and perioperative medicine. Br J Anaesth. (2021) 126:903–11. doi: 10.1016/j.bja.2021.01.004

76. Owens J. Systematic reviews: brief overview of methods, limitations, and resources. Nurse Author Editor. (2021) 31:69–72. doi: 10.1111/nae2.28

77. Torres A, Mendes R, Gaspar S, Fonseca R, Oliveira C, Dias C. Inquérito Nacional Sobre Comportamentos Aditivos em Meio Prisional: Caracterização da População Prisional, Crimes Cometidos e Dependências Face às Drogas, Bebidas Alcoólicas e Jogo a Dinheiro. Lisbon. (2016). Available online at: https://www.sicad.pt/BK/EstatisticaInvestigacao/EstudosConcluidos/Lists/SICAD_ESTUDOS/Attachments/158/INCAMP_2016_Volume1.pdf



OPS/images/cross.jpg
@ Check for updates.





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Criminal reactions to drug-using offenders: A systematic review of the effect of treatment and/or punishment on reduction of drug use and/or criminal recidivism



		Introduction



		Criminal reactions to substance-using offenders







		Materials and methods



		Study search and selection strategy



		Inclusion and exclusion criteria



		Identification and screening







		Results



		Drug-using offenders



		Recidivism



		Incarceration and probation



		Treatment programs



		Treatment programs: Practical implications







		Reduction of substance use







		Discussion



		Conclusion



		Data availability statement



		Author contributions



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher’s note



		Footnotes



		References

















OPS/images/fpsyt-14-935755-t001b.jpg
Assess the effect of DTAPY on CR in
substance-using offenders of non-violent

Sung (55)

crimes.

Warner and Kramer |Assess the effects of Restrictive

(60) Intermediate Punishments* (RIP/D and

A) in the risk of CR in new offense.

Weinrath etal. (56) |Compare new charge rates over a
12-month period between DTC group and

probation group.

Yokotani and Assess the efficacy of the Personalized

Tamura (57) Feedback Intervention (PFI)* on illegal

substance use T and CR.

Zanis et al. (58) Compare the results of the admission of
substance-using offenders into Substance
Abuse Treatment Facilities (SAFT)* w/

offenders placed on parole w/o T.

b

o

dCCAP-Consolidated Court Automations Program (43).

N =263 substance-using offenders
eligible for DTAP between December of
1990 and December of 1992.

N = 3,290 offenders sentenced to
treatment RIP/D and A between 1998
and 2001 (n = 1,552), state incarceration
(n =221), county jail (n = 892), and
probation (n = 625).

Sample 1: N = 199 DTC sample from
2006 to 2014 (n = 127 male; n = 94
property offense, n = 75 drug offense;
n =171 criminal history).

Sample 2: N =230 (n = 63 DTC cases;
n =167 probationers)

N =50 male offenders convicted for
SRC who participated in the PFI (n = 20
PFIvs. CG n = 30).

N =569 offenders in jail in
Northeastern United States.

€Misd

f

gsul

hCalOMS—California Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs (45).

I ACHS—Automated Criminal History System (45).

iThe

KILPS—Inner London Probation Services (48).

1Other substance-related crimes are understood in the study as trafficking, distribution, and production (49).
" MERIT—Pre-d

"MIMS—MERIT Information Management System (61).
MS—Offend
LSI-R—Level o
SM—Pro score matching (61).
FDOC—Florida Department of Corrections (51).
ERIT—

er Information Management System (61).

Service Inventory-Revised (61).

pensity

*Lismore M

[

=

ved
ondrug offenders—convicted for crimes against property (54).
DTAP—For oft

Drug-invo.

w

X

YOGC-measures the severity of the offense (60).

Drug offenders—Designated as such when there is considered to be possession or intent of trafficking (54).
offenders—Previous history of substance abuse or previous drug offense conviction (54).

