
TABLE 3 
OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORIES 

OF ALL RESPONDENTS 

Oc:e...,iltlonill Cdegory n S 

Never worked 2 0.5 

Professional. technical. and kindred 22 5.4 

Managers and admini strators 34 8.4 

Sales workers 17 4.2 

Cleri ca1 and kind red 18 4.4 

Craftsnen and kindred 143 35.1 

Operatives 76 18.7 

laborers 40 9.8 

Farmers and farm managers 3 0.7 

Farm laborers and foremen 7 1.7 

Servi ce workers 36 8.8 

Enl i sted mil i tary 4 1.0 

Housewife 2 0.5 

StUdent 3 0.7 

Total 407 100.0 

Note. Includes current 
" 

occupation for those who were 
employed at the time of the interview and preYi ous 
occupation for those who were unemployed. 

To further explore possible differences in 
drinking behaviors, the offenders who ad­
mitted drinking were asked how many 
drinks they typically have on occasions 
when they drink. The total group of offend­
ers averaged 4.7 drinks per occasion. This 
figure may be somewhat misleading due to 
the wide range of responses to this question. 
Number of drinks per occasion ranged from 
one to 24. Due to this wide range, the data 
were transformed to the logarithmic equiva­
lents before statistical tests were performed. 
There were no significant differences in the 
number of drinks indicated by suspended 
offenders compared to that of nonsuspended 
offenders. 
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Driving Behavior 
Both suspended and nonsuspended of­

fenders were asked about the total number 
of miles driven in a typical week and the 
number of miles driven after dark. Miles 
driven after dark are an important consider­
ation because nighttime hours are the peri­
ods of higher instances of fatal accidents 
and thus represent higher risk driving. Re­
spondents were asked to think of how much 
they had driven in a typical week in March 
or April, which would have been before the 
DUI arrest for nonsuspended offenders and 
during suspension for the suspended group. 
Total miles driven are presented in Table 5 
for each subgroup. The median number of 
miles driven by suspended first offenders 
was 57.5 compared to 103.5 for nonsus­
pended first offenders. The median for mul­
tiple offenders was 30.6 for suspended and 
101.2 for nonsuspended. Total miles driven 
by all offenders ranged from 3 to 4,500. The 
median numbers of miles driven after dark 
were 8,0 for suspended first offenders and 
23.0 for nonsuspended first offenders. In the 
case of multiple offenders, the suspended 
drivers drove a median of 2,2 miles after 
dark, and the nonsuspended a median of 
17,9. The range of miles driven after dark 
was 2 to 1,750 miles. 

Due to the wide range and the resulting 
high means and large variances. the data 
were transformed to the logarithmic equiva­
lents before statistical tests were conducted. 
The comparison of suspended and nonsus-

TABLE 4
 
MEAN SEI SCORES FOR CURRENT
 

AND PREVIOUS OCCUPATIONS
 
OF FOUR OFFENDER SAMPLES
 

Fl rst OffftlClers Multiple Offenders 

SEI 
Sus­

pended 
Nonsus­
pended 

Sus­
pended 

Nonsus­
pended 

Current 
Occupati on 

Preyi OUS 
Occupat ton 

46.2 

21.9 

47.2 

29.8 

48.9 
--_. 

