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PREFACE

In 1976 Congress mandated the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration's (LEAA) National Institute of Law Enforcemant and Criminal
Justice (NILECJ) to "make studies and undertake programs of research
to determine the relationship between drug abuse and crime..." In
response to this mandate, NILECJ's Center for the Study of Crime
Correlates and Criminal Behavior undertook a variety of projects, one
of which was a project to develop a drug/crime research agenda which
would build on the work done by a National Institute on Drug Abuse
(NIDA) Drug/Crime Panel in 1976. This literature review is an
outgrowth of that agenda development project. _

The first step in working toward a drug/crime research agenda
was to review the voluminous drug and crime Titerature for empirical
studies that provided information about drug/crime relationships or
the drug/crime nexus. While the particular emphasis was on empirical
studies, all works that provided insight into drug/crime relationships
were considered. However, the dominant focus on empirical research
better enabled the project team to identify major areas of concern
from past research and to pinpoint past research strengths and, most
importantly, weaknesses. This, in turn, helped to prepare the project
team for the next phase of the project which was to develop a research
agenda which addressed drug/crime issues in the most efficient and
effective way. While we feel that this review and biuliography are
thorough, some readers may find them more narrow in scope than they
prefer. Those readers should bear in mind that our decisions for
including material in the review and bibliography were heavily
influenced by our particular concerns for developing a research agenda.

The bibliography following the text is intended to be as complete
and up-to-date as possible. All relevant reference services were
contacted for materials as were the most notable drug/crime researchers.
Major English language indexes were surveyed for relevant literature
and an effort was made to include Canadian, Australian, and European
literature. The result was that the bulk of the literature found
was from the United States. This is not inappropriate since, in




this case, the most relevant literature for developing a research
agenda for the United States is American research. . Each paper,
article, and book cited in the bibliography was reviewed, abstracted,
and coded by a member of the project team. Later, based on the major
issues covered in the 1iterature, an outline was developed which
formed the skeleton of this review.

The original intent of this review was to cover the literature
on the relationships between all drugs and crime, not just the opiates.
[t quickly became apparent to the research team, however, that there
was a dearth of information on drugs other than the opiates. Therefore,
this review, of necessity, focuses primarily on what was reflected
in- the literature--that is, the relationship between opiate use
and crime.

We hope this literature review will provide policymakers and
researchers with a better understanding of the issues raised by
previous research, the significant findings of that research, and
the major problems encountered in past research efforts. We also
hope the work presented here provides a foundation upon which new

research can build.
RPG
JRW
HJH

November 1979
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this Titerature review is to explore the voluminous,
and sometimes complex, literature on the drug/crime problem. The liter-
ature is so vast and the methods utilized to confront the drug/crime
problem are so varied that it was difficult to identify exactly what is
known about drug/crime relationships. Until an accurate assessment is
complete, it will be difficult to identify where the gaps in our knowledge
1ie and to direct research to fill those gaps.

The 1iterature covered in this review is a comprehensive survey of
the English language literature on the relationships between drug use
and crime. A special effort was made to include the relevant literature
from Canadian, Australian, and European sources. This review focuses
primarily on the relationships between heroin use and crime although
other drugs are also considered.

This 1iterature review is organized around five topical areas which
are central to the drug/crime issue. The first area is concerned with
methodological issues and problems encountered by previous researchers
in the drug/crime area. The second area is concerned with the patterns
of drug use and criminal behavior. Included in this discussion are a
review of those factors that are thought to predispose one to drug use
and crime; a review of polydrug use patterns; and a review of relationships
found between heroin and crime, as well as other drugs and crime. The
third area contains a discussion of 1ife cycle issues or an examination
of how drug use and crime patterns change over the course of an individual's
lifetime. The fourth area focuses on economic issues and includes a
discussion of the factors that affect and mediate an addict's income-
generating activity. The fifth, and final, topical area includes a
discussion of treatment intervention strategies and their impact on
client criminal behavior.

Methodological Issues

-

Numerous data sources and researUN methods have been utilized by
drug/crime researchers to examine drug/crime relationships and each data
source and method has its own particular set of problems. Self-reported
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measures have been found to be reliable and valid measures under certain
conditions, as are some official records. Surveys of the general popula-
tion have been useful for estimating drug abuse trends, but due to the
Tow incidence of drug use and criminal behavior within samples of the
general population, their usefulness in the drug/crime area has been
limited. Qualitative research has contributed significantly to the

state of our knowledge on drug/crime issues, but qualitative approaches
are often criticized for the inability to generalize findings to other
populations. A significant problem in drug/crime research involves
sample representativeness. Most research in the drug/crime area has

used samples drawn from detected addict populations; those addicts held
"captive" in treatment or prison populations. The problem of sample
representativeness may be the greatest obstacle to rigorous research in
the drug/crime area. The greater use of control groups and longitudinal
research on populations not preselected for drug use or criminal behavior
would provide significant advances to our understanding of drug/crime
relationships.

Patterns of Drug Use and Criminal Behavior

Before describing the patterns of drug use and criminal behavior
among addicts, several socio-demographic and psychological traits of
addicts are discussed. 1in general, addicts tend to reside in urban
centers, particularly in the northeast. These urban areas are charac-
terized by poverty, high rates of delinquency, and high concentrations
of minority groups. In addition, addict families are apparently disturbed
in some way; there are high rates of family disharmony, characterized by
a lack of warmth and discipline. However, few comparisons with control
groups were made in those studies that focused on the above-mentioned
factors. Furthermore, the educational attainment of addicts is quite
Tow; few ever complete high school and many never attend. Finally, many
studies have diagnosed addicts as psychologically disturbed. These
studies, however, are difficult to interpret for many reasons. Few
control groups were used and most studies did not use blind interviews
to assure that diagnosticians would not know they were interviewing
addicts.




Patterns of addiction were discussed within the context of typologies
developed by several researchers. Basically, it was concluded that
1ittle homogeneity exists among addicts. At one extreme are the occasional
users, the weekend "chippers" who are not dependent upon drugs and for
whom drugs do not interfere with other events in their lives. At the
other extreme, are the junkies or street addicts who are very dependent
upon drugs and are willing, seemingly, to go to great lengths to support
their habits. Additionally, it was found, more recently, that many
addicts are really polydrug users. That is, in addition to heroin, they
are engaged in the simultanecus use of a number of other drugs. These
polydrug users, generally, begin committing crimes at an earlier age and
have subsequently committed crimes mere frequently and of a more serious
nature than other drug users.

After reviewing the literature on the criminal behavior patterns of
addicts it was difficult to avoid the conclusion that addicts engage in
substantial amounts of income-generating crimes. This was found to be
true when analyzing the charges against drug-using arrestees, the convic-
tions of addicts in prison, arrest records of treatment populations, or
the observations, by ethnographers, of street addicts. However, although
addicts commit fewer violent crimes than non-addicted offenders, they
are invoived in, and will commit, violent offenses.

Concerning the relationships between other drugs and crime, it was
found that there has not been enough research to make any definitive
statements regarding relationships between other drugs and crime.
However, a substantial number of violent crimes have been associated
with alcohol use and there is some evidence indicating a relationship
between barbiturates and amphetamines and violent offenses.

The literature reflects that women addicts have similar socio-
demographic characteristics as men including family background, environ-
ment, and education. The age of onset of drug use for women, however,
appears to be several years later than for men. In addition, the types
of crime committed by women apparently is substantially different than
those crimes committed by men. Usually, women addicts engage in prosti-
tution, drug sales, and shoplifting to support their habits; whereas men
addicts are more heavily involved in burglary and robbery in addition to
drug sales and shoplifting.
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Life Cycles
Life cycle issues are concerned with how drug and criminal behavior

patterns oi addicts change over the course of their lives. Central to
the Tife cyzle discussion is the issue of causality; does drug use
"cause" criminal behavior or does criminal behavior "cause" drug use?
The issue of causality was dismissed as a difficult point to prove
empirically. Instead, associations or relationships between drug use
and criminal behavior can be established. Based on a review of the
Titerature, there is considerable disagreement whether drug use precedes
criminality or the reverse. Numercus studies are cited to support
either position. It was concluded, however, that most studies found
contemporary addicts have criminal records prior to drug use.

Following the discussion of causality and temporal sequencing, the
initiation to drug use was discussed. The onset of drug use was described
as a process in which the individual first gains access to drug-using
groups, formulates a favorable impression of drug use and drug users,
and learns how to use the drug so it has its intended effect. The age
this is likely to occur is apparently much younger for contemporary
addicts than in previous years.

The post-addiction period is marked by increases in criminality,
and numerous periods of abstention, remission, and relapse. Frequent
arrest, incarceration, the influence of significant others, and maturation
are suggested factors for the periods of abstention and eventual maturing
out. It was concluded, however, that more research must be done on
addict careers before researchers go beyond mere suggestion.

Economic Issues

Tie purpose of this section is to explore the drug/crime relation-
ship from an economic perspective. Specifically, it has long been
believed that the commission of income-generating crimes is necessary to
maintain a heroin habit. This section explores the empirical foundations
of this belief, and the many factors that may influence and mediate this
relationship. In sum, it was found that the price of heroin is likely
to effect the consumption patterns of those infrequent users or “chippers."

-x1i-




Infraquent users are more likely to decrease their consumption of heroin
in response to increases in price. Compulsive users, on the other hand,
are 1ikely to maintain the size of their habits while increasing their
expenditures on drugs when the price of heroin rises. The resources
needed for their increased expenditures are 1ikely to come from family,
friends, increased theft, or, if they deal in drugs, increased drug
prices to other consumers. Others may increase their consumption of
substitute drugs. 4

Support for the above was found, on the aggregate 1eve1, by researchers
at the Public Research Institute, who conducted research in several
cities. Analyzing data on the cost of heroin, arrests, and treatment
enrollments, the researchers found as the cost of heroin increases, the
number of income-generating crimes and the number of admissions to
treatment programs also increases. Apparently, in response to higher
costs addicts commit more crimes or seek refuge in a treatment program
where they may receive free methadone.

One of the two major pubiic policy strategies dealing with drug
addiction, supply reduction strategies, is based on the research described
above. The other major strategy, demand reduction strategies, is embodied
by treatment programs and is discussed in the next section. Demand
reduction strategies are, basically, Taw enforcement efforts designed to
reduce the available supply of drugs, thereby increasing the price of
drugs and reducing drug coensumption. At this time, the only beneficial
effects that researchers agree are attributed to supply reduction strategies
are that new users are discouraged from trying heroin and higher prices
for drugs create an increased demand for treatment.

Drug Treatment

Demand ‘reduction strategies, the other major strategy reflecting
U.S. social policy on drug abuse, are primarily embodied by drug treat-
ment programs. Demand reduction strategies are designed to reduce the
number of drug users, reduce the quantity of drugs presently used by
drug users, and prevent others from ever using illicit drugs. There are
five basic treatment types rr paradigms: methadone maintenance, therapeutic
communities, outpatient drug-free, detoxification, and correctional

-xiii-




an N EE N B SN B B GE BN O BN U @O S BN B EE e

prearams.  Comparisons within and between modality environments are
difficult for a variety of reasons, most of which affect the interpreta-
tion and validity of evaluation findings. Not only are there structural
and client differences between programs, but a number of the evaluations

of these programs are fraught with serious methodological flaws that

make findings suspect. A number of researchers have pointed out the
methodological deficiencies in this evaluation research. Three deficiencies
appear most often in treatment studies: proper sampling procedures not
followed, ineffective research design, and measurement problems. Treatment
cohort entrants, nonenrollees, and splittees are often not systematically
sampled. Pretreatment, intreatment. and posttreatment periods differ
across studies making comparisons difficult. Measures are often criticized
as being unreliable or invalid. Programs are often evaluated on absolute
rather than comparative levels of client behavior which would allow
reasonable outcome expectations for the target populations. Client
preselection may make program effectiveness appear better than it might
otherwise appear. It is often difficult to ascertain program character-
istics in order to assess what program effectiveness can be attributed

to. Detailed descriptions of the actual structure and process of treatment,
and ancillary services are usually not included in the evaluation and

would permit a more complete and useful categorization of programs.