- variables that have an impact on the likelihood of
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Kings County (Brooklyn) District Attorney’s Office. All
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significance.
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Kaplan-Meyer method. The adjustment variables that
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time, number of incarcerations, education were analyzed
with the Cox regression model.
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complete; SU disorder and addictive disorder according
to the DSM-III-R; w/o any other disorder unrelated to
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Experimental group: n = 495 (87, 91% males) SAFT.
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CG: n =74 (13%, 90% male) offenders who were released
on parole w/o T subject to standard conditions.
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DTAP and sentenced to incarceration. Follow-up: 30%

Brooklyn, New York,
USA.
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non-violent, drug-using offenders.

Assess the effects of supervision on N =278 offenders addicted to

reducing SU and crime in offenders on substances and sentenced to probation
probation. or another sentence subject to

compliance with restrictions.

N =235 offenders random allocated to
BCDTC (n = 139; 74.1% male) or
traditional Courts (n = 96; 74% male)

Compare 15-year recidivism between
BCDTC or traditional courts.

N = 4,398 offenders convicted for SRC
in SRC offenders and how they react to the |(M = 0.377 possession; M 0.381 selling;

Understand what factors affect recidivism

conditions of the economic model of crime M = 0.092 other SRC!).
(incentives and constraints) and the

political implications for this type of

population.

Assess the impact of the Magistrates Early |N = 3,319 (MERIT n = 1,839) suspects
of SRC referred to the MERIT and
(N/MERIT 7 = 1,480) offenders who
had committed some type of crime (that

Referral Into Treatment program
(MERIT)™ on CR.

was not violent and/or sexual) w/
problems related to illegal substances.

How recidivism varies, taking into account N = 721
the sanction applied in drug offenses. (n = 686 male; n = 263 none criminal
Comparation of incarceration with other  history; n = 365 sanction type—a fine)

types of sanctions.

Understand the effects of incarceration on |N = 96,254 (80% male) convicted
SRC offenders. offenders whose most severe offense is

related to substances.

N =178 (n = 141 males) included
during the 18 months of operation of
the MERIT (between 1st July 2000 and
31st December 2001). It includes: illegal
substance using offenders, w/o violent

Assess the impact of Lismore MERIT® on
CR.

or sexual criminality.

Compare CR in offenders sentenced to N = 1,077 offenders convicted in the

prison and probation. Jackson County Circuit Court in 1993.
- Sentenced to prison: n =776 (78.1%
male);

- Sentenced to probation: n = 301

(90.7% male).

N = 1,077 offenders sentenced to prison
on offenders sentenced to prison or and probation for drug offenses!,
probation. drug-involved offenses" and nondrug
Determine whether incarceration has a #’s |offenses’ in 1993.
deterrent effect on SRC offenders than on

other types of offenders.

2 groups under study was assessed using PROC
GENMOD.

Multiple regression and logistic analyses:

short-term results were examined by predictors of the
success of T and long-term results were assessed by the
number of offenders who were detained again 12 months
after T.

Collection of research reports between 2000 and 2003
through the Pennsylvania Unified Judicial System’ (PSI).

Multivariate analysis, independent variables: gender; race;
age; profession; education; marital status; w/or w/o
children under their care; type of offense (property crimes
(n=203) and SRC (n = 210); supervision under parole or
probation.

Control variables: sentenced to incarceration (n = 200)
(vs. not sentenced to incarceration; n = 213).

Sample collected at random from 3 justice units: circuit
court and district court supervised by the Division of
Parole and Probation and Alternative Sentencing Unit.

- CR, assessed: number of arrests, charges, decisions and
incarceration time in the 36 months after entering the
program.

The comparison between groups was analyzed using t or
chi-square tests, ANOVA was used to verify the
interaction between groups.

Substance-related issues were assessed in n = 49
participants using the Addiction Severity Index.

Sample: gathered by supervision agents from the TLPS*:

n =278 probationers (men n = 226) selected for interview
with researcher. 70 of the interviews were collected in:
prison, rehabilitation units, T agencies, or semi-public
spaces.