24.5 

49.1 

24.9 

[ournal o] Safety Research 

-




•• 

TABLE 5 
MILES DRIVEN IN A TYPICAL WEEK 

FOR FOUR OFFENDER SAMPLES 

First Offenders Multiple Offenders 

Suspended Nonsu spended Suspended Nonsuspended 

Rnes Drtyetl .!!. S !2 S !2 S !!. S 

I-50 36 38.7 Z8 Z4.6 Z8 43.1 Z4 Z8.9 

51-100 Z5 Z6.9 30 Z6.3 11 16.9 18 ZI.7 

101-Z00 9 9.7 Z3 ZO.Z 14 Zl.5 19 ZZ.9 

ZOl-400 15 16.1 18 15.8 8 lZ.3 lZ 14.5 

401-1,000 7 7.5 13 11.4 3 4.6 8 9.6 

1,001-4,500 1 1.1 Z 1.8 1 1.1 Z 1.8 

Total 93 100.0 114 100.0 65 100.0 83 100.0 

Mean mil es 

driven 158.IZ Z14.57 106.93 Z34.84 

pended offenders yielded the expected result 
of the mean number of miles driven bv non­
suspended offenders in a typical week' being 
significantly higher than the mean of those 
who were suspended (t=5.21, p<.OI for 
first offender comparison; t=4.13, p < .01 
for multiple offender comparison). Like­
wise, the mean number of miles driven after 
dark by nonsuspended offenders was signifi­
cantly higher than the mean number of 
miles driven after dark by suspended offend­
ers (t=3.93, p<.OI for first offender com­
parison; t=5.03, p<.OI for multiple of­
fender comparison). Other studies have 
found that offenders reported a reduction in 
miles driven during suspension (Waller, 
1985). 

To determine if one group of offenders 
engaged in a greater proportion of night­
time driving, and thus higher risk driving, 
than the other, the proportion of miles driv­
en after dark was determined for suspended 
and nonsuspended offenders and compari­
sons were made. There was no significant 
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difference between suspended and nonsus­
pended offenders in terms of the proportion 
of miles driven after dark. 

Consequences of Suspension 
The offenders were asked a series of ques­

tions concerning their employment situa­
tions. Offenders who stated that they were 
retired, housewives, students, or otherwise 
not in the workforce were excluded from the 
employment analysis. Although unemploy­
ment rates for the four subsamples were 
fairly high, ranging from 23.2% to 26.9%, 
the majority of all groups were employed 
full-time (Table 6), and there were no signif­
icant differences between suspended and 
nonsuspended offenders in terms of being 
currently employed. 

It appears that suspension of drivers' li­
censes had little effect on the employment 
stability of these OUI offenders. No signifi­
cant differences between suspended and 
nonsuspended offenders were indicated 
when the offenders were asked if they had 
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been unemployed at all during the past year. 
Those under suspension had higher inci­
dences of unemployment; however, the ac­
tual differences between the two groups was 
small, especially given the high overall rates 
of unemployment among these offenders 
(Table 6). 

Further analysis that compared suspend­
ed offenders to nonsuspended offenders by 
the total number of days of unemployment 
in the previous year and in the previous 6 
months again showed no significant differ­
ences (Table 6). However, race and marital 
status were significant in predicting number 
of days of unemployment, with blacks and 
unmarried people having greater numbers 
of unemployed days in both the previous 6 
months and in the previous year. Compari­
son of suspended and nonsuspended offend­
ers in terms of the number of jobs in the 
previous year and six months revealed no 
significant differences. (The comparisons of 
multiple offenders were done while control­

ling for race and marital status to adjust for 
the significantly greater number of whites 
and married people among those who had 
not been suspended.) 

A discriminant function analysis con­
firmed that suspension status does not con­
tribute significantly in differentiating of­
fenders who were unemployed during the 
past year from those who did not experience 
unemployment. Rather, sociodemographic 
variables of race, gender, education, and 
marital status differentiated the two groups. 
Being better educated, married, white, and 
male were associated with more stable em­
ployment (Table 7). These data suggest that 
suspension status is a relatively minor factor 
when compared to the impact of socioeco­
nomic and cultural factors on employment 
variables. 

The 208 offenders who had been suspend­
ed were asked a series of questions concern­
ing the consequences of employment of li­
cense suspension. These questions were not 

TABLE 6
 
EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF FOUR OFFENDER SAMPLES
 

., 
Ffrst Ofr~nd~rs Multfpl~ Ofrend~rs 

Suspended Nonsuspended Suspended Nonsuspended 

&lplo,.ent Status !!. 1 !!. 1 !!. 1 n 1 

Current Status 
Employed full-time 
Employed part-time 
Unemployed 

75 
11 
Z6 

67.0 
9.8 

Z3.Z 

71 
16 
3Z 

59.7 
13.4 
Z6.9 

57 
10 
Z3 

63.3 
11. 1 
Z5.6 

61 
5 

ZO 

70.9 
5.8 

Z3.3 

Experienced Unemployment 
Ouring Past Year 

Yes 
No 

49 
63 

43.8 
56.Z 

51 
67 

4Z.9 
56.3 

35 
55 

38.9 
61.1 

31 
55 

36.0 
64.0 

Mean NlI!Ibe r of !!!ll 
Unemployment ~ Those Who 
Experienced Unemployment 

Pri or year 
Prfor 6 months 

195.6 
1Z8.5 

186.7 
11Z.Z 

---- ­

Z06.0 
1Z6.5 

199.8 
1ZZ.5 
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TABLE 7
 
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION ANALYSIS OF
 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS DURING
 