Despite these shortcomings, evaluation studies have increased the
state of our knowledge on drug abuse trends, user characteristics, and
treatment effectiveness. Reviews of several selected evaluations of
each major treatment paradigm are provided.

-xiv-




I.  INTRODUCTION

A relationship between drug use and crime has long been alleged.
Often taken as a given, the extensive literature on drug use and crime
signifies that the relationship is more complex than might first appear.
Past research has focused primarily on the criminal activity of known
addicts and, to a lesser extent, on the drug use of known criminals; as
well as assessing the impact of drug intervention strategies on criminal
behavior. What has not been adequately explored, however, is whether,
and to what extent one behavior initiates the other (that is, drug use
and criminal behavior), or whether both behaviors are traceable to other
factors. While research to date has contiibuted significantly to the
state of our knowledge, differences in research designs as well as other
methodological problems have obscured our understanding of the linkages
between drug use and crime.

The purpose of this paper is to survey the existing literature on
the relationship between drug use and crime. The paper is organized
into a broad comprehensive review using the five general categories
decided upon as the crucial issues by the advisory board of this project.
The five categories are:

9

. Methodological issues: Issues concerning the definitions of

drug use and criminal behavior, problems in measuring these
phenomenona, and the difficulties in drawing representative
samples of drug-using populations.

2. Patterns of drug use and criminal behavior: Demographic

characteristics of addicts, the type and extent of drug use,
and criminal behavior patterns are described and provide the
basis for typological development.

3. Life cycle characteristics: Distribution of drug use and

crime patterns over individual careers. Specific questicns
such as the sequencing of drug use and crime, age of onset,
and "maturing out" are addressed and do contribute to our
understanding of the relationships between drug use and crime.
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4. Economic issues: Issues concerning price, purity, supply,
demand, the nature of income-generating activities of drug

users, and the effects of supply reduction strategies on drug
consumption and associated criminal behaviors.

5. Treatment effects: Questioning whether there is a net nondrug

criminal activity reduction that results fr = drug treatment
programs. A review of selected evaluations of treatment
programs is provided and an attempt is made to identify types
of programs that appear most successful.

Methodological issues are discussed first (in section II) because
they provide a foundation for understanding and interpreting the empirical
findings discussed in later sections. Section III, patterns of:drug use
and criminal behavior, describes who addicts are, where they are likely
to come from, and their typical behavior patterns. Section IV, life
cycle issues, logically follows the patterns section because it describes

the addict career--how changes in these drug and associated patterns may
occur with age. Section V, economic issues, provides a discussion of
the reasons for addicts participation in income-generating activities.

vention strategies designed to reducé drug addiction, supply reducticn
strategies. Section VI, the effects of treatment intervention, focuses
on the impact of the second major intervention strategy, demand reduction
strategies.

The reader will note that there is a large emphasis in the existing
literature placed on the use of opiates and on the behavior of addicts--
virtually excluding other types of drugs and drug users. Where informa-
tion exists (as in section III), drugs other than the opiates (particularly
heroin) and the behavior of the users of these drugs are discussed vis-
a-vis the drug/crime relationship. This emphasis in the literature on
heroin and heroin users is more than 1ikely attributable to two major
factors: (1) heroin users are the most easily identifiable drug using
population by virtue of being arrested and/or in treatment programs and,
therefore, are more readily available to researchers and (2) most experts
agree that heroin, of all drugs, inflicts the greatest social harm (see

Included in this section is a discussion of one of the two major inter-
section V on Economic Issues for further discussion).
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Numerous literature reviews have summarized large portions of the
literature discussed in this report (for other 1iterature reviews on the
drug/crime issue see: Austin and Lettieri, 1976; Blum, 1967c, Blum,

1969; Chambers, 1974b, 1974c; Elliot and Ageton, 1976; Greenberg, 1976;
Greenberg and Adler, 1974; Inciardi, 1974b; Kavaler, 1968; Meyer, 1952;
National Commission on Marihuana and Drug Abuse, 1973b, ¢, d, e; 0'Donnell,
1966; Tinklenberg, 1973b; and Weissman, 1979). However, this present
review has attempted to broadly incorporate the focal issues of previous
reviews in the context of the five issues outlined above. Despite attempts
to be'comprehensive the authors hold no illusions about shedding new

1ight on this issue. There have been some valuable contributions to the
state-of-our-knowledge over the years on the drug/crime relationships,

all of which have beun reported and reviewed elsewhere. Hopefully, the
organization of this literature review will highlight the most significant
research findings around the five crucial areas and thereby further

serve to illuminate aspects of the drug/crime relationships that may

have been previously overlooked. In this way, areas for research needing
clarification or elaboration in future research efforts will be underscored.

Following the review of the literature, a bibliography is provided
of all the materials reviewed by the project team for preparing this
report. The bibliography should well serve those interested in the
drug/crime area.



II. METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES

A discussion of methodological concerns in drug/crime research
logically precedes the discussion of research findings because these
issues are crucial to an adequate understanding and interpretation of
the research results presented in the following pages. Many differences
in research findings on the drug/crime problem are a function of variation
in definitions of drug use and crime, differences in measurement instru-
ments and measurement sources, and methodological approaches applied in
each study. For example, the use of the Uniform Crime Reports (!!CR) in
one study and the use of self-reported measures of deviance in another
study may yield discordant findings. Furthermore, differences of sample
selection, the length of observation periods, and variation in how drug

use and crime are defined and perceived by subjects as well as researchers,

may have similar effects. Our discussion of methodological issues is
organized around three central issues: (1) the definition of drug use
and crime, (2) measurement problems, and (3) sample representativeness.
A. Definitions of Drug Use and Crime

A basic problem in past research on drug use and crime has been
adequately defining the independent and dependent variables. Such
definitional problems can result in misinterpretations of research
findings, thereby contributing little to our understanding of the issues.
The type of drug user and the categories of crime in which he is engaged
should be carefully defined so relationships between specific drugs and
types of crime can be more clearly ascertained.

As Voss has reported, in much of the 1iterature on drugs, "the term
'drug' is used without precise definition and may refer to different
things" (Voss, 1976a). The pharmacological definition of a drug refers
to any agent that produces a change in a living organism. However, much
of the research on drug/crime relationships has considered only those
drugs which are defined as i1licit by the legal structure, thus ignoring,
for the most part, alcohol and legally prescribed drugs that are abused.
Additionally, often there is little attempt to relate the extent of
dosage or frequency of use to criminal behavior.

1
=
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Crime, too, is usually analyzed in terms of how it is defined and
measured by the legal structure. However, even legal definitions of
crime vary between jurisdictions thereby further confounding the measure-
ment of crime. While definitions of crime are numerous, one that is
usually acceptable to most is offered by Sutherland:

The essential characteristic of crime is that it is behavior which

is prohibited by the State as an injury to the State and against

which the State may react, at least as a last resort, by punishment.

The two abstract criteria generally regarded by legal scholars as

necessary elements in a definition of crime are legal description

of an act as socjally harmful and legal provision of a penalty for
the act.

(Sutherland, 1949: 31)

One of the major problems in using legally prescribed definitions
of crime is that what may be illegal in one jurisdiction may be legal in
another. Inciardi and McBride (1976) describe the act of jostling,

which is a method used by pickpockets in New York to push and shove

victims into a position so that it is easier to steal from them. Jostling
statutes in some states, for example, allow the police to arrest pickpockets
even though they haven't actually been caught stealing.

The second major problem in using legal definitions of crime is
that the way criminal activities are defined and placed into categories
varies between jurisdictions. For instance, the crime of robbery is
usually defined differently across jurisdictions. Purse snatching is
considered robbery but not assault in some areas while in others it mav
be considered robbery and assault; in many other jurisdictions robbery
is considered an assault. So depending on the jurisdiction, robbery may
be categorized as "robbery," "assault," or "assault and robbery" (Inciardi
and McBride, 1976).

How drug use and crime are defined is particularly problematic when
attempting to measuring thase phenomena. Depending upon the method
used, whether official reccrds are used in the research or self-reported
measures, the validity of each is T1ikely to vary. Following is a discus-
sion of the various forms of measurement used in drug/crime research.




Of critical concern in this discussion is the reliability and validity
of these measures. That is, how consistent measures are and how close
they actually come to measuring what they are intended to.

B.  Measurement Problems in Drug/Crime Research

1

There has been difficulty not only in defining the major variables
of interest, but in accurately measuring each, which has resulted in a
basic impediment to rigorous research on crime and drugs. It is essential
for establishing conclusive statements about drug/crime relationships to
have accurate measures of the type and amount of drug use and crimes
committed. To date, however, drug/crime research has been unable to do
this satisfactorily.

The crucial concern in accurately measuring drug use and crime are
the reljability and validity of crime and drug use indicators. In order
to establish relationships, develop appropriate measures, and/or describe
typologies concerning drug use and crime, the reliability and validity
of the measures used in the research instruments must be ascertained.

The question of reliability refers to ,the consistency of an observation
over time. Validity focuses on the extent the data collected conform to
fact (Gorden, 1975).

Numerous methods are used to insure high rates of reliability and
validity. Basically, these methods fall within three broad categories:
(1) self-reported methods which usually include personal interviews or
surveys, (2) official records such as the Uniform Crime Reparts, drug
reporting systems or drug registers, and (3) qualitative measures employing
ethnographic and participant observer techniques. The merits of each
method are discussed below.

1. Self-reported Measures

Much of the drug/crime research has relied on self-report
measures as a single data source or in combination with one or more
other data socurces. Several methods have been employed by researchers
to determine the reliability and validity of self-report measures.
These methods can be summarized under three categories as suggested by
Hubbard, Eckerman, and Rachal (1976): (1) examination of internal




validity or reliability, (2) assessment of construct validity, and (3)
determination of the empirical validity of self-reported measures.
Within these categories, researchers have employed a variety of unique
research techniques, attempting to establish levels of validity and
reliability.

The first category, internal validity, has been used syncnomously
with reliability in most of the Titerature. As stated, reliability or
internal validity is concerned with the consistency of observations over
time. Techniques used by researchers to measure internal validity have
generally included examination of one or more of the following: response
rates, consistency of subject wresponses over time and within the same
instrument, utilizing parallel forms of the same question, and evidence
of respondent candidness (Hubbard, Eckerman, and Rachal, 1976). Methods
employed by researchers to insure reliability include: wuse of highly
trained interviewers, intraquestionnaire safeguards, and interview-
reinterview procedures (Amsel et al., 1976).

The second category, construct validity, is the correlation of
self-reports with other variables known to be associated with drug use.
These procedures avoid the intrusion by researchers into sensitive areas
of subject's 1ives (Hubbard, Eckerman, and Rachal, 1976). Construct
validation procedures have included measuring the relationship between
self-reported use and self-reported use of friends (Single, Kandell, and
Johnson, 1975), comparison of the proportion of self-reported drug use
with estimates of respondent use, or comparisons of the proportion of
self-reported drug use from one study with the proportion in other
studies (Hubbard, Eckerman, and Rachal, 1976).

