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*=
0.00i)
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most
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in
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groups,
P=0.006),
displayed
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nt history
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Superior

Court).

Per

intention, Aéto,

Aétreat

methodology,

all matched

probationers
were included
in the analysis.
BSAS
treatment
services
utilization

and
expenditures
analyses
controlled for
relevant
probationers,A
0 de-
mographic,
substance
use,Aérelated,
and
recidivism, Aér
elated
character-
istics that
remained
statistically
significant
between
probationers in
drug and
traditional
courts after
propensity
score matching
and
probationer's
length of
enrollment in
BSAS
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