THE PRIOR YEAR
 

G~ 'ariAbles 

Incidence of 
unemplo)lllent durin9 
the prior year One or more Hone 

n 137 207 

Prior probability (S) 39.8 60.2 

Canonical functions at 
group means -.466 .308 

Standardized 
·Predictor 'arlables Coefficient F 

Race (whi te/black) -.397 4.23*
 

Mari tal status
 
(marri ed/unmarri ed ) .645 9.35**
 

Years of educati on .462 7.25**
 

H""be r of people to
 
ioIhan offender can talk .297 4.25*
 

N""ber of bad thl ngs
 
happenln9 during year - .391 4.38"
 

Gender (female/male) -.047 NS
 

Age .001 NS
 

Offender type 
(fl rst/mul tiple) .245 NS 

Suspen sl on status 
(suspended/non suspended) -.059 NS 

Drinking frequency .122 HS 

*I!. < .05; **I!. < .Q!. 

mutually exclusive, that is, respondents 
could have answered ves to several or even 
all of them. From the responses, it is evident 
that several individuals thought that suspen­
sion had impacted them negatively. Table 8 
shows that 26 (12.5%) said they had been 
turned down for a job because of suspen-
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sion, and 19 (9.1 %) said they had been fired 
or dismissed because of suspension. Of those 
19 who said they had been fired. 15 said 
they were fired because they needed their 
licenses in the performance of their job, and 
8 said they were fired because they had no 
transportation to work. Eight (3.9%) gave 
suspension as the reason for quitting a job. 
All of those eight offenders stated that they 
needed their licenses in the performance of 
their jobs. Three of the eight also said that 
they had quit because they had no transpor­
tation to work. 

Of those who said thev were fired or had 
quit a job because or' suspension, most 
(72.0%) stated that income from a spouse or 
other family members was the major source 
of family support during unemployment. 
Twenty-four percent acknowledged receipt 
of welfare payments, and 28.0% indicated 
other sources of income. 

Transportation to work may have been a 
problem for several individuals as demon­
strated by 42 (20.2%) of the suspended re­
spondents indicating that they had been late 
or absent from work because of the suspen­
sion (Table 8). Fifty-nine (28.4%) said that 
their jobs had been affected in other unspec­
ified ways. 

Driving Under Suspension 

Although suspension of drivers' licenses is 
intended to keep the offenders off the road 
for some specified length of time, it appears 
that a large proportion of the suspended 
group drove anyway. Of the suspended re­
spondents, 69% reported driving at least oc­
casionally (Table 9). Fifty-three percent ad­
mitted driving at least one or two times a 
week. Over 31 % indicated driving everyday. 
Studies in other states have found similar 
percentages of offenders admitting to driv­
ing while under suspension (Waller, 1985). 

Although suspension did not cause a large 
proportion to stop driving completely, the 
frequency of driving was reportedly less. 
When asked to compare the frequency of 
driving while under suspension to the fre­
quency before suspension, only three of­
fenders (1.4 %) said they drove more often 
while under suspension than before (Table 
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TABLE 8 
PERCEIVED EMPLOYMENT CONSEQUENCES 

OF SUSPENSION: SUSPENDED 
OFFENDERS ONLY 

First Ilul tiple
 
Offenders Offenders
 

Consequence !!. s !!. S 

~down 

ill Job 
Yes 
No 

13 
98 

11.7 
88.3 

13 
80 

14.0 
86.0 

~.Q! 
Di SIIIi ssed 

Yes 
No 

10 
101 

9.0 
91.0 

9 
83 

9.8 
91.2 

.b!!! .Q! Absent 

~~ 
Yes 
No 

23 
88 

20.7 
79.3 

19 
72 

20.9 
79.1 

9). Almost 80% said they did not drive at all 
or drove less frequently. Approximately 19% 
said they drove about the same amount be­
fore and during suspension. 