The third category, empirical validity, is a check on the accuracy
of self-reports with data from other sources. This is the most common
method used by researchers for checking the accuracy of an addict's
responses. Intuitively, many suspect that addict's self-disclose on
items of deviancy simply because of the illegality of their acts. There
are indications that criminals, given the opportunity, will attribute
their deviant acts to ejther drugs or alcohol as an excuse for their
behavior. In addition, the veracity of addict or criminal responses may
not only be affected by deliberate concealment but also by errors in
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recall (Bonito et al., 1976). The extent to which these factors affect
addict responses must be validated against other data sources.

Several studies have found that addict responses concerning their
drug use, criminal behavior, and related information are generally
accurate. For example, using multiple data sources, including official
records and urinalysis, as a validity check against the response of 59
Puerto Rican addicts released from the U.S. Public Health Hospital at
Lexington, Kentucky, Ball (1967) compared five interview items with the
other data sources. The five items chosen for comparison were: (1) the
age of the subject, (2) the age at drug onset, (3) type and place of
first arrest, (4) the total number of arrests, and (5) drug use at the
time of arrest. Ball found there was agreement between interview responses
and other data sources in 82.8 percent of the cases on the subjects'
age; in 65.5 percent of the cases on the subjects age at onset, however,
another 27.3 percent were off by only one to three years; in 80.7 percent
of the cases the subject accurately reported his first arrest or reported
an earlier one; in 70.7 percent the subjects accurately reported their
criminal history; and using urinalysis against addict responses regarding
current drug use, the author found 92 percent of the subjects' responses
were valid. Ball concluded that under appropriate conditions the truthful-
ness of addict responses is surprisingly accurate. Moreover, Cox and
Longwell (1974) found 86 percent of patients in a methadone maintenance
program accurately reported the extent of their heroin use. Despite the
findings, several studies discussed below have discovered differential
rates of validity depending on type of research method, type of behavior
described, and type of drug reported.

A study using prescription records for validation of self-reported
drug use found validity levels vary according to the types of drug
prescribed and the type of research method used (Parry, Balter, and
Cisin, 1971). This innovative research compared three experimental
groups with three comparison groups. The experimental group was com-
prised of all those people who had had recent prescriptions filled for
sedatives, stimulants, and/or tranquilizers. The comparison groups were
comprised of all those people who had had prescriptions filled for




either antibiotics or tranqui]izers* and also a group of former users of
tranquilizers. Each group contained 150-200 cases. The authors found
that self-reported use of stimulants was the least valid, whereas the
users of tranquilizers were found to have the most valid response
rates. The authors speculate it is more legitimate in our society to
turn off than to turn on. Additionally, intensive questioning and
visual aids were found to improve validity rates.

In a landmark study in drug/crime research, Eckerman et al.,
(1971) used several data sources to cross-validate reported drug use and
criminal behavior among arrestees in six sites. The authors found that,
with the exception of heroin users, there is a low correspondence between
interview data and urinalysis results (Eckerman et al., 1976a). Addi-
tionally, Eckerman and associates reported differential validity rates
which depended on: the data collection technique (urinalysis having the
highest validity levels); whether the information sought concerns present
or past usage (subjects were more willing to reveal past history); the
drug use reported (subjects were more willing to report use of other
drugs than those actually discovered through urinalysis); and the serious-
ness of arrest (those with more serious arrests tended to deny the use
of drugs) (Eckerman et ai., 1976a).

Amsel et al., (1976) conducted a study on a sample of applicants
for treatment under the Narcotic Addict Rehabjlitation Act (N.A.R.A.).
A check was made to determine the extent to which there were falsifications
or omissions in information during the application process. For 78
percent of the respondents, their self-reported criminal history matched
UCR data. For 74 percent of the respondents, self-reports of drug use
and urinalysis results matched. Despite problems with incomplete urinalysis
and the UCR data the authors concluded the addict self-reports were both
reliable and valid.

Ball (1967) identified s2veral factors tied to levels of validity
in interviews: (1) the interviewer's prior institutional contact, (2)
the interviewer's knowledge of addict subculture, (3) the interviewer's
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A short form of the questionnaire was administered to users of
tranquilizers in the comparison group and the long form to users of
tranquilizers in the experimental group to determine differential rates
of validity that could be attributed to the data collection instruments.
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previous field experience, (4) a perceived interviewer-police connection,
and (5) the use of a structured, probing interview. Furthermore, Maddux
and Desmond report "certain features of the interview itself seem to
affect reliability of information. These include the place of the
interview, the legal status of the subject, the feelings of the subject
about giving information to the interviewer, the skill of the interviewer,
and the procedure" (Maddux and Desmond, 1975:93-94).

In brief, many innovative attempts have been made to insure and
ascertain the reliability and validity of self-reports. Many factors
have been found to offset and mediate the reliability and validity of
these data, including: choice of interviewers, intraquestionnaire
safeguards, interquestionnaire reliability, and the quality of official
data. Many studies have validated the more equivocal self-reports
against official records which may also be suspect.

2. Official Records in the Measurement of Crime and Drug Abuse

Attempts to measure the incidence of crime and drug abuse have
often involved the use of official records such as the Uniform Crime
Reports and/or drug abuse information systems. Researcher bias, time,
and financial constraints generally account for the choice of one data
source over the other. Each of these methods may underestimate or
overestimate levels of addict crime and drug abuse so the particular

problems with each data source merit further review.

a. Uniform Crime Reports. UCR provides periodic national
assessment of crime incidence based on the submission of data by 15,000
law enforcement agencies (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1977). These

law enforcement agencies have jurisdiction over 98 percent of the U.S.
population. These data are used regularly by criminal justice administra-
tors, legislators, and other policymakers to assist in decisionmaking
processes. Researchers also use UCR data to assess crime trends and
evaluate social programs. Despite widespread use of UCR, these data

have been criticized for a variety of reasons. Descriptions and criticisms
of the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) have been well documented

(Amsel et al., 1976; Beattie, 1955; Biderman, 1967; Black, 1970; Chambliss
and Nagasawa, 1969; Cressey, 1957; Hindelang, 1974; Inciardi, 1976;

Kituse and Cicourel, 1963; Seidman and Couzens, 1974; Silberman, 1978;
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Skogan, 1975; and Wolfgang, 1963). Critics of the UCR have focused
their arguments on one of the following:

1. Regional variation on crime definitions, organization of law
enforcement personnel and activities, and data collection
methods make comparisons within and between jurisdictions
difficult (Beattie, 1955).

2. UCR data do not reflect the real incidence of crime. UCR
figures only reflect crimes known to the police. Victimi-
zation surveys show less than three of every 10 crimes com-~
mitted are reported to the police (Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, 1976).

3.  The production of an official crime report is influenced by a
number of factors: the seriousness of the complaint; the
complainant's observed preference for police intervention; the
relationship between the suspect and victim; the complainant's
social class status; and the complainant's degree of deference
toward the police all have been found to affect the production
of official crime rates (Black, 1970; DeFleur, 1975; Chambliss
and Nagasawa, 1969). In addition, Wolfgang (1963) attributed
significant increases in reported crime in Chicago and New
York almost completely to changes in recording practices.
Amsel et al., (1976) report recent arrests are often not
Tisted.

4. In addition to those crimes known te victims that are never
reported and crimes known to the police that are never recorded,
there are also crimes that are never discovered (Hindelang,
1974).

5. Methods for recording multiple offenses and victims are too
simplistic (Hindelang, 1974).

6. Population bases used in computing crime rates are usually
inappropriate. Use of dicennial census in computing crime
rates may underestimate crime rates in the latter half of the
10-year interval (Wolfgang, 1963).

The problems endemic in current official statistics have led some
researchers to state, "official statistics are so misleading that they
are virtually useless as indicators of deviance in the population"
(Chambliss and Nagasawa, 1969:71). Amsel et al., report, based on their
drug use validation study, "the greatest 1imitation to the validity
study was the incomplete and unreliable police records and urinalysis
reports" (Amsel et al., 1976: 326). Despite the problems cited and the
reluctance of some researchers to consider UCR data valid indicators of
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crime rates, these data continue to be essential indicators of crime
trends. |

A great deal of the drug/crime research has utilized UCR data to
estimate rates of addict crime. Use of UCR data in drug/crime research
has included: (1) attempts to associate crime ievels with treatment
enrollments by using aggregated community-wide crime rates (DuPont,
1972; Levine, Stoloff, and Spruill, 1976; Stoloff, lLevine, and Spruill,
1975); (2) attempts to associate aggregate crime rates with the market
value of heroin (Brown and Silverman, 1974; Silverman and Spruill, 1977;
Silverman, Spruill, and Levine, 1975); (3) examination of criminal
records of drug users in an arrestee population (Anslinger and Thompkins,
1953; Bass, Brock, and DuPont, 1976; Bass, Brown, and DuPont, 1972;
Eckerman et al., 1971; Petersen and Stern, 1974; Petersilia, Greenwood,
and Lavin, 1978; Platt et al., 1973; Platt et al., 1976; and Weissman et
al., 1974); and (4) analysis of criminal records of drug users in
treatment (DeFleur et al., 1969; Pescor, 1938; Plair and Jackson, 1970;
Stephens and E11is, 1975; and Voss and Stephens, 1973. For others, see
section VI on treatment).

b.  Aggregate Drug Indicator Measures. Numerous reporting
systems have been established for estimating the incidence of drug
abuse. These systems were implemented primarily because a need existed
for determining drug abuse trends and, therefore, the appropriateness of

these data sources for drug/crime research is limited. For example, the
purpose of the Client Oriented Data Acquisition Process (CODAP) is to
provide data for planning, management, and evaluation of treatment
programs through a monitoring system of clients and programs. The Drug
Abuse Warning Network (DAWN) provides data on drug abuse trends through
reporting of drug abuse contacts by selected hospitals and medical
examiners. The System.to Retrieve Information from Drug Evidence
(STRIDE) is primarily an information system for law enforcement.personne1
that includes drug intelligence, statistics, and management information.
Other systems inciude the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA)
sponsored hepatitis reporting system and the Addict/Abuser Reporting
System sponsored by the Drug Enforcement Administration. The former is
a reporting system of the three types of hepatitis by health authorities




and the latter is a reporting system of known addicts by law enforcement
personnel (Kurke and Cavanaugh, 1376). Since most of these data bases
were designed primarily for periodic assessment of drug use trends and
are utilized primarily so that more informed decisions can be made
regarding drug enforcement and treatment policy, their use in drug/crime
research has been minimal.
c. Other Data Sources in Drug/Crime Research

. (1) Survey Research. Survey research methods also have
assisted in determining the extent of drug use rates in both general and
special populations. Survey data more accurately reflect, for general
populations, the true incidence and prevalence of drug use and are more
representative than are data based on relatively small, biased numbers
of drug users that come to the attention of authorities. In fact,
research has shown that institutionalized drug users are systematically
different from non-institutionalized users (Rittenhcuse, 1978). Concern
about the drug problem in the 1960's led to a proliferation of drug use
surveys that have contributed to our knowledge of drug use patterns and
characteristics of drug users. Rittenhouse (1978) cites studies (see
Berg, 1970 and Glenn and Richards, 1974) showing virtuaily no drug use
surveys of the general population prior to 1965, whereas one source
1ists 98 of these surveys conducted between 1971 and 1973. Unfortunately,
most of these are not general population surveys and their generalizability
is highly limited.