Impact of supervision, assessed: interviews regarding SU
and crimes: 4 weeks before being arrested regarding their
substance use and crimes committed and in the last

4 weeks before the interview what is their point of view
(that is, 4 weeks after being arrested).

Sample: Maryland Department of Public Safety and
Correctional Services; Baltimore Abuse Systems, Inc
(BSAS).

Participants randomly assigned.

Regression models: group differences; STATA using the
MENBERG command: generalization negative binomial
model;

MIXED command: robustness check.

Proportional model hazard to verify the influence of the 4
determining factors of recidivism:

- opportunity-cost (gains obtained as inmates);

- disincentives and constraints (generated by the justice
system);
- control variables (individual and social characteristics);
- duration effects (how the likelihood of recidivism
changes with removal from prison).

Data were collected through: sentencing guidelines and
Florida Department of Corrections Matching Database.

Quasi-experimental study:
- EG identified through: MIMS"- offenders who came
from the MERIT in 2008.

- CG gathered from: OIMS°—individuals addicted to

substances identified through application of the LSI-RP
and/or convicted between April of 2007 and December of
2008 in a court that did not benefit from MERIT as an
option.

Descriptive statistics analysis and PSM + distribution
and variance (Kolmogorov-Smirnov) + distribution of
categorical variables (chi squared) and ’s between groups
(t-test). The Mann-Whitney tests was used as a
non-parametric alternative when appropriate. Regression
models were also used (e.g., Cox).

- Register data by the Institute of Criminology and Legal
Policy at the University of Helsinki.

- Longitudinal panel data—track people from 2009 to
2017 who committed at least one drug offense during
2014.

- Logistic regression: analysis the association between
sanction type and recidivism.

- Matching procedure (1:1 gentic matching algorithm): to
minimize the discrepancy and establish robustness.

- X2 test the balance of the variables. Matching using R
3i5:2,

- Regression models conducted by Stata 15.1.

Discontinued regression analysis.

Through the database: FDOC" and FDOC’s Offender
Based Information System to identify and access all data
regarding offenders convicted between 1999 and 2002 in
Florida whose SRC was the most severe offense.

CR assessed: new conviction and new conviction for SRC
during 3-year follow-up.

MIMS—sociodemographic data extraction; NSW Bureau
of Crime Statistic and Research—information about
convictions and sentencing between 1st January 2000 and
30th September 2001.

Survival analysis—measure the 2 #s types of charges: any
offense—except infractions against legal proceedings (e.g.,
bail violation) and theft, robbery, and SRC offenses. For
each type of offense, it was calculated the CR between

3 months and 12 months, using the Cox Proportional
Hazards analysis.

The #’s between participants who concluded and did not

conclude the program were analyzed according to the
Kaplan-Meier.

Database: Jackson County Criminal Record Information
System, with indicators being:
- type of offense drug offenders (n = 342),

Database: Jackson County Criminal Record Information
System. Logistic regression analysis. In all multivariate
analysis control for:

- type of sentence: sentenced to prison (n = 776) and
probation (n = 301);

- type of offense: drug offenders (n = 342), drug-involved
offenders (n = 274), and NSRC (n = 461);

- CR: 2 variables seem to have an effect on recidivism: age |Pennsylvania, USA
(the older — < probability and severity of CR) and

married — < probability of recidivism.

- SRC offenders: < probability of more severe crimes.

- Incarceration: it is not efficient in SRC and property

crimes.

Addiction Severity Index: 69% — severe problems related |Baltimore, Maryland,
to SU (19% severe alcohol problems); 72% — daily use of: | USA.
crack, cocaine or heroin; 55% — T program history.

- CR: BDTC — > probability, statistically significant,

sentenced to incarceration or combination of probation

and incarceration than the CG.

BDTC < probability of new arrest than CG (48.2% BDTC

newly arrested vs. 63.5% CG).

1 year later: 57% CG was arrested again vs. 32% BDTC.

BDTC reduced in 16% CR. |, significantly, probability of

new arrests (1.3 BDTC vs. 1.9 GC) and new charges (1.6

BDTC vs. 2.4 CG).