When suspended offenders were asked if 
they drove (a) to get to and from work, (b) 
in the performance of their jobs, (c) to do 
chores, or (d) for recreation, the greatest 
proportion (80 respondents or 38.8 % of sus­
pended offenders) said they drove to do 
chores. A similar proportion (78 respondents 
or 37.7 %) said they drove to and from work. 
The next greatest proportion (63 respond­
ents or 30.6%) drove for recreational pur­
poses. Forty-five (21.8%) drove in the per­
formance of their jobs. One fifth of the 
suspended group had been stopped by the 
police while driving under suspension. 

To determine if these suspended offenders 
had other means besides driving their own 
private vehicles to get to work, they were 
asked about specific alternatives. Only 9.1 % 
of the total group (suspended and nonsus­
pended together) reported having bus or 
other public transportation available. Al­
most 52% said they could ride to work with 
family, friends, or neighbors. Thirty percent 
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said they could depend on a carpool. and 
almost 19% indicated that they had other 
nonspecified means of getting to work. 

Other Consequences of Suspension 
Additional questions revealed that 78 

(37.5%) of the suspended offenders thought 
that suspension had hurt their relationship 
with their family. Forty-nine (23.6%) indi­
cated that suspension had affected relation­
ships with friends. No further questions were 
asked to determine how those relationships 
had been affected, because the main focus of 
this study is on impact on employment. 

Costs Associated With DUl 
Suspended first and multiple offenders 

were queried concerning costs they had in­
curred as a result of conviction for DUI. The 
average DUI fine paid by suspended offend­
ers was $518 (Table 10). As expected, the 
average fine for first offenders ($411) was 
significantly lower than that paid by multi­
ple offenders ($637). 

A frequently discussed negative impact of 
a conviction for DUI is a large increase in 
the annual premiums of automobile insur­
ance. The suspended group was asked a se­
ries of questions to determine the impact on 
their insurance. First, they were asked if 

TABLE 9
 
FREQUENCY OF DRIVING
 

UNDER SUSPENSION:
 
SUSPENDED OFFENDERS ONLY
 

Driving Frequency .!!. I 

Under Suspensi on 
Never 

Once a month Or less 
Not every Wl!ek but more than 

once a month 
One Or two times a week 
Three or more times a week 
Every day 

63 
21 

11 
34 
10 
64 

31.0 
10.3 

5.4 
16.7 
4.9 

31. 5 

Canpared 12 ~ Suspension 
Hore often ._-_. 
less often 
About the same 
Do not drhe during suspension 

- ­ 3 
98 
39 
67 

1.4 
47.3 
18.8 
32.4 
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TABLE 10
 
SUMMARY OF COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH A DUI AND LICENSE SUSPENSION
 

All 001 Offenders Fi rst Offenders Multiple Offenders 

Average Average Average 
T,pe of Cost !!. cost !!. cost !!. cost 

OUI fi ne 192 $518 101 $411 91 $637 

Cost of resuning insurance coverage 
a 

50 641 27 451 23 864 

Cost of obtaining insurance coverage 
b 

33 687 18 674 15 704 

Towing fee 88 49 39 45 49 53 

Lawyer's fee 38 404 15 343 23 444 

Miscellaneous costs 113 122 60 104 53 143 

Li cense reinstatement fee 74 25 
c 

25 - 25 

aThis is the cost for resuning insurance coverage after a policy was cancelled. bThis is the cost incurred by 
those who did not have insurance at the time of the OUI arrest but obtained insurance later. These two insur­
ance cost categories are mutually exc1 usive, 1.e •• offenders could not have both types of costs. cNot deter­
mined. 

they had insurance at the time of their DUI. 
Al~ost 58% (120 people) said they did. Of 
those 120 people, 47 (39.2%) said their in­
surance was cancelled as a result of the 
DUI. Of those 120 people, 21 (17.5%) had 
obtained new policies at an average annual 
increase in cost of $641. The average in­
crease in cost for new policies was $451 for 
first offenders, whereas the average increase 
for multiple offenders was $864. 

Over 39% (82 people) of the suspended 
group did not have insurance at the time of 
the DUI. Forty-two of these offenders ob­
tained insurance as part of the requirement 
to have their licenses reinstated. The aver­
age cost of this insurance was $687 for all 
suspended offenders who reported the 
amount of this cost. For suspended first of­
fenders, the average cost was $674, and for 
suspended multiple offenders, the average 
cost was $704. 