We not only have more surveys but surveys are also more extensive.
Surveys attempt to determine more information on a greater number of
psychoactive drugs, patterns of drug use including frequency, intensity,
and drug substitutes, drug use histories, and, more recently, the conse-
quences of use (Rittenhouse, 1978). Despite the contributions national
and special population surveys have made to state of knowledge on drug
use patterns, their usefulness in drug/crime research is minimal at best
either due to the low incidence of drug use (specifically the opiates)
and crime in the general population or the lack of attention given, by
these surveys, to the criminal behavior of the respondents. For example,
the national survey by 0'Donnell et al., (1976) of young males (20 to 30
years old) fournd that abuse of jllicit drugs is low. Other surveys have
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produced similar results (Abelson, Fishburne, and Cisin, 1977). Other
studies on selected populations such as Robin's (1973) research on
military personnel in Vietnam and a survey of high school students by
Johnston (1973) have also contributed to our knowiedge about drug use
patterns, but not necessarily our knowledge of drug/crime relationships
due to the 1ittle attention paid to measuring and analyzing criminal
behavior.

(2) Longitudinal BDesign. The ideal strategy (barring
consideratiuns of budget, time, staffing, and other such resources) for
answering the basic causal and developmental questions about the relation-
ships between criminal behavior and drug use 1is through a longitudinal
(prospective) research design. The longitudinal design, while a superior
approach for ferreting out information on developmental issues and
temporal sequencing of behavioral patterns, is difficult to execute
properly and is highly expensive. Typical problems encountered in such
a design Tie with maintaining the sample intact over time. Various
forms of attrition may drop jeopardize the representativeness of the
sample (for example, those that drop out may share special characteristics
of interest to the research). Folluwing a cohort or panel for a period

of 10 years, for example, may also serve to sensitize the respondents to
certain issues (such as drug use and criminal behavior) which in turn
may result in altered behavior (that is, the respondents might have
behaved differently had they not been inciuded in the study--the sensitizing
impact of social research has never been adequately measured but some
believe it can have significant effects on respondents or study participants).
These and many other problems with Tongitudinal designs have been discussed
in greater detail in the edited work by Kandel (1978b).

Johnston et al. (1978) report a recent prospective longitudinal
study, which unlike past studies, approaches the ideal for addressing
the temporal sequencing patterns which are critical for understanding
drug/crime relationships. Unfortunately, the study is limited by a Tow
percentage of respondents who experimented with narcotic drugs. Johnston
et al. conducted a nationwide longitudinal study of a panel of young men
in high school. The final cross-time sample of 1,260 young men were
interviewed at five points in time, the first being the beginning of
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10th grade and the remaining four interviews being conducted over a
period of eight years. Based on these data, the authors concluded about
the relationships between delinquency and drug use: "By tracing the
delinquency rates of the eventual drug-user groups back in time, we were
able to show that the preponderance of the delinquency differences among
the nonusers and various eventual drug-user groups existed before drug
usage even began and thus could hardly be attributed to drug use" (Johnston
et al., 1978:155).

The expense and difficulties in carrying out a prospective longi-
tudinal study has Tled several researchers to seek alternative approaches.
Nurco (1979) and Nurco and DuPont (:1977) used a retrospective longitudinal
design with a communitywide population of addicts <in an attempt to
determine changes in criminality and drug use over the course of their
Tives. Similarly, McGlothlin et al., (1978) interviewed 690 male admissions
to the California Civil Addict Program employing a retrospective longitu-
dinal design to determine whether crime covaries with drug use. The
authors conciuded, "with few exceptions, the percent of time involved in
criminal behavior, the number of property crimes reported, and the total
income from crime decreases in a consistent manner as a function of
decreasing narcotic use" (McGlothlin et al., 1978:305). In addition to
these studies, Petersilia et al., (1978) used a similar design in a
study of 49 criminal careers of habitual felons.

(3) Drug Registers. Narcotics registers are systems for
collecting information on opiate users from various agencies that are
Tikely to come into contact with addicts. These agencies include law

enforcement agencies, hospitals, drug treatment programs, private medical
clinics, and other sociai and health programs. The information provided
by these agencies usually includes a variety of demographic data about
the addict such as name, address, age, ethnicity, birth date, occupation,
amount and type of drugs used, and marital status (Amsel et al., 1971).
Narcotics registers are maintained at the federal, state, and Tocal
levels.

One purpose of these registers is to identify variables that may be
related  drug addiction. Another major purpose of registers is to
monitor heroin use trends. However, there are several basic problems
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with the use of narcotics registers. One is that registers draw their
information from a known, "visible" population (Amsel et al., 1971).
Although some investigators have maintained it is virtually impossible
to avoid detection by the authorities for more than two years, and,
therefore, registers are truly representative of the addict population
(Winick, 1962), registers may still be inaccurate due to reporting
problems. Some agencies may never report (Amsel et al., 1971) while
others may misinterpret what and to whom they should report (Eldridge,
1967; Winick, 1965). Other non-law enforcement agencies may be reluctant
to report users who come to their attention for fear the addict may be
arrested (Winick, 1965). Additionally, it has been suggested by Amsel
et al., (1971) that reported information may be misfiled, and therefore
lost, by registry personnel.

Despite these problems, researchers have used drug registers in the
past. Winick (1962, 1964) used the Federal Bureau of Narcotics (now the
Drug Enforcement Administration) register to test the maturation hypothesis
(see section IV on life cycles). Eckerman et al., (1971) used the same
data source as one of the criteria to determine present drug use in a
study of arrestees. Amsel et al., (1971) used the New York State Drug
Registry as an evaluation tool for examining treatment effects. Following
a group of 247 heroin addicts first admitted to Riverside Hospital in
1955 the authors attempted to determine the number of addicts that
abstained from drugs. By 1967, 13 years later, only 65 members of the
original cohort were listed by the registry. While 22 members of the
original cohort were known to have died and were subsequently dropped
from the registry, the whereabouts and information on present drug use
of the other members cof the original cohort remained unknown. While the
authors speculate this may be due to maturing out of addiction, that it
is just as likely to be the result of poor reporting is also suggested
by the authors. Despite this, the authors conclude: 'the Narcotics
Register has been shown to be a useful tool for the follow-up of a group
of addicts. Over 53 percent of the 247 patients studied were known to
the registry" (Amsel et al., 1971: 238).

(4) Chemical Analysis of Urine Specimens. Several

studies have utilized urine specimens to determine the presence of drugs
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in individual subjects (Amsel, 1976; Ball, 1967; DeFleur et al., 1969;
Eckerman et al., 1971; Richardson et al., 1978a among others). Urine
samples are usually tested through a thin-layer chromotography process
for the presence of five drug substances: morphine, cocaine, methadone,
amphetamines, and barbiturates. Thin-layer chromatography is often used
as the initial screen while both thin-Tayer and gas chromatography are
used to confirm all positives with the exception of opiates. Opiates
ace usually confirmed by radio-immunoassay.

Thare are several problems with urinalysis procedures. The major
problem is concerned with logistics - the gathering, the labeling,
transporting, and analyzing urine specimens. While on-site laboratories
minimize logistics problems, the cost is usually prohibitive. Using
commercial laboratories for analysis has proved more accurate, but the
problems of obtaining, storing, and transperting urine specimens makes
routine analysis by drug treatment programs, correctional facilities, or
researchers expensive and time consuming. Another problem with this
approach is that all substances cannot be detected with equal ease (see
Eckerman et al., 1971: Appendix B-12), thereby resulting in varying
levels of corifidence with which one can identify various drugs. Many
drugs can be detected by urinalysis for only a brief period after their
use.

3. Qualitative Studies

Information on drug addicts and their related behaviors can
also be obtained from those methods which are classified under the
rubric of qualitative studies; including research strategies such as

participant observation, ethnography, intensive interviewing and field
work. These methods allow "the researcher to 'get close to the data',
thereby developing the analytical, conceptual, and categorical components
of explanation from the data itself--rather than from the preconceived,
rigidly structured, and highly quantified techniques that pigeonhole the
empirical social world into the operational definitions that the researcher
has constructed" (Filstead, 1971: 6).

Some researchers in the drug/crime area believe that conventional
research techniques such as survey research and secondary data analysis
have been unable to provide answers to many of the complex questions
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surrounding the issue of drug use and criminal behavior. Furthermore,
they believe qualitative methods, particularly ethnography--the direct
observation of addict behavior in a natural setting--provides an enlight-
ening alternative or at least, a supplement to the more traditional
quantitative methods (Weppner, 1977).

The following points summarize some criticisms of qualitative
methods: (1) the necessity of studying small groups of addicts due to
time and financial constraints severely limits the generalizability of
the research findings, (2) the introduction of researcher bias in perceiving
and interpreting observations seems, on the surface, to be more problem-
matic in qualitative research, (3) the insurance of the reiiability of
observations is more difficult in qualitative studies, and (4) the
influence of the observer's presence on the research setting may disrupt
the natural workings of the setting being observed. Qualitative researchers
have adequate responses for most of these criticisms; however, is beyond
the scope of this paper to contribute to the continuing debate between
quantitative and qualitative researchers. Suffice it to say, qualitative
research methods have contributed significantly to our understanding of
the complex issues surrounding drug/crime relationships.

In a study of Chicago street addicts, Hughes et al., (1971) described
a heroin copping community, outlining the social structure, user-dealer
relationships, and roles of users, dealers and others in a natural
setting. Sutter (1966) described what it is like to be a heroin addict,
differentiating status and identifying roles among addicts while focusing
on the "righteous dope fiend." 1In a classic study of heroin addicts in
their urban environment, Preble and Casey (1969) focused on the stereotypic
image of addicts in the popular and scientific 1iterature. The widely
accepted view of heroin addicts "that heroin use provides an escape from
the worries and problems of life and has its greatest appeal for passive,
dependent, generally inadequate persons" (Preble and Miller, 1977: 230)
was not confirmed by Preble and Casey. In fact, it was found:

Their behavior is anything but an escape from 1ife. They are

actively engaged in meaningful activities and relationships seven

days a week. The brief moments of euphoria after each adminis-
tration of a small amount of heroin constitute a small fraction of
their daily lives. The rest of the time they are aggressively

pursuing a career that is exacting, challenging, adventurous, and
rewarding. They are always on the move and must be alert, flexible,
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and resourceful. The surest way to identify heroin users in a slum
neighborhood is to observe the way people walk. The hercin user
walks with a fast, purposeful stride, as if he is late for an
important appointment--indeed he is. He is hustling (robbing or
stealing), trying to sell stolen goods, avoiding the police, looking
for a heroin dealer with a good bag (the street retail unit of
herain), coming back from copping (iruying heroin), leoking for a

safe place to take the drug, or looking for someone who beat (cheated)
him=--among other things.

(Preble and Casey, 1969: 2)

In another study employing qualitative methods, Feldman (1977)
provided the social history of a community of Italian-Americans who
showed that progression from the use of one drug to another is a complex
interaction between the availability of the drug and the status a partic-
ular drug has within the social structure. The status of the drug is
determined by the legal proscription ascribed to the drug and the public
response to its use. Other studies have led to more significant insights.
Preble and Miller (1977) discovered addicts making use of free methadone,
cheap wine, and welfare benefits to maintain their high while minimizing
their "hustling" time. James, (1971, 1976, 1977) compared addicted and
nonaddicted prostitutes in Seattle using qualitative methods including
intensive interviewing and observation methods. Agar (13973) wrote a
major book-length ethnography describing in detail the addict's day-to-
day existence; including hustling, copping heroin, getting off, getting
burned, and getting busted.

C. Sample Representativeness

Using unrepresentative samples in drug/crime research has been a
major limitation on the generalizabiiity of research findings to other

populations. Representative samples or random samples are characteristic-

ally similar to the population from which the sample was drawn. Samples
are considered representative if each member of the population has an
equal chance of being selected into the sample (Babbie, 1973). The
importance of using representative samples lies in the researcher's
ability to generalize research findings from a small sample to a much
larger population. There are, however, two basic problems in achieving
representative samples. First, is the difficulty in clearly defining




the universe from which the sample will be drawn, and second, is manipu-
lating the defined universe in such a way that a representative sampie
is achieved (Goode and Hatt, 1952). The difficulty in defining the
universe from which a sample is to be drawn is particularly acute in
drug/crime research. The sub rosa aspect of drug use precludes easy
detection by authorities or researchers and, therefore, the universe of
drug users may remain largely unknown. Clearly, then, if the universe
is unknown it cannot be manipulated to achieve random samples.

Most of the past drug/crime research has not involved the use of
random samples or even close approximations. A great deal of the drug/
crime research to date has been conducted on captive populations; those
populations or samples drawn from treatment or correctional facilities.
These captive populations may represent the most dysfunctional of all
drug users, those most Tikely to be detected by official agencies. The
captive sample characteristics therefore probably do not correspond to
the characteristics of the unknown population of drug users. The
samples drawn from captive addict populations may be representative of
addicts in specific treatment or correctional programs, but may not be
characteristically similar to other undetected addicts or, for example,
addicts from different regions of the country. Samples taken from these
populations make wider generalization or application of research results
in other settings problematic. How well these captive populations
represent the total addict population is unknown.

One major problem with using captive populations, particularly jail
or prison populations, is that the probability of arrest for these
subjects may be substantially different than for other undetected drug
users. Therefore, arrest histories of these unrepresentative subjects
may significantly over or underestimate drug/crime relationships. For
example, the crimes that addicts are most often associated with, crimes
of robbery, burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft, also have
the lowest clearance rates of all index offenses (Federal Bureau of
Investigations, 1977). Therefore, addicts may be disproportionately
represented among prison populations due to the types of crimes they
commit. Petersilia et al., (1978) in their research on the criminal
careers of habitual felons report, however, that involvement with drugs
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or alcohol does not "decisively affect the 1ikelihood of arrest, convic-
tion, and incarceration" (Petersilia et al., 1978: 85; for further
discussion on the probability of arrest among addicts, see section V on
economic issues). However, more research needs to be done to determine
whether differential arrest probabilities exist and if so, how they
affect our understanding of drug/crime relationships.

One study, conducted by Nurco and DuPont (1977), attempted to
overcome the problem of representativeness; whereas most studies overlook
the problem entirely. The authors used a sample of addicts identified
by police in Baltimore over a 20-year period. Although this sample
population may be more representative than populations takern from individ-
ual treatment programs or correctional facilities and is, in fact,
called a community-wide sample, Nurco's sample is still drawn from a
1ist of known narcotics users. Robins and Murphy (1967), in their study
of 235 young Negro men, provided a representative sample of individuals
from the community in which the sample was drawn. Using a retrospective
Tongitudinal design, the authors selected a sample from elementary
school records in St. Louis. Based on certain criteria of eligibility
for inclusion into the sample, a total of 930 subjects were drawn. The
sample was then stratified along several dimensions that were believed
to be related to adult outcome. A total of 240 subjects were jncluded
in the final analysis. This final sample, although not necessarily
representative of the St. Louis community, differs from other samples
used in drug/crime research in that the subjects were not preselected
for narcotics use.

Recently, Inciardi (1979) drew a sample of addicts from the "free
community" in Miami. Employing a sociometrically-oriented model or
"snowball technique," Inciardi interviewed 356 active addicts in the
Miami community who were not affiliated with any treatment or jail
facility. Data were gathered on addict's drug use patterns, criminal
histories, drug use support patterns, and current criminal activity.
This sample is certainly more representative than samples drawn from
treatment or jail populations and is 1ikely to increase our knowledge
about the diversity among addicts.
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D.  Summary and Conclusion

Numerous data sources and research approaches have been employed in
drug/crime research and each has its own particular set of problems.
Self-reported measures were found to be reiliable and valid measures
under certain conditions, as are some official records. Surveys of the
general population may be useful for estimating drug abuse trends, but
due to the low incidence of drug use and criminal behavior among the
general population, their usefulness in this research area has heen ‘
minimial. Use of multiple data sources and methods, including qualitative
research methods, seems to be ihe best way to overcome the deficiencies
of each individual data source. The problem of sample representativeness
may be the greatest obstacle to rigorous research in the drug/crime
area. Greater use of control groups and longitudinal research on popu-
lations not preselected for drug use or criminal behavior may overcome
some of these problems.
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III. PATTERNS OF DRUG USE AND CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR

In order to better understand the etiology and process of addiction
researchers have attempted to describe the demographic characteristics
and the cultural milieu of addicts. By fully understanding who addicts
are and where they are Tikely to come from, it is believed we can prevent
future addictions by targeting preventive programs at high risk popula-
tions. Our current knowiedge of addicts stems from information gained
from those addicts admitted to treatment programs or among prison popula-
tions. How do we know how close these populations resemble the total
nationwide addict population? The answer is we simply do not know. It
is nearly impossible to estimate the number of addicts who go undetected
and even more difficult to determine their characteristics. Furthermore,
the medical and criminal justice data systems, from which our knowledge
of addiction depends, have not systematically collected data on addicts
who come under their scrutiny. Consequently, our knowledge of drug
addicts, although improving in recent years, is dependent upon numerous
fragmentary sources.

To further elaborate on what was stated above, the purpose of
understanding the process of addiction, identifying who is 1ikely to
become addicted, and their subsequent behavioral patterns is that this
information will contribute to more complete theories of both the causes
and effects of addiction, thus improving policy decisions regarding drug
abuse. Once theories are developed and confirmed by empirical investiga-
tion, more effective social policy regarding the prevention and the
handling of addiction can be implemented. Effective policy designed to
prevent drug addiction and its undesirable concomitants is dependent
upon the identification of the correlates and the determinant factors in
addiction. This does not presuppose addicts are a homogenous lot, but
it does assume that there are similarities among addicts and common
elements that lead to addiction onset. Increasing our knowledge about
those similarities and common elements will lead to improvements in the
effectiveness of policy and programmatic decisions.

The purpose of this section is to describe what we know about
today's drug user, which in the literature largely focuses on heroin
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addicts because researchers believe they do the greatest social damage.
Within this cohort some of the following questions are raised. Who is
likely to become addicted? Where are they likely to come from? Once
addicted, what is the extent of addiction? What criminal behavior
patterns emerge? These are the questions that must be answered in order
to effectively guide future policy decisions. In the first section scme
basic characteristics of addicts are described including: where they
are likely to reside, family backgrounds, education, personality, and
race and ethnicity. Following this, the patterns of drug use and criminal
behavior will be discussed. A final section will briefly discuss patterns
of female drug use and criminality.
A. Addict Characteristics

1.  Where are addicts likely to reside?

Proponents of an epidemiological theory of drug abuse view the
use of heroin as a form of epidemic social pathology. The necessary
conditions for the spread of pathology, in this case heroin addiction,
include the existence of a high risk population and close proximity to
the infectious agent, heroin (Schlenger and Greenberg, 1978). Following
this line of reasoning, we can surmise, if the pathology spreads evenly
throughout all strata of society we have no reason to suspect that other
factors of social stratification are related to the spread of the pathology.
If, on the other hand, the patholegy does not spread evenly throughout
all sectors of society, then we have reason to suspect other factors in
accounting for the differential incidence of addiction (Chein et al.,
1964). Therefore, the primary purpose in attempts to identify areas in
which heroin addiction is Tikely to spread is to isolate those environ-

mental factors that may be causally linked to addiction.

Numerous investigato%s have described the social milieu in which
addicts reside. Nearly all studies found heroin addicts to be residents
of areas where there are high rates of crime, impoverished families, and
high concentrations of minorities, particularly blacks. Again, we must
cautiousiy interpret these findings. These data are based on samples of
addicts who have been identified by official agencies and, therefore,
may not be representative of the actual addict population.
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Probably the most comprehensive analysis of addicts and their
demographic characteristics was conducted by Chein et al., (1964) on
youths from three boroughs in New York City. The authors analyzed data
on nearly 3,000 male drug users aged 16 to 20, identified through varjous
agencies in New York City. Chein et al. found that 15 percent of the
census tracts in these boroughs contained over 80 percent of the drug
cases in the sample despite the fact that these tracts contained only 29
percent of the 16~ to 20-year old boys in the total three borough popula-
tion. Furthermore, Chein et al. found, "... areas of high incidence of
drug use are characterized by the high incidence of impoverished families,
great concentration of the most discriminated against and least urbanized
ethnic groups, and high incidence of disrupted families and other forms
of human misery" (Chein et al., 1964:10). The three variables accounting
for most of the variance of addiction rates were the percentage of
blacks, the percentage of Tow income housing units, and the percentage
of males in "Tower" occupations.

Other studies had similar findings. Using records of 833 persons
classified as narcotic addicts by the Baltimore City Police Department,
Nurco and Lerner (1972) compared rates of addiction by census tract to
similar rates computed for financial dependency, adult arrests, and
juvenile delinquency. The purpose was to determine whether narcotic
addiction was related to other forms of social pathology. This ecological
analysis revealed that narcotic addiction in Baltimore is more likely to
be found in areas where there is extreme deprivation, crime, and juvenile
delinquency. However, further analysis revealed that these three forms
of social pathology were more highly correlated with each other than
narcotic addiction. Nurco concluded addicts are not likely to be found
in the same census tracts as persons associated with other pathologies,
but the overlap of different forms of pathology in these neighborhoods
is considerable.

Grouping a random sample of 1,500 addict-clients from the Washington,
D.C. Narcotics Treatment Administration into census tracts, Brown et

al., (1973) determined that addiction is accompanied by high rates of

crime and social disorder. Despite this finding, the authors believe
their results show heroin addiction is spreading well beyond the traditional
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inner city boundaries. Interviewing an accidental sample of 225 inmates
at the Washington, D.C. Jail, Kozel et al., (1972) found one of the
differences between addicts and nonaddict inmates was that nonaddicts
came from smaller cities.

Analysis of medical records of 3,301 addicts discharged from the
U.S. Public Health Service Hospitals at Lexington, Kentucky and Fort
Worth, Texas revealed two distinct patterns of opiate addiction (Ball,
1965). One pattern consisted of addicted minority metropolitan youth
while the other pattern consisted primarily of middle-aged southern
whites addicted to opiates other than heroin or synthetic analgesics.
Conclusion

Despite the findings by Ball and by Brown et al., revealing that
addiction patterns emerge in non-urban areas, addiction is primarily an
urban problem. As stated by Finestone in his study of "cats" in Chicago:
"One of the distinctive properties of the distribution of drug use as a
social problem, at least in Chicago, is its high degree of both spatial
and racial concentration. In fact, it is a problem which in this city
can be pinpointed with great accuracy as having its incidence preponderantly
among the young male colored persons in comparatively few local community
areas" (Finestone, 1957:3). Apparently, these findings can be generalized
as well to other areas outside Chicago.

Up until this point we have only considered the regions in which
there is a high incidence of drug use. However, within these regions,
some individuals become involved in delinguent activities, including
drug abuse, while others do not. The more micro-level factors will be
examined and these may help explain why some individuals in comparable
neighborhoods abuse drugs and others do not.

2. Family Background of Addicts

The family unit is the principal agent for transmitting social
values and norms from generation to generation. Al1 societies depend
primarily on the family to provide the socialization of children so they
become functioning and contribut%ng adults of that society. Thus, the
family, since it is the child's first primary group, lays the groundwork
for the developing personality. The incipient personality is nurtured
and supported by the parents who provide role models for the child. It
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has long been believed by early social philosophers, as well as by
present day social scientists, that disruptions in parent-child relation-
ships, particularly in the child's formative years, will have an effect
on the child's subsequent behavior.