BDTC efficient program | CR.

SU changes and crime: United Kingdom.

- US| — 50% maintained heroin use and 37% maintained
crack use.

- Crime: after entering supervision — | in criminal
engagement between the 2 moments of assessment—theft
in retail stores (from 54 to 17%), selling PAS (from 16 to
5%). 1 use of legitimate forms of funding: income from
labor (18-23%).

Offenders whose condition entailed T (n = 80 vs. n = 180)
| Money spent for SU after supervision (513£ vs. 49%).

Arrests:—32% arrests,~33% charges and—40% property ~ Maryland, USA.
charges than control group;

Connections:-27% arrest resulting in one

conviction,-30% total conviction charges,—67% person

charges and—42% convicted property charges than

control group.

Desistance from crime: BCDTC < arrest charges

and < conviction charges each year than control group.

BCDTC < arrests, charges and convictions in 15-year

follow-up period.

- Offenders on probation — > probability of recidivism |Florida, USA.
(M =1.217 vs. M = 0.896 under incarceration).

- Incarceration can | PAS use while individual is

incarcerated and even after release. But, the > the time

away from incarceration, the > the probability of PAS use.

SRC offenders seem to respond to incentives and

constraints of the judicial system, namely regarding the

number of existing police officers (f = —2.26).

MERIT — after 1 year: 41.4% MERIT (n = 421) convicted |New South Wales,
again (vs. 36.9% N/MERTI).
Conclusion of the program — risk of CR 50% > did not

Australia.

complete the program.
SRC: < probability of recidivism than suspects of theft
(61%) and other offenses (37%).

General recidivism: > unconditional incarceration (59.4%) | Finland.
compared to conditional incarceration (53.7%) or a fine
(54.0%) (differences were not significant).

Drug-related recidivism: > unconditional incarceration
(29.7%) compared to a fine (27.4%) or conditional
incarceration (21.6%).

More prior offenses >recidivism (general, 80.6%;
drug-related, 41.3%) for both groups; no prior

offenses < recidivism (for both groups, significant).

For drug-related recidivism, criminal history was the only
significant predictor: + prior offenses > recidivism for
both groups; no prior offenses < recidivism for both
groups, significantly

- According to the CPC (Criminal Punishment Code) only Florida, USA.
16% of SRC offenders should receive a prison sentence.

- Prison 1 proportion for CR: general in 0.11 (4

proportion 0.38-0.49); of SRC in 0.8 (from 0.18 to 0.20) in

Caucasian offenders.

There were no significant 7’ in CR in SRC offenders in

relation to prison — incarceration does not | / 4 (has a

null impact) on CR.

N =178: >number of charges — crimes against property |Lismore, New Wales,
(e.g., theft, robbery) 30.4 and 24.1% SRC); 53% completed | Australia.

(MERIT w/ success: n = 94).

M days in T: 119 days MERIT w/ success (vs. 57 days

MERIT w/o success).

- CR (n=175): > MERIT without success.

After 3 months: MERIT w/o success — >number of

charges for SRC, theft and robbery (30% MERIT w/o

success vs. 16% MERIT w/ success); > other offenses (50%

MERIT w/o success vs. 25% MERIT w/ success);

After 12 months (n = 91): MERIT w/ success — < SRC,

theft, robbery charges (31% MERIT w/ success vs. 54%

MERIT w/o success) and other offenses (53 vs. 69%

N/MERIT).

- Time elapsed

until new offense < MERIT w/ success —

MERIT w/o success recidivate more quickly.

- Prison offenders: >CR than probation: 59.1% were Jackson County (Kansas

City), Missouri, USA.

arrested and charged with a new crime during the

follow-up period (vs. 33.5% probation). CR index 1.35 (vs.
0.72 probation).

> time recidivating (M months until new offense: 18.12
rison vs. 33.5 probation).