At the time of an arrest for DUI, it is 
frequently necessary for the offender's auto­
mobile to be towed to a place of impound­
ment at the offender's expense. Of the 208 
suspended offenders, 88 (42%) had paid an 
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an average towing fee of $49. The average 
was $45 for first offenders and $53 for mul­
tiple offenders. 

Another frequent cost for DUI offenders 
is lawyer's fees. This group of suspended of­
fenders had an average cost of $404. The 
average for first offenders was $343. com­
pared to the higher average of $444 for mul­
tiple offenders. 

Miscellaneous costs such as bail bonds­
men's fees, transportation costs, and other 
nonspecified costs averaged $122 ($104 for 
the first offenders and $143 for the multiple 
offenders). In addition to the costs discussed 
here, each DUI offender must pay a $25 li­
cense reinstatement fee. Of the suspended 
group, 74 (35.6%) had already paid a rein­
statement fee as part of the requirements for 
having their licenses returned. Table 10 
presents a summary of the costs associated 
with DUI and license suspension. 

Perceived Risk of Apprehension for-Driving 
Under Suspension 

Both suspended and nonsuspended of­
fenders were asked how likely it was that 
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they would be apprehended if they drove 
under suspension. Among all respondents, 
42% reported that it would be very likely, 
23% indicated that it would be likely, 28% 
indicated that it would be unlikely, and 7% 
indicated no chance of being caught. Sam­
ples were compared regarding risk assess­
ment. Multiple offenders under suspension 
indicated a higher probability of apprehen­
sion than did other offenders (x 2 = 19.28, 
p= .023). Among multiple offenders under 
suspension, 76% believed that it would be 
either likely or very likely that they would 
be caught. In comparison, 67 % of nonsus­
pended multiple offender, 61 % of nonsus­
pended first offenders, and 53 % of first of­
fenders under suspension reported that 
apprehension would be likely or very likely. 
Interestingly, only four offenders who had 
undergone suspension reported that they ac­
tually had been apprehended for driving 
without a license, independently of other 
charges. Perceived likelihood of apprehen­
sion was correlated with typical miles driv­
en weekly, educational level, and annual in­
come. Of these three, only the correlation 
with education was significant (r= .126, 
p= .007), with more educated offenders re­
porting lower likelihood of apprehension. 

Offenders reported the consequences they 
expected if they were caught driving while 
under suspension. Fifty-eight percent antic­

ipa~_~~~~_~~~e:_~~!~~~~~c~~~~~,~~~?~j,~ilT~_; 
late disposition to data collected at the time 
of the interview. It was of special interest to 
determine whether or not socioderno­
graphic characteristics, economic factors, or 
other life circumstances were related to sub­
sequent conviction status. Two hundred and 
eight offenders from the control sample 
were tracked by checking disposition status 
through driver history files 6 to 7 months 
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following the interviews. Of tracked offend 
ers, 177 (85.1 %) were found guilty of DULl 
Only two offenders (1.0%) were found no~ 
guilty. Four (1.9%) were on appeal at th9 
time of the records check, and four (1.9 %) 
were convicted of a traffic offense otherl 
than DUL For four cases (1.9%), a license 
suspension action or other department acJ 
tion was indicated, although no specific diS-! 
position was indicated. No disposition status 

1 

was available from extant records for 111 
cases (8.2%). 

Associations between disposition (guilty 
of DUI versus any other status) and charac­
teristics at arrest were analyzed using cases 
for which complete sets of socioeconomic. 
arrest history, and life status variables were 
available. Among these offenders, 84 % of 
first offenders where found guilty, whereas 
90% of multiple offenders were convicted. 
Although 87% of males were found guilty. 
all females but one (94 %) were convicted. It 
should be pointed out that only 17 females 
were in the tracked sample. 

Regarding race, 86% of whites and 91 'lc 
of blacks were convicted of DUL Of those 
who were employed at arrest, 86.5% were 
convicted, while 90.2% of those who were 
unemployed were convicted. Among those 
with less than a tenth grade education. 
93.3% were convicted whereas 85% of those 
with at least a tenth grade education were 
convicted. However the noted racial.izen­
,UVU:>dIlU an uuauv \vere convicted. "Difrer­
ences in disposition status for income levels 
was significant (x~=8.92, p<.OI). 

DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY 

Results of this study fail to support the 
contention that license suspension has a 
large negative impact on employment sta­
bility of DUI offenders. The percentage of 
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suspended offenders who had been unem­
ployed at any time in the previous year was, 
at most, 3% higher than the percentage of 
offenders who had not been suspended. Ad­
ditionally, the difference in unemployment 
rates failed to reach statistical significance. 

Although suspension status did not differ­
entiate those who had experienced unern­

. ployment from those who had not, the so­
• ciodemographic variables of race, gender, 
education, and marital status did differenti­
ate the groups. Being better educated, mar­
ried, white, and male were associated with 
more stable employment. 

Of the suspended group, 9% said that 
they had lost a job because of suspension, 
and 12 % indicated that they had been 
turned down for a job because of suspen­
sion. Although suspension could have con­
tributed to these negative employment 
events, generally, job loss and rejection do 
not appear to be rare events for DUI offend­
ers, and it may be easy for offenders to at­
tribute such events solely to suspension 
when other factors also play a part. High 
rates of unemployment in both the suspend­
ed and nonsuspended samples suggest that 
other factors such as problem drinking and 
low socioeconomic status are operative 
within the our population and contribute 
to negative employment outcomes. Never­
theless, offenders may deny (possibly to 
themselves and to others) that these factors 
are contributors to such outcomes. 

It should be painted out that the design 
employed for the study is a quasi-experi­
mental design, and that some alternative ex­
planations of findings are not totally ruled 
out. For instance, preexisting differences 
among suspended and nonsuspended of­
fenders could have been present and could 
have influenced the results. However, mea­
sured between-group differences in income, 
education, and marital status tended to fa­
vor employment stability within the nonsus­
pended (control) groups and result in larger 
differences between suspended and nonsus­
pended offenders on employment variables. 
Complex interactions that could have prac­
tical significance could not be investigated 
within the limitations of the study. 

Results underscore the perception of of­
fenders that a our arrest and license sus-
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pension are costly events, both personally 
and financially. Several reported that sus­
pension had a negative effect on social and 
family relationships. In addition to paying 
large fines, the offenders experienced in­
creases of hundreds of dollars in insurance 
costs. It is interesting to note that approxi­
mately 40% of suspended offenders had no 
insurance at the time of the arrest. Many 
offenders also reported hundreds of dollars 
of other costs such as towing expense, bail 
bondsmen's fees, and lawyers' fees. 

Driving behaviors appeared to be altered 
by suspension, that is, a large majority re­
ported driving less under suspension than 
before. However, the majority of offenders 
reported driving at least occasionally. Many 
offenders admitted to drivtng to do chores 
and to and from work. Results did not indi­
cate that driving was selectively reduced at 
high-risk times for drinking and driving, 
that is, the proportion of nighttime driving 
was not significantly lower for offenders un­
der suspension compared to those not under 
suspension. These findings lend some cre­
dence to earlier suggestions that the mecha­
nism by which license suspension reduces 
accidents is an across-the-board reduction in 
risk exposure rather than selective reduction 
in high-risk driving. 

Even though the majority of offenders 
continue to drive, most offenders said that 
they believed the risk of apprehension was 
high. Multiple offenders under suspension 
perceived the greatest risk of apprehension, 
and there was a tendency for those with less 
education to perceive a higher risk of appre­
hension. However, perceived risk was not 
significantly correlated with miles driven by 
those under suspension. Thus, no specific 
link was established between driving fre­
quency and perceived apprehension risk. 

In summary, the results of this study sug­
gest that license suspension is likely to have 
relatively little impact on employment sta­
bility among DUI offenders as a group. Key 
actors in the our system must weigh the 
relatively slight chance of negative impact 
on employment of individual offenders 
against the possibility that uniform suspen­
sion will result in reduced accidents, inju­
ries, and fatalities. Decision-makers should 
be aware that offenders may anticipate 
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greater impact on employment than actual­
ly will occur. It is known that many DUI 
offenders are problem drinkers (Landrum et 
al., 1981). This prevalence of problem 
drinking may have contributed to the high 
base rate of unemployment observed in this 
study. In the long run, identifying DUI of­
fenders with drinking problems and refer­
ring them to treatment programs could have 
more positive impact on employment than 
lenient suspension sentences. 
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