This has led a number of researchers to try to uncover evidence of
familial disruption or pathology as a contributing factor in the etiology
of addiction. Most studies of this kind have focused on family size,
evidence of disharmony between parents, criminal behavior among parents
or siblings, psychological state of parents, and indications of other
forms of pathology such as excessive use of drugs or alcohol by either
or both parents. Most of these studies, however, have failed to use
control groups so it cannot be determined to what extent addict famiiies
are unlike families of normal children. In addition, few studies describe
other social networks that may serve as substitutes for the family. In
an ethnographic work focusing on poor, urban, black families, Stack
described the family as "the smallest, organized, durable network of kin
and non-kin who interact daily, providing domestic needs of children and
assuring their survival" (Stack, 1975:31). Merely providing data on the
percentage of family break-ups or the size of the family may be meaningless
without comparisons to control groups or by providing more evidence on
possible family substitutes. In any case, a humber of studies have
addressed the issue of familial pathology in an attempt to determine the
effect of the family on drug addiction.

Based on a retrospective survey of 67 London boys in a remand home,
Noble (1970) was able to divide the boys into two categories, one being
a soft user group (non-narcotic, N = 47) and the other, a hard user
group (narcotic, N = 20). Based on reviews of past psychological,
psychiatric, and fteacher reports, the boys were rated on variables that
were thought to be related to drug use. Variables included intelligence,
persoﬁa]ity, psychiatric morbidity, family stability, and so forth. In
relation to family stability, which was determined by evidence of illegit-
imacy, parental separation, long standing marital disharmony, and poor
family discipline, hard drug users had significantly greater evidence of
disturbed family relationships than did soft users. Furthermore, 65
percent of the hard drug user's mothers were rated as having an abnormal
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personality; 25 percent having had a previous mental illness; and 10
percent having attempted suicide. Of the hard group fathurs, 75 percent
were rated as having an abnormal personality; 20 percent having had a
previous mental illness; and 15 percent having attempted suicide.
Moreover, a higher proportion of hard group siblings had juvenile court
convictions than did soft group siblings. Although comparisons were not
made with the families of nondrug users, the families of hard drug users
had a greater degree of instability than did families of soft drug users
(Noble, 1970).

In a study designed to gain factual information on the social back-
grounds of London drug addicts, Bean {1971) interviewed 100 consecutive
drug offenders found guilty by two London courts. Forty-two came from
broken homes, 40 had been runaways or had been rejected by parents, and
another 25 left home after they had taken their first drug. Stimson
(1973) studied 128 addicts from 11 London drug clinics and found 47
percent of his sample were separated from their parents prior to the age
of 16. Chambers et al., (1968) found 67.5 percent of the 155 black
addicts he studied who were admitted to the U.S. Public Health Hospital
at Lexington in 1965, had experienced broken home situations. Vaillant
(1966a) in his 12-year follow-up of addicts released from that same
hospital found 52 percent came from broken homes. Smith et al., (1966)
interviewed 100 other addicts admitted to Lexington and found that 41
percent came from broken homes.

In a study comparing 50 black addicts with 350 black nondrug users
in the District of Columbia Reformatory, Julian Roebuck (1962) found
family, school, and community backgrounds were more favorable for drug
users than nondrug users. There were no comparisons made with nonaddict,
nonoffenders to see whether the addict and the nonaddict offendar groups
diverged from the norm. Roebuck found that the single most important
factor in the background of addicts was the tendency of addicts to be
reared by dominant mothers who sheltered and overindulged them. Kozel
et al., (1972) interviewed 225 inmates in the D.C. Jail to determine the
differences between addicts and nonaddicts. The authors found nonaddicts
tend to come from larger families and are more likely to attend religious
services than are nonaddicts.
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Friedman et al., (1973) analyzed data on 388 lower class court
adjudicated boys and found drug users, compared to nonusers, were charac-
terized by: a greater number of household moves, more frequent use of
alcohol by fathers, more court appearances by fathers, and families who
were rated as less cohesive prior to the age of six by the boys themselves.

Probably the most detailed study of addicts and their relationships
with their families comes from Chein et al., (1964), a massive study of
New York City youth addicts. In one phase of their research the investi-
gators interviewed four groups of individuals. Group one was comprised
of 59 institutionalized drug users who were not otherwise delinquent
before they started using drugs (referred to as nondelinquent users).
Group two included 41 institutionalized users who were otherwise delinquent
prior to the onset of drug use (referred to as delinquent users). Group
three included 50 institutionalized delinquents who were not heroin
users (referred to as delinquent nonusers). And group four included 52
controls from comparable neighborhoods (referred to as nondelinquent
nonusers). The authors concluded:

With respect to most of the factors that might be expected to
help generate a family climate that would instill in the young
respect for societal standards of behavior or that might be expected
to have the opposite effect, the controls come out in the most
advantaged position and the delinquents in the most disadvantaged
position. In other words, most of these factors are, at best,
relevant to deviancy in general or to delinquency in particular;
they do not suggest any specific clues to factors in drug use.
Contrary to our expecta ns, for instance, the experience of a
relatively prolonged deprivation of contact with the father and the
choice of the mother as the person whose opinion of oneself one

values mos%t are factors most closely associated with delinquency,
rather than with drug use.

The one factor we have found to be distinctly related to drug
use and apparently unrelated to delinque:cy per se is the experience
of 1iving with a relatively cohesive fimily. The users have, on
the average, been more deprived, in this respect, than the nonusers.
We have interpreted the value of 1iving with a cohesive family as a
contribution to a sense of mutuality.

(Chein et al., 1964:124-125)

In another phase of this extensive study, Chein and associates at-
tempted to determine how early familial experiences are related to later
psychological maladjustment. Indepth interviews were conducted with 30
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addict familjes and 29 control families. Based on these interviews, the

authors concluded:

In almost all the addict families (97 percent), there was a
disturbed relationship between the parents, as evidenced by
separation, divorce, open hostility, or lack of warmth
and mutual interest. In these conditions, the mother usually
became the most important parent figure in the 1ife of the
youngster. But, whatever the vicissitudes of the relationship
between the boy and his mother, one theme was almost invariably

the same--the absence of a warm relationship with a father
figure with whom the boy could identify.

The families of the addicts did not provide a setting which
would facilitate the acceptance of discipline or the development
of personal behavioral controls. The standards of conduct offered
by the parents were usually vague or finconsistent; the addicts
had characteristically (more than 70 percent) been overindulged,
overfrustrated, or experienced vacillation between overindulgence
and overfrustration. For about one-fourth of the addicts, though
for none of the controls, there was evidence of the absence of
a clear pattern of parental roles in the formulation or execution
of disciplinary policy.

(Chein et al., 1964:273-274)

3. Education
A few studies show the educational level of addicts is not

markedly different from the population from which they came. DeFleur et
al., (1969) in their follow-up of Puerto Rican addicts treated at the
Lexington Public Health Hospital found that the educational level of
these subjects was higher than that of the relevant base population of
Puerto Rico. The median educational Tevel for these subjects was 9.5
years compared to 8.3 years for San Juan males in 1960. The authors
also stated that these subjects appeared to be average or above average -
in intelligence. Pescor's eariier study of the Lexington population
revealed the educational Tevel of early admissions was not much different
from the rest of the population except for the high proportion of
graduates from professional schoo1s (Clausen, 1957).

However, most studies of addict populations have generally found
that addicts have poor levels of educational attainment. In an examination

*
This reflects the number of patients admitted to Lexington from the
medical field. For a discussion of physician addicts, see Winick (1961).
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of 699 identified drug users in the Maryland Department of Corrections,
Nurco and Lerner (1972) found the educational attainment quite Tow.

Over 85 percent of the subjects had not completed high school while
nearly 40 percent nad not even attended high school. On]y'3 percent of
the subjects had any college. Of the drug users, however, users of
opiates other than heroin and users of synthetic opiates were among the
higher educated. Nearly one-quarter of these subjects completed high
school compared to only 12 percent of the heroin users and 14 percent of
the users of other drugs.

In an examination of black opiate addictian, Chambers et al.,
(1968) found 30.8 percent of the 806 blacks admitted to the U.S. Public
Health Hospitals in Lexington and Fort Worth had a high school education
or more; 53.5 percent had started but failed to complete high school;
and 8.4 percent had some formal education but had not entered high
school. Glaser et al., (1971) compared 37 pairs of addicts and non-
addict siblings to determine differences in the two groups. Regarding
education, it was found that 22 addicts left school at a earlier age
than their non-addicted siblings, nine left the same year, and in only
six of the pairs did the non-addict sibling leave school first. Twenty-
three of the non-addicts graduated from high school while only 12 of the
addicts did.

In their study of 235 black men selected from a normal population,
Robins and Murphy (1967) found nearly twice as many high school dropouts
as high school graduates used drugs. Both heroin use and heroin addiction
were found to be higher among the high school dropouts. In a study of
100 consecutive drug offenders convicted in two London Courts, Bean
(1971) found educational levels among these subjects to be low. At the
time of their arrest, four were still attending school and four others
were attending college. 0Of the 80 subjects educated in England only 10
had left school with any national qualification. However, one-quarter
of the 80 subjects educated in Great Britain received some form of
higher education. It was found that most had left within three months;
however, two were university graduates.
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4. Personality Studies

There are several reasons why studies of addict personalities
have not been easy to interpret. First, it is difficult to determine
whether the present personality was the cause or the result of addiction.
Second, few studies have employed the use of blind interviews to assure
that diagnoses are not influenced by presupposed knowledge of addict
personalities. Third, the lack of conciol groups in this research has
not allowed researchers to distinguish differences between users and
nonusers that are similar in age, sex, socioeconomic class, and so
forth. Fourth, there is apparently an underlying assumption among

researchers and practitioners that there is, in fact, an addict personality.

"No one picture can be drawn which is typical of all of the persons who
make up the addict population," says Lawrence Kolb. Furthermore, "just
as symptoms vary greatly with the type and amount of drug that is taken,
so do the personalities of addicts" (Kolb, 1962:5). Kolb goes on to say
addict personalities generally fall within three categories, although
few addicts fit any clear-cut category: (1) character disorders, (2)
inadequate personalities, and (3) psychoneuroses.

Probably the most carefully controlled study of addict personalities
was conducted by Gerard and Kornetsky (1955). A sample of hospitalized
adolescent opiate users was compared with a control group of similar
addicts with respect to age, ethnic background, and exposure to illicit
drugs. Blind interviews were utilized so none of the diagnosticians
were aware of the drug status of the subjects. Addicts were found to
have more severe personality disturbances than the control group subjects.
None of the addict groups were considered "normal" although nearly one-
half of the controls were. Furthermore, Gerard and Kornetsky classified
almost one-half of the addicts and one-fifth of the controls as suffering
from overt or incipient schizophrenia; two-fifths of the addict group
and none of the controls were classified as having "delinquent-dominated
character disorders," but one-fourth of the controls were suffering from
"serious neurotic disturbances" (Clausen, 1957; Gerard and Kornetsky,
1955). Not all of the tests, however, clearly differentiated the two
groups. 'Test responses which are generally regarded as evidences of
pathology were given by a higher proportion of the addicts than of the
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controls, but for any given index, a substantial minority of the control
subjects gave such responses and a substantial minority of the addicts
gave what would be considered acceptable or normal responses" (Clausen,
1957:44).
Gerald and Kornetsky concluded:
These findings support the hypothesis that youths Tiving in urban
areas where il1licit opiate use is widespread do not become aadicted
independently of psychiatric pathology. The data also indicate
that the converse need not be true; as youths who exhibit personality
malfunction similar to that of the addicts need not become addicted.
As the writers pointed out previously, becoming an opiate addict is
a highly individualized process which can be understood only in the
context of the individual's personality structure, past 1ife situations

and present interactions with the significant figures of his familial
and peer groups.