- Interaction type of offense-measure:

SRC (drug offenses and drug involved) recidivate more —
4 years: arrested and charged with new offense (65%

rison vs. 36% probation) vs. 44% NSRC in offenders

sentenced to prison (vs. 37% probation).

CR: >in prison than in probation. Jackson County (Kansas

- CR time: offenders sentenced to prison recidivate more |City), Missouri, USA.
quickly than on probation.
- Interaction sentence-type of offense: prison does not

have significant impact on dissuasion in drug offenders.

After 4 years: drug offenders prison — probability 5 to 6x
>CR than the 3 types of offense on probation. Offenders





OPS/images/cover.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Psychiatry

Criminal reactions to drug-using
offenders: A systematic review

of the effect of treatment and/or

punishment on reduction of drug
use and/or criminal recidivism





OPS/images/fpsyt-14-935755-g001.jpg
Records identified through
database searching
(n=155)

|

Additional records identified
through other sources
(n=3)

1

{ Elegibility J [ Evaluation } {Identification}

Included

Records after duplicates removed
(n=113)
(110 databases + 3)
Records excluded
Records screened (n = 60):
(n=353) > (a) Case study (n =2);
(50 databases + 3) (b) Psychopathology not related
to substance use/ abuse (n = 3);
(¢) Treatment (n = 6);
(d) Characteristics of population
(n=14);
(e) Other theoretical studies/
Full-text articles assessed m_ete%-analysm. (n=13);
for eligibility (1 = 53) (f) Criminal reactions (n = 22).
(50 databases + 3)
Excluded for not being
related to the theme (n = 30)
(a) Treatment (n = 3);
v (b) Psychopathology
unrelated to substance use (»
Studies included in the =3);
analysis (¢) characteristics of the
(n=23) population (n = 4);
(20 databases + 3) (¢) Criminal reactions (n =
7);
(d) Theoretical studies (n =
13).













OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers ‘ Frontiers in Psychiatry







OPS/images/fpsyt-14-935755-t001.jpg
Study id

Anglin et al. (39)

Objectives

Assess the results of the Treatment
Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC)® in
five different contexts.

Sample

N = 2,014 offenders.

Offenders who participated in TASC
(n = 1,114) and who did not participate

in TASC (n = 900).

Methodology

Ten critical program elements and Performance
standards-Five elected TASC implemented in five states
#s.

Experimental research design: Canton (n = 107 TASC vs.
85) and Portland (n = 212 TASC vs. 219);
Quasi-experimental research design: Birmingham

(n =258 TASC vs. 213), Chicago (n = 285 TASC vs. 202),
and Orlando (n = 252 TASC vs. 219).

Substance Use (SU) and Criminal Recidivism (RC) were
analyzed through multivariate regression techniques.
The assessment of the TASC takes into account three
criteria: Treatment services received; SU; CR.

Conclusion

- Provision of services: TASC improves the provision of
services offered in 4 of the 5 states.

- SU: Efficiency of the TASC in 3 of the 5 states.

- Crime: participants in TASC — <probability of being
arrested again or technically violating the conditions
imposed during the follow-up period. Efficacy of the
TASC in 2 of the 5 states.

— >supervision > probability of arrest and technical
violations of the measure.

Context

Birmingham, Canton,
Chicago, Orlando and
Portland, USA.