(Gerard and Kornetsky, 1955:484)

Foggitt et al., (1976) conducted a study of 74 delinquents in an
English borstal. The boys were classified as either non-drug users,
casual drug users, or heavy drug users. It was found that the casual
drug users were the most free from psychiatri¢ disturbances, whereas the
heavy drug users were more disturbed than the non-drug users. Gossop
and Kristjansson (1977) investigated the personality differences of
convicted and nonconvicted male drug-dependent patients based on Eysenck's
three-factor Personality Questionnaire. Those subjects convicted of
non-drug related offenses scored higher on the extroversion scale than
subjects not convicted of these offenses. Rosenberg (1969) compared 50
addicts and 50 alcoholics and found addicts to be less anxious, but more
neurotic, intelligent, and passive than the alcoholic group. Pescor's
early work at Lexington classified patients as having "psychopathic
diathesis," "inebriate personality," or "psychopathic personality"
(Clausen, 1957).

Kandel (1978a), in her review of the longitudinal research on drug
abuse, identified personality variables that have been found to be
predictive of marijuana use revolved around the following themes:
rebelliousness, stress on independence, low sense of psychological well-
being, Tow self-esteem, and low academic aspirations and motivation.
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In sum, to quote Blum (1967c:52):

One can say that among persons currently identified and studied as
opiate dependent in the United States today that the probability of
their having personality disorder is high, that their personality
defects seem Tinked to their becoming dependent on drugs - and to
their Tater inabilities to becoming abstinent - and that personality
plays a causal role in association with other important factors.
Personality disorder, no more than any other single factor could,
does not "cause" addiction. For most-identified addicts it is part
of the constellation of misery which pervades the socioeconomic
deprivation in the big cities.

5. Race or Ethnicity

The overwhelming majority of studies on drug use and crime,
particularly heroin use and crime, have found that a greater proportion
of subjects are minority group members. In an analysis of drug users 1in
prison populations, Nurco and Lerner (1972) found most subjects were
black; Petersen and Stern (1974) found 41 percent of 291 addicts admitted
to the Federal Bureau of Prisons were black; and Robinson (1961) inter-
viewed female addicts in the I11inois State Reformatory for Women and
found over 89 percent were black. Analyzing admission records to Lexing-
ton Public Health Hospital between 1935 and 1966, Chambers and Moffett
(1970) report the large increases in drug addiction among blacks occurred
simultaneously with the Targe influx of blacks to urban centers during
this period. Negro admissions to Lexington during this period grew from
10 percent in 1935 to 31 percent in 1966.

Additionally, Chambers et al., (1970a) found Mexican-American
admissions for drug addiction to the Public Health Hospitals at Lexington
and Fort Worth doubled between 1961 and 1967. Ball and Lau (1970) found
Chinese-Americans to be substantially overrepresented in admissions to
Lexington Hospital.

While black addicts appear to be the most overrepresented minority
in identified addict populations, other minority groups are substantially
overrepresented as well. More research must be conducted to determine
whether this is a result of bias selection of law enforcement agencies
and treatment programs or whether, in fact, drug addiction among minorities
is as disproportional as these figures indicate.

Summary and Conclusion

In general, addicts tend to reside in urban centers, particularly

in the northeast. These urhan areas are characterized by poverty, high
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rates of delinquency, and high concentration of minority groups. In
addition, addict families are typically disturbed in some way; there are
high rates of family disharmony along with a lack of warmth and discipline,
however, few comparisons with controls were made. Furthermore, the
educational attainment of addicts is quite low. Few ever complete high
school and many never attend. Finally, many studies have diagnosed
addicts as psychologically disturbed. These studies, however, are
difficult to interpret for many reasons. Few control groups were used

in these studies and most studies did not use blind interviews to assure
that diagnosticians would not know they were interviewing addicts.

Since addicts are reported to come from poor socioeconomic backgrounds,
with 1ittle:education, and an unhealthy environment in which to develop,
many researchers see these traits as predispositional factors in addiction.
Others maintain there are significant numbers of individuals who grow up
under similar conditions and do not become involved with drugs or crime
so that there must be additional factors that account for addiction.
Several of these additional factors are discussed in section IV on 1ife
cycle issues. Following, now, is a discussion of drug use and criminal
behavior patterns.

B. Patterns of Drug Use

Once an individual tries heroin, what are the subsequent patterns
of drug use that emerge? In other words, what are the stages of addic-
tion? What types of drug users are there? Do drug users become exclusive
users of one drug or are there multiple patterns of use? In this section
the patterns and the extent of drug use among addicts will be reviewed.
This description of drug use patterns will be enhanced by the use of
various typologies based on the empirical observations of several research-
ers.

In order to more clearly understand the stages and patterns of drug
use, investigators have often employed the use of typologies. McKinney
defines a constructed type as a "purposive, planned selection, abstractinn,

conbination and (sometimes) accentuation of a set of criteria with
empirical referents that serves as a basis for comparison of empirical
cases" (McKinney, 1966:203). In selecting criteria for typological
construction, primary consideration should be given to the purpose of
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the typology. Pragmatic application of drug/crime types will facilitate
our understanding of drug/crime relationships.

Indeed, the purpose of the typology must be the primary consideration
in the formulation of that typology. Past research on the drug/crime
issue has included a variety of typologies used for different purposes.
There have been typoiogies developed on the stages of addiction (Chambers,
1974d; Chein et al., 1964), categories of criminal offenses (Shellow,
1976), and types of drug users (Ball, 1965; Inciardi, 1974b; and Stimson,
1973). A review of several typologies describing the stages of addiction
and the types of drug users follows.

1. Stages of Addiction

. Most individuals who use heroin have previously used other
drugs.  Once individuals try heroin most continue to use the drug, but
the extent to which they use it varies considerably. Contrary to what

most people think, many heroin users are only occasional users, referred

to as "chippers."

They tend to use heroin on weekends, at parties, or
special occasions and are able to regulate their intake of heroin much
the same way social drinkers can regulate their intake of alcohol (Silber-
man, 1978; see also section V on economic issues for further discussion).
Evidence of this self-regulation comes from several sources, but
one particularly revealing study was conducted by Robins on men stationed
in Vietnam between 1970 and 1972. Robins found 40 percent of these men
had used either opium or heroin and, of these, 14 to 20 percent were
considered addicted. Faced with the prospect of being released from the
Army with less than honorable discharges, 93 percent of the addicts and
nearly all of the "chippers" were able to stop using heroin for the rest
of their military careers. In a follow-up a year after their discharge,
virtually none of the addicted addicts became readdicted, yet many
continued using heroin occasionally. Robins concludes, "the ability of
men formerly dependent on narcotics to use them occasionally without
readdiction challenges the common view of narcotic addiction as a chronic
and intractable position" {see Silberman, 1978:179). This ability to
control the habit may be, in part, a function of the increasing prevalence
of polydrug use. Heroin users may be able to minimize the effect of

b3
A more detailed review on initial drug use can be found in section
IV on Life Cycles.
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heroin withdrawal through the use of other drugs. The extent of polydrug
use among addicts will be discussed below in greater detail.

For other addicts, their intake of heroin may be substantially more
controlled by physiological and psychological cravings for the drug, but
their habits are far from being inelastic (see section V on economic
issues). Although these addicts may not be the craving, maniacal figures
we have come to know through the popular literature they are in the
strict sense, addicted. Schur offers a-definition of addiction, which
includes the criteria of addiction accepted by most researchers:

Drug addiction is a state of periodic or chronic intoxication

produced by the repeated consumption of a drug (natural or synthetic).

Its characteristics include: (1) an overpowering desire or need

(compulsion) to continue taking the drug and to obtain it by any

means; (2) a tendency to increase the dose; (3) a psychic (psycholog-

ical) and generally a physical dependence on the effects of the
drug; (4) an effect detrimental to the individual and to society.

(Schur, 1965: 122)

Similarly, Maurer and Vogel (1967) describe five essential characteristics
of addiction as: (1) Toss of control, (2) injury to self or others, (3)
tolerance, (4) physical dependence, and (5) habituation or emotional
dependence. Many individuals who try heroin, however, may never reach
this stage of dependence.

Several researchers have attempted to describe the stages of
addiction. Chein et al., (1964) describe four stages of use: experimen-
tation, occasional use, regular use, and habitual use. An individual
drug user may go through all four stages; others may experiment and go
no further; some may use heroin occasionally but don't become regular
users; some become regular users but are capable of breaking the habit;
and still others become habitual users.

Individuals are most susceptible to experimentation with drugs
between the ages of 16 and 17 according to Chein and his associates. At
this age, the individual is aware of what heroin is and may have even
seen others use it. He is drawn into experimentation in a casual way,
often through subtle pressure from peers. Chein et al. distinguish
occasional use from regular use on several points. Occasional users do

not have to establish contact with the network of drug users and dealers
in order to procure the drug. Occasiocnal users use heroin only in a
supportive way, and are not dependent. The drug is used for pleasure
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with few negative side effects. Regular users are of two basic types,

according to the authors. One type of regular user is known to voluntarily
abstain from using heroin for relatively long periods of time, but is
extremely vulnerable to relapsing under conditions of stress. The other
type of regular user, far more common, is never truly addicted, but may

go through periods of more severe physiological and psychological
dependence and may even experience withdrawal, often considered the acid
test of addiction status. Habitual users, Tike regular users, use

heroin daily but are more psychologically and physiologically dependent
upon the drug. They experience greater changes in mood attributed to
the drug; they are more likely to alter their daily activities, moving
toward less responsibility and more leisure activities; and they are
also likely to become increasingly engaged in friendships with other
addicts. In fact, Becker (1963) reports that a drug addict told him the
moment she realized she was "hooked" was when she realized she no longer
had any friends who were not addicts.

Chambers (1974d) delineates two major types of drug users in a
similar typology to the one offered by Chein and associates. The first
type, the self-medicators, use legally manufactured and distributed
prescription drugs to relieve boredom, frustration, or stress. The
second type, the pleasure-seekers, may also use legally manufactured and
distributed prescription drugs in addition to illicit drugs. But the
pleasure-seeking user is more likely to become socially and personally
dysfunctional than the self-medicator. Chambers describes four types of
pleasure-seeking users who can be seen as, in addition to being types,
the equivalent of Chein et al.'s stages. The first type is the drug
experimenter. For these individuals, drugs do not play a significant
role in their lives, and in order for them to use drugs, the psychological
and social setting must be conducive for use. The second type of drug
user, the social/recreational user, differs from the experimenter primarily
in the frequency and continuity of consumption. This user is always
willing to use drugs and only needs an appropriate place to do so. Like
the experimenter, however, drugs do not play a major role in his life.
The third type, the committed user, spends considerable time and energy
on drug-related activity. Although he is still capable of functioning
in society, this user's proficiency in other areas of life has declined
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markedly as increased drug use becomes a significant part of his 1ife.
The fourth type of user, the dysfunctional user, no longer has any
control over his drug taking behavior. This individual has become
personally and socially dysfunctional and devotes nearly all of his time
to drug seeking and drug taking. In addition, this user is likely to
have been identified by one or more community social agazncies.