Baird and Frankel | Compare Commonwealth of N =37 offenders who use alcoholand | Descriptive analysis of the success of the treatment - Success of the programs: programs demonstrate a 65% | Pennsylvania,
(40) Pennsylvania’s Department of Corrections |other substances (22.6% alcohol programs. completion rate. Stonebridge has >completion rate than |Philadelphia, USA.
(DOC) and Philadelphia (county) Prison |addiction). n = 15 Stonebridge Programs: both programs offer intensive treatment for New Start (73 vs. 59%).
(jail) System for offenders who are (Commonwealth of Pennsylvania’s alcohol and other substances while promoting the 80% attended therapy 3-5 x a week.
addicted to alcohol and other substances. | DOC). n = 22 New Start (Philadelphia  |offender’s return to the community. More cannabis users (24.3%) completed the program,
county) Prison (jail) System. Inclusion criteria: offenders who have a sentence of at followed by cocaine users (16.2%).
least 6 months to complete and who have been identified |Program completion — efficacy in treating offenders who
as having problems related to the use of alcohol or other |use alcohol and other substances.
substances.
Substance-related Crimes [SRC] (43.5%), theft (27%),
violent crimes (15%).
Banks and Evaluate the efficacy of 2 of the N =138 (n=49 T: n = 36 males; n = 40 |Components: T- multi-phase drug treatment program®; |- Supervision: 37.6% — do not criminally recidivate (vs. |USA.
Gottfredson (41) components [treatment (T) and CRS vs. n = 89 w/o treatment). supervision—Maryland Division of Parole and probation. |62.4% who recidivate);

supervision] of DTC in reducing relapse
over 2 years.

- Which component (s) contribute(s) most
to the reduction of CR.

N =138 (n =85 supervision: n = 67
males; n =64 CRS vs. n =53 w/o

supervision).

CR: Assessed over 2 years using two methods of survival

analysis: life-table analysis—to verify the existence of
significant differences in the time that elapses until these
offenders recur; Cox regression analysis-factors that can
contribute to recidivism over time.

Three comparison groups: supervision, T, and
supervision +T.

- T:59.2% — do not criminally recidivate (vs. 40.8% who
recidivate);

- Supervision + T: combination of components — 61.1%
do not exhibit recidivism (vs. 38.9% who recidivate);
Participants who received the combination of components
(T and supervision) >time without recidivating. However,
the Cox regression analysis indicated that:

- T is the most consistent and significant indicator of the
> time without recidivism.

Belenko et al. (42)

Analyze the impact of DTAP® (Drug
Treatment Alternative to Prison) on CR.

N =280 SRC offenders (e.g., selling
substances and other allegations of
violating the drug law) and
non-substance related crimes (NSRC).

Quasi-experimental longitudinal study.
- Prospective experimental sample (n = 150 DTAP
offenders; n = 130 prison).

Instruments: interviews sociodemographic data, history
of substance use and T, criminal history, physical and
psychological health, risk behaviors, and social stability;
Addiction Severity Index; Michigan Alcohol Screening
Test (MAST); Risk Behavior Assessment; Texas Christian
University’s Self Rating Form

- Randomly collected retrospective sample (n = 64 DTAP
completed the program; n = 68 DTAP failed it).
nstruments: interview applied by the District Attorney’s

Office ( = topics of the prospective experimental study
sample).

Follow-up of 0 to 103 months.

- Recidivism is < DTAP after 1 year — probability of new
arrest is 23% (vs. 45% prison). Robust results over time —
4 years: probability of new arrest = 55% DTAP completed

the program (vs. 80% did not complete program).

- < possibility of new sentence for all types of crimes: 8%
DTAP | new sentence for SRC vs. 18% prison.

DTAP | in 56% the probability of new arrest and in 60%
the probability of new sentence.

DTAP | criminal recidivism (vs. prison) especially for
those who completed the program.

New York City, USA.

Brown (43)

Compare repeat offenders/offenders whose
charges have been processed by DTC.

- Offenders whose DTC has been
processed are < likely to recidivate than
offenders whose processes are traditionally
prosecuted by the justice system between
2004-2006.

N =411 (n=174 DTC, n = 107 males)
(N/DTC n =274, n = 214 males).

*In both groups, the offenders met the
criteria for admission to DTC.

Databases:

- clinical data: Dane County DTC—diagnosis of SU
and/or substance addiction disorder;

- CCAPY: sample characteristics—SRC between

/01/2004 and 31/01/2006 in DTC (n = 137). Cohort
study—identify participants with the same characteristics

or both groups.
For each DTC participant equate 2 offenders other than
DTC (n = 274).
Age, gender, ethnicity, criminal history, and severity

index offense, assessed using t and chi-square tests.
Recidivism: analyzed using Kaplan-Meier and the ’s

between curves analyzed using Wilcoxon tests.
Survival analyses made it possible to establish a

comparison between groups and their characteristics.

- DTC successfully conclude the program — < probability
of new crime than N/DTC group (30 vs. 46%, p = 0.01).
- Average jail time — < DTC than N/DTC (44 days vs.
126 days, p < 0.0001).

- Time without recidivism — > DTC: M days until
recidivism — 614 days DTC (vs. 463 days N/DTC).

- Time in T: the > the T time — < the probability of
recidivism.

DTC > time without recidivism in:

- offenders with criminal history (felony and prison)

(p = 0.042);

- women (p = 0.045);

- Offenders over the age of 35 (p < 0.001).

‘Wisconsin, USA.

Dynia and Sung (44)

Assess CR among participants in the
T-diversion program applied at the King
County District Attorney’s Office on
non-violent offenders compared to
offenders who did not receive T.

- Risk for public safety.

- Efficacy of residential T in | criminal k.

N =487 offenders: n = 272 decided to
participate and were eligible for 1 of 3
residential programs available in DTAP;
n =215 did not participate in any

program.

CR analyzed in 3 moments in 3 s groups:

- DTAP concluded the program successfully (n = 184);

- DTAP did not complete the program (n = 88);

- N/DTAP (n =170 prison; n = 12 jail, n = 11
non-custodial measures, n = 2 dismissed, n = 20 charges
dropped).
Assessment: 3 years before, throughout the
implementation of measures and 3 years later.

- Assessment CR: severity of detentions (misdemeanor®
vs. felony’) and type of offense (SRC vs. NSRC).

- Assessment of residential T: Chi squared (differences

between pre-detention in the 3 comparison groups) and
survival analysis (3-year follow-up).

- Public safety: DTAP (272) — n = 12 (4%) detained again
(for non-violent offenses). N/DTA (215) — n =28 (13%)
detained again (n = 23 non-violent crimes, n = 3 violent
crimes and n = 2 misdemeanors); CRS (48% DTAP
successful vs. 65% N/DTAP vs. 67% DTAP w/o success).

- T: DTAP concluded program — low risk of new arrest
during follow-up.

3 years: 23% DTAP successful, detained again (vs. 47%
N/DTAP vs. 52% of DTAP did not conclude the

program) —
DTAP concluded the program — < probability of

CR — CR < severity (felony: 69% DTAP w/ success vs.
74% N/DTAP vs. 76% did not conclude the program).

Brooklyn, New York,
USA.

Evans et al. (45)

To evaluate the effectiveness of SACPAS in
offenders on parole and on probation by
comparing CR and T success rates.

N = 27,208 offenders (n = 4,507 parole;
n = 22,701 probation) treated on an
outpatient basis or in residential settings

as of 31 December 2008.

Database: CalOMS —characteristics of offenders, history
of mental disorders, SU, criminal background, T setting,
days in T, and respective success. ACHS ~history of
arrests.

CRassessed — California Department of Justice (DOJ)
through number of arrests after substance T.

Statistical analysis: SAS 9.2/PROC FREQ—comparison of
sociodemographic characteristics; Multivariate
analysis—sociodemographic comparisons PROC GLM
and #’s between pre- and post-T in the 2 groups

- Parolees: more severe problems when entering T, namely
more pronounced SU, polyconsumption and history of
previous T program.
- Probationers: >outpatient T (86.8 vs. 81.2%); parole
3.2%).

- Probationers — > program completion rate than parole
(38 vs. 24%); >T success (37.9 vs. 24.2%).

- 12 months: detention rate > parole (53.9 vs. 39.6%).

>residential T (18 vs.

SCAPA seems to be more efficient in probation.

California, USA.

2 groups under study was assessed using PROC
GENMOD.

Multiple regression and logistic analyses:

short-term results were examined by predictors of the
success of T and long-term results were assessed by the
number of offenders who were detained again 12 months
after T.






OPS/images/email.jpg