2.  Drug-Using Types

Based on interviews with male heroin addicts at several London
clinics, Stimson (1973) described four addict types: stable addicts,
loners, two-worlders, and junkies. Stable addicts tend to be employed;
have T1ittle involvement with the drug subculture; have not engaged in
significant criminal activity; do not use black market heroin; and have
a conventional appearance. Loners are addicts who are not employed but
rely on others such as, relatives, friends, or welfare for support
rather than engaging in criminal activity. Despite the fact that loners
use black market heroin, they are as isolated from the drug subculture
as they are from the more conventional world. Two-worlders are seemingly
capable of interacting in both the conventional world and the drug
culture. They are usually employed, but also have extensive criminal

records. They have contact with the drug underworld, rely heavily on
black market heroin, but, nonetheless, maintain a conventional appearance.
Junkies, the least common group in this sample, but as Stimson pointed
out, probably the most common in the U.S. (due to differences in drug
policies between the two countries), are unemployed, heavily involved in
criminality, primarily use bhlack market heroin, and are significantly
involved with other addicts.

In an analysis of the medical records of over 3,000 patients at the
U.S. Public Health Hospitals at Lexington, Kentucky and Fort Worth,
Texas, Ball (1965) delineated two patterns of drug addicts. One pattern
includes mostly metropolitan minority youths addicted to heroin. The
other pattern consists of southern, middle-aged whites addicted to
opiates other than heroin or synthetic analgesics.

Inciardi (1974b) suggested five patterns of drug use: (1) narcotics
addiction among professional criminals, which has been on the decline
since the 1940's, (2) medically induced addiction and audiction among
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health professionals, (3) addiction among delinguent youth, particularly
gang members, (4) poly-drug use, and (5) heroin/street addiction.
Patterns 4 and 5 appear to be the most relevant to this discussion or,
at least, are given the most attention in the literature.

The poly-drug user has come about largely as a result of the increases
in Tegally manufactured psychotropic drugs and the increases in availability
of illicit hallucinogenic drugs. Compared to the typical heroin/street
addict, the poly-drug user began taking drugs at an earlier age, has
used a wider variety of drugs, usually has become criminally involved
earlier in life, and has engaged in more diverse criminal behavior. |

A study conducted by Inciardi and Chambers (1972) of 38 males and
52 females certified to the New York State Narcotic Addiction Control
Commission for treatment, provides empirical evidence of the extent of
criminality and drug use among polydrug users. These subjects were
young, mostly members of minority groups, and evidenced considerable
drug and criminal involvement. Among the 38 males, some 6,766 offenses
were self-reported and 60 percent of the subjects had been involved in
violent personal crimes. Of the 52 females, some 6,415 offenses were
self-reported and almost one-half had been involved in violent personal
crimes. In addition, initial drug experience for these subjects occurred
at the median age of 13 for males and 15 for females with subsequent
involvement with many drugs including the simultaneous use of at Jeast
nine varieties of narcotic and non-narcotic drugs. Evidence from other
studies further confirms the diversity of drug use among a substantial
number of addicts.

Based on interviews and urinalysis results of 150 new admissions of
the Washington, D.C. jail, Bass et al., (1971, 1972) identified 133 (68
percent) heroin using subjects. Of these, 47 percent were daily users,
referred to as addicts, and 21 percent were using heroin but not daily,
referred to as "chippers." Over one-half of the addict offenders and
two-thirds of the chippers reported still using marijuana at least once
a week. Indeed, 27 percent of the addicts and 23 percent of the chippers
had smoked a joint within 48 hours of their arrest. About two-thirds of
the addicts and one-half of the chippers were found to use cocaine at
least once a week. 1In fact, 32 percent of the addicts had used it
within 48 hours of their arrest and nearly one-fourth had used it within
24 hours of arrest. Other drugs were used as well.
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Amphetamines were used by 23 percent of the addicts and 16 percent
of the chippers. Of the addicts using amphetamines, 40 percent were
using them on a daily basis. Some of the heroin-using subjects were
also found to use barbiturates, hallucinogens, and illegal methadone
although to a lesser extent. In addition, 24 percent of the addicts
and 46 percent of the chippers consumed alcohol with other drugs within
24 hours of arrest.

In a study of drug offenders convicted by two London courts, Bean
(1971) interviewed 100 convicted offenders to ascertain background
information, drug use, and criminal history. Regarding drugs taken,
subjects were asked whether they had taken any of seven different types
of drugs. One-half of the subjects had taken five or mere and one-
quarter had taken all seven. Only five subjects reported taking only
one drug and another five reported taking none. In addition, 99 percent
had taken alcohol. To examine the current use of these drugs, subjects
were asked how many drugs they had taken within 36 hours of arrest.
Twenty subjects admitted taking four or more, 41 took three or more, and
65 consumed two or more within 36 hours of their arrest. Bean also
found that those subjects that had consumed all seven drugs at some time
in their lives tended to be the same individuals that consumed the
largest number of drugs within 36 hours of arrest. Bean concludes:
"This would suggest that current drug taking is related to the total
experience of drugs. B§7£his I mean that these drug takers do not
necessarily move from one drug to another and give up the old one when a
new drug is tried. Rather they tend to retain the use of old drugs, and
so the larger the number of drugs that have been tried, the larger the
number retained" (Bean, 1971:81).

In a study of 235 black men in St. Louis, Robins and Murphy (1967)
found few "specialists" among their sample. Nearly one-half (109) of
the subjects had tried at Teast one of the four drugs inquired about
(marijuana, amphetamines, barbiturates, and heroin). Of these, nearly
all reported using marijuana; 13 percent had tried heroin, 10 percent
reported becoming addicted; 17 percent had taken amphetamines and; 14
perceiit had taken barbiturates.
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Of those using marijuana, one-half reported using no other drug.
Moving from the soft to the harder drugs, fewer subjects used one drug
exclusively. OCnly four percent of those that had taken heroin, five
percent of those that had taken amphetamines and six percent of those
that had taken barbjturates had not used another drug. Nearly two-
thirds of the amphetamine and barbiturate users had used either three or
four types of drugs. Four-fifths of those that had tried heroin had
also tried three or four other drugs, two-thirds having used amphetamines
and over one-half used barbiturates. On the other hand, one-half of the
amphetamine and barbiturate users had tried heroin as well.

The heroin/street addiction pattern, the fifth pattern offered by
Inciardi, represents the stereotypic addict. This individual typically
began experimenting with marijuana in adolescence either to conform to
peer pressure, for thrills or excitement, or to strike back at opposing
authority structures. For these addicts, heroin is usually purchased
with i1legally obtained funds, as the addicts are often heavily involved
in income-generating crimes.

Within the street addict subculture, as it has been referred to by
some, other types and roles of addicts emerge. Finestone (1957) provides
an excellent description of "cats" in Chicago. Based on interviews with
50 black addicts between 1951 and 1953, Finestune describes the "cat"
and provides a basis for a theory of why young Negro mer are attracted to
this lifestyle. Armed with a gift of charm and an ingratiating manner,
each "cat" sees himself as an operator with his own hustle in order to
avoid the conventional work which he disdains. For the cat, the sole
purpose in life is to experience the "kick." That is, "...any act tabooed
by 'squares' that heightens and intensifies the present moment of experience
and differentiates it as much as possible from the humdrum routine of
daily life" (Finestone, 1969:5). We can see how heroin appears to be so
attractive to the cat, for heroin is the ultimate kick. As Finestone
put it "no substance was more profoundly tabooed by ¢ nventional middle-
class society. Regular heroin use provides a sense of maximal social
differentiation from the 'square'" (Finestone, 1969:6). Furthermore,
the two main themes of the cat, the "hustle" and the "kick", can be seen
as the "...direct antithesis to two of the central values of the dominant
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culture, the 'hustle' versus the paramount importance of the occupation
for the male in our society, and the 'kick' versus the importance of
regulating conduct in terms of its future consequences" (Finestone,
1969:6).

Sutter (1966), in another classic article, describes the "righteous
dope fiend" and delineates addict subculture types. Sutter claims
researchers have distorted the reality of the street scene and addict
subculture by viewing these addicts as a relatively homogenous group of
frustrated lower class youth who have adopted a retreatist role to their
double failure. Sutter points out that this view does not represent the
"players” who see heroin as a deliberate achievement and as a symbol of
Tuxury. Nor does this view reflect the "righteous dope fiend," one who
has mastered the act of hustling and whose world is "fused with the same
success symbols prevalent in conventional society."” Within this subculture,
Sutter jdentified a prestige hierarchy of drug use types with dope
fiends at the top, followed by crystal freaks, weedheads, pill freaks,
acid freaks, then garbage junkies, and winos.

In a year-long study of a heroin copping community or heroin dis-
tribution site, Hughes et al., (1971) observed cver 100 different users
and dealers who they were able to classify into seven functional roles.
The big dealers were the local wholesalers who supplied the street and
part-time dealers with drugs; street dealers who sold directly to users;
part-time dealers who supplemented *their income by hustling; bag followers
who attached themselves to dealei's to support their habits; touts who
carried out liaisons betweer dealers and customers, steering customers
to certain dealers, and purchasing drugs for those who have no contacts;
hustlers who engaged in various illegal activities other than dealing to
support their habits; and, workers who maintained at least a part-time
job in addition to hustling. Preble and Casey (1963) provide a similar
hierarchy of roles in addition to providing more information on dealers
above the street level.

Conclusion
We could offer no better conclusion than the one presented by

Inciardi:
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The five general patterns of narcotic addiction briefly described
would suggest that Tittle homogeneity has existed with respect to

the users of addicting drugs, and discussions of personal and

social characteristics and behavioral oriencations cannot be under-
taken within a single, or even double frame of reference since a
number of these patterns have existed simultaneously. Furthermore,
members of all the pattern groups have appeared in institutional
populations, and some degree of criminal behavior has been manifested
by each.

This would also suggest, then, that the previous attempts to examine
the relationship between addiction and crime, having neglected to
hold patterns of addiction constant, represented little more than
meaningless comparisons structured around what was consequently a
worthless dichotomy.

(Inciardi, 1974b: 254)

C. Criminal Behavior Patterns of Drug Users

Research on the criminal behavior patterns of the drug-using popula-
tions (specifically addic¢t populations) has been extensive. This research
has attempted to determine whether addict crime is specialized or comprised
of certain activities that can be considered patterns rather than random
criminal acts. Once an individual begins to use drugs regularly, what
types of crime is he likely to engage in? Are there differential crime
patterns depending on the predominant drug of choice? These are the
questions that will be reviewed in this section. First, several points
about this research will be discussed and, again, several caveats will
be reviewed.

Some researchers have attempted to determine whether there is a
relationship between various types of crime and the pharmacoiogical
effect of a specific drug. Most research, however, is not quite so
ambitious. Research on criminal behavior patterns usually shows only an
association between the use of a particular type of drug and criminal
offense, for it is an extremely difficult position to defend that a
specific drug compelled certain behavior. As stated by Blum, the pre-
dictability of behavior after consumption of drugs is difficult because
"...the drugs' specific effects are compounded by other strong influences
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such as thelmotive and personality of the user, the behavior of others,
the kind of situation, the expectations the user has of the drug and so
forth. It is also the case that drug effects vary with the dosage,

manner and frequency of administration, presence of potentiating or
antagonizing agents, concurrent health and nutritional status, and so

on" (Blum, 1969: 1466-67). Therefore, all of the research reviewed in
this section merely describes associations; there are no causal inferences
intended.

Another point that is central to the drug/crime issue is the question
of temporal sequencing. Is criminality an antecedent to drug addiction?
Or is criminality a result of addiction? What is the impact of drug use
on an individual's criminal behavior patterns? Although the answers to
these questions are concerned with criminal